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Spatial variability in surface artefact distributions in the 
Kazanlak Valley

Adela Sobotkova

10.1 Introduction
Bulgarian analyses of survey data to date have focused 
on synchronic settlement preferences, site type variation, 
and population dynamics (Gotsev 1997b; Archibald 2000; 
Leshtakov 2002; Chankowski and Gotsev 2002). Single-
period studies can offer an in-depth exploration of site 
variability across a regional, or even larger, dataset of 
sites. 

This chapter instead presents a diachronic assessment 
of the spatial variability in the Kazanlak Valley survey 
dataset produced by the Tundzha Regional Archaeology 
Project (TRAP) to characterise the evolution of past 
human settlement in this intermontane landscape. First, 
each chronological period is examined on its own, 
exploring patterns in site dispersal and aggregation at 
different scales. Next, results are compared with the 
preceding and succeeding periods, and site growth or 
decline over time is translated into general population 
trends. Finally, the contribution of social and natural 
factors to the formation of the archaeological record and 
to changing habitation patterns is considered.

When discussing each period, the focus is on changes in 
site numbers, their spatial relationships, and environmental 
context, especially soils and local topography. Across 
periods, site continuity is assessed, and where the size of 
the dataset permits, geospatial statistics are applied to sites 
of a given period, regardless of ascribed function. Each 
section of this chapter assesses the persistence of cultural 
material at a given site over time. A processual approach is 
used to frame questions and interpret results. Following this 
approach, the variation in spatial and temporal distribution 
of human activities is seen as adaptation to changes in both 
natural circumstances and socio-cultural systems (Flannery 
1976; Earle 1976). To assess this variation, I combine 
standard geostatistical methods (Nearest Neighbour, 
Ripley’s K) to investigate trends in site aggregation and 
dispersal at multiple spatial scales, and then compare the 
results across the long term using locational theory as the 
basis for my interpretive framework (Hodder and Orton 
1976; Haggett et al. 1977; Bevan and Conolly 2006). The 
core themes discussed in the chapter relate to subsistence 
strategies, demography, and social organisation.

Abstract This chapter presents the results of spatial analysis conducted on a surface survey data from the Tundzha 
Regional Archaeology Project (TRAP) in the Kazanlak Valley. It characterises the dynamics of settlement patterns 
in the valley and reviews factors contributing to them. Diachronic variation in the spatial distribution of human 
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Figures 10.1a and 10.1b illustrate the main diachronic 
trends in the Kazanlak survey data: slow growth during 
the Neolithic to the Early Bronze Age ends with a Middle 
Bronze Age hiatus. Dramatic growth during the Late Iron 
Age and the Roman period slows down during the Early 
Byzantine period, followed by a Mediaeval revival and 
Ottoman prosperity.

10.2 Kazanlak Valley site distribution 
The main output of the survey comprises a continuous 
distribution of artefact counts (at least in areas where 
intensive survey was possible; see Chapter 3). Such 
a dataset makes it possible to undertake a variety of 
analyses, from fine-grained artefact-based approaches 
(Kuna 1998; Bevan and Conolly 2006) to site-based 
spatial analysis, where sites are defined from surface 
artefact concentrations (Renfrew and Wagstaff 1986; 
Cherry et al. 1991; Jameson et al. 1993). In this chapter, as 
an initial benchmarking exercise, the latter is undertaken. 
Sites, represented by points, are treated as interpretations 
derived from surface artefact patterns rather than primary 
phenomena (again, see Chapter 3 for further discussion). 
The analyses conducted here include: (1) relationships 
between contemporary sites at multiple scales using 
Nearest Neighbour and Ripley’s K statistical methods; 
(2) correlations between environmental variables and 
sites; and (3) evolution of site distribution over time in 
the context of social and environmental change. More 
specifically, I evaluate the degree of site clustering 
and dispersal at different analytical scales, relate the 
outcomes to social competition, cooperation, and resource 
availability during a given period, and explore these 
synchronic patterns over time to identify changes in social 
and human-environment interactions. 

10.2.1 The locational approach
In this chapter, geostatistics are applied to Kazanlak Valley 
sites to distinguish past human locational preferences 
from dynamic processes operating at multiple scales 
(e.g., ‘budding’ of daughter settlement from mother sites), 
and to assess levels of cooperation and decision-making 
reflected in the spatial organisation of past communities. 

This approach rests on locational theory, which 
provides tools for the discovery and explanation of 
patterns that underlie spatially distributed systems. ‘New’ 
geographers developed locational theory and associated 
approaches to translate spatial regularities into human 
behaviour predicated on assumptions of rationality and 
efficiency (Lösch 1954; Isard 1956). Once elaborated 
(Haggett 1966), locational theory was adapted by neo-
evolutionary archaeologists to identify the process of 
social evolution in the archaeological record. Johnson 
(1973) suggested that variation in site surface area 
within a region corresponds directly to hierarchical 
levels of decision making in local polities. Earle (1976) 
used locational approaches to map the diachronic shifts 
in competition and authority in Mesoamerica. Flannery 
(1998) suggests formal archaeological measures in both 
mortuary and settlement records that can be applied as 
rules of thumb for the emergence of states. More recently, 
Bevan and Conolly (2006) apply quantitative multiscalar 
analysis to the Kythera survey dataset to characterise 
settlement patterns at different scales. 

Smith (2003, 42) has critiqued locational theory for 
reliance on a ‘mechanical ontology of space, a commitment 
to explaining regularities and variation in spatial patterns 
in terms of a universal geometry of settlement determined, 
in the last instance, by the logic of socio-evolutionary 
process’. Duffy (2015) has likewise argued that site size 
hierarchies can arise from a variety of social and economic 

Figure 10.1 Kazanlak Valley survey results: a) site counts, aggregate area, and estimates of contemporaneous sites from the Neolithic to 
the Ottoman period; b) soil types represented in 1 km catchments around Kazanlak Valley sites from the Neolithic to the Ottoman period.

a b
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processes, including warfare, fission, and seasonality. If 
different mechanisms can leave the same footprints in 
the landscape, explanations emphasising socio-political 
complexity may be overused. Finally, Smith (2003, 43) 
argues that while locational analysis describes the spatial 
aspects of material correlates to complex polities, it does 
not explain the evolution of the polities or how the polities 
functioned. Recognising these limitations, I characterise, 
rather than explain, spatial patterns in Kazanlak.

While these critiques have both complicated and 
expanded the interpretation of regional spatial patterns 
in survey datasets – and offered productive directions 
for future studies – a multifaceted study of alternative 
explanations of the sort advocated by Duffy (for example) 
is beyond the scope of the diachronic overview presented 
here. To get beyond mechanistic application of locational 
analysis, I relate my results to the environmental and 
topographic particulars of the landscape, consider social 
factors, and apply a range of statistical approaches.

Finally, locational theory has practical constraints when 
applied to survey data. The existence of non-contemporary 
sites, for example, poses problems for methods that work 
best on static systems. The coarse chronology of survey 
data obscures the number of sites that existed at any given 
time. The probabilistic modelling presented in Chapter 9 
mitigates this error as it estimates contemporaneous sites. 
Such modelling, however, fails to specify which settlements 
were contemporary, a problem for point-based spatial 
statistics. A second issue related to coarse chronology is 
that not all socio-political changes leave marks in space. 
Braudel’s remark that the ‘long term wins in the end’ (1973, 
1244, cited in Hodder 1987, 8) is appropriate, since we can 
expect that only exceptional or long-lasting processes will 
register in the surface archaeological remains.

10.2.2 From artefact scatters to sites
Given the considerable variability of the survey site 
dataset, a brief review of how the dataset was processed is 
essential for the reproduction of my analyses. Sites in this 
chapter are represented by points, which approximate the 
centre of surface artefact distributions whose boundaries, 
nature, and chronology can be reviewed in Chapter 8 and 
the Kazanlak site catalogue.1 Except for settlement mounds 
and fortified sites, the function of the surface distributions 
in Kazanlak comes with a degree of uncertainty. Although 
some larger concentrations with the remains of daub, 
tableware, storage ware, and cookware may represent 
the remains of a permanent habitation, such as a hamlet 
or a village, this function could have changed over 
time. TRAP trial excavations at select concentrations 
(Nekhrizov and Tzvetkova 2010; Bozhinova 2010) as well 
as past excavations at Seuthopolis (Dimitrov and Čičikova 
1978), the prehistoric tells of Gabarevo, Kazanlak, and 
Kran (Mikov 1933a; Leshtakov 2005; Nikolov et al. 
2010; Andreeva and Anastasova 2014), and Roman 
sanctuaries (Tabakova 1959; Tabakova-Tsanova 1959; 
1960; 1980; see Chapter 6 for a full bibliography) testify 

to the functional variety of remains over time despite 
similar composition of surface distributions. All suspect 
settlements, small and large, were nonetheless included 
in the analysis. Mortuary sites (burial mounds), on the 
other hand, were excluded, mostly because their dates 
are unknown. Special purpose concentrations, such as 
quarries, shrines, and ceremonial areas are included. All in 
all, this chapter combines evidence from settlements with 
that from other types of sites for the purpose of analysis.

In terms of temporal uncertainty, the benefit of the 
doubt was given to components whose date was suspect 
because of poor material preservation. Rationale for the 
liberal approach is based on TRAP test excavation results. 
Unlike Whallon (1979, 288–399) or Redman (1987) 
who found clear links between surface distributions 
and excavated remains, TRAP excavations in Kazanlak 
tended to reveal more chronological components below 
surface than surface collections indicated (Nekhrizov 
and Tzvetkova 2010; Bozhinova 2010). Sites with coarse 
chronological resolution were normalised to the analytical 
units listed in the ̒Absolute chronologyʼ included at the 
beginning of this volume, and where ambiguity remained, 
an expansive interpretation was adopted. For example, at 
a site whose material was identified as dating to ‘Classical 
Antiquity’ (fifth century BC through fourth century AD), 
I included the site in both the Late Iron Age and Roman 
period, as it could potentially have been occupied during 
both. The chronological reliability of pottery analysis in 
Kazanlak differed with each period, and unlike Bevan 
et al. (2013) we recorded temporal certainty simply as 
a binary value (certain, uncertain), rather than assign 
to the artefacts the probability of belonging to different 
periods. In general, early periods are less reliably dated, 
and likely underestimated due to poor artefact survival 
(with one exception being highly visible and recognisable 
Chalcolithic pottery). At the other end of the timeline, 
sites from recent periods are sometimes masked by 
modern settlements, a lack of Ottoman expertise during 
fieldwork, or low artefact productivity (especially for the 
Early Byzantine period and First Bulgarian Kingdom). A 
conclusion can be drawn that the two millennia from the 
Late Bronze Age to the Roman period have been defined 
with the most certainty, because these periods (a) produced 
a relative abundance of diagnostic pottery (ten fragments 
per site on average), (b) suffered less deterioration of 
surface materials than earlier periods, (c) were less masked 
by modern settlements, which follow a different pattern, 
and (d) were the subject of researchers’ expertise.

Site distribution maps in this chapter reduce the 
information from surface concentrations into the graduated 
symbols of site size, or into histograms of recovered 
diagnostics.2 The extent of individual chronological site 
components (where sites have multiple chronological 
components) is represented by circles of varying sizes, 
classified to one of five tiers (following Chapter 8). The 
circles, inevitably, represent the best estimate of individual 
component extent, derived from the density of diagnostic 
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artefacts at a given site, the total area of a concentration, 
total number of chronological components, and their 
environmental setting. The sites that yielded diagnostics 
can be reviewed in Kazanlak site table3 as well as in the 
Kazanlak site catalogue.1 Additional information has been 
included in the maps to provide contextual information for 
settlements (e.g., the location of burial mounds), although 
again chronological coarseness makes the association of 
sites and other features uncertain. 

As asserted in Chapter 9, site distribution maps are 
static, cumulative representations of the record that are 
likely to overestimate the number of contemporary sites 
in any given period. As noted above, while Dewar’s 
model provides a useful aggregate correction, it is less 
helpful for synchronic analysis like this one since it 
does not identify which sites are contemporary. Given 
this limitation, I use the entire, uncorrected dataset for 
analysis, assuming that underestimation due to site 
loss balances the overestimation produced by coarse 
chronology. By plotting sites and their soil resources 
in a diachronic sequence, and by combining two to 
three phases in a comparative discussion, I illustrate the 
dynamic cultural and environmental processes of human 
interaction with the landscape.

As an addendum to the maps, site histograms and tables 
of site size ranks organised by period accompany each 
period under discussion (Fig. 10.2, Tables 10.1–10.3). The 

bins in the histograms are 0.5 ha. The tiers (or ‘ranks’) 
I discuss are my own, representing what I consider 
meaningful breaks in site size. The first tier of 0.1–0.5 ha 
covers ‘tiny’ sites. Small sites follow at 1 ha, medium at 
1–5 ha, large at 5–10 ha, and extra-large at greater than 10 
ha. Since not all sites were occupied simultaneously, these 
histograms, like the maps, provide an aggregate snapshot 
of each period. To offset this simplification and account 
for site contemporaneity, the discussion considers how 
the reduction stemming from Dewar’s correction might 
affect the distribution.

10.2.3 Two-dimensional spatial patterns
The large size and boundedness of the Kazanlak Valley 
study area (unlike that of Yambol, see Chapter 16) 
lends itself well to analytical methods utilised for two-
dimensional spaces. Archaeologists routinely draw on 
biological or geographic methods of assessing clustering 
and dispersal in spatial phenomena (Evans and Clarke 
1954; Pielou 1959; Getis 1964; Miller and Stephen 1966; 
Haggett et al. 1977). These methods include geostatistical 
techniques of Nearest Neighbour analysis, multiple cluster 
analysis, or correlations between sites or other social 
phenomena and environmental variables (Fortin and 
Dale 2005). The spatial patterning of sites is frequently 
described in terms of three idealised states: clustered, 
regular, or dispersed patterns (Hodder and Orton 1976, 

Figure 10.2 Kazanlak site size histograms over time.
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fig. 3.1). Real-life data distributions rarely fit one of these 
states neatly (van Andel et al. 1986); the clustering or 
dispersal is relative and depends on the scale at which 
the analysis is conducted (Earle 1976; Bevan and Conolly 
2006; Locke and Molyneaux 2006). A regular pattern 
between uniform sites has been interpreted as a sign of 
rivalry between communities (Earle 1976, 207; Hodder 
and Orton 1976, 54–85), arising from demographic growth 
(Getis 1964; Perles 2004, 132–47) or competition over 
spatially bounded resources (Pielou 1962; Earle 1976, 
200). Clustering of sites can indicate attraction between 
settlements, attraction to a localised resource, or the 
emergence of larger-scale polities or regional centres 
(Evans and Clarke 1954; Earle 1976, 207–12; Roberts 
1996; 15–37).

Given that in this chapter points were chosen as 
representations of sites, Nearest Neighbour analysis 
is used to detect clustering or dispersal at the largest 

available scale: the level of the Kazanlak Valley as 
a whole. This statistic was originally developed by 
ecologists Clark and Evans (1954) to measure the 
distribution of plant populations. It is straightforward and 
produces a descriptive, easy-to-interpret coefficient (see 
Table 10.5). The Nearest Neighbour statistic measures the 
distance from a given point to its first Nearest Neighbour. 
It then compares the mean distances observed between 
points (rA) with the expected point distances (rE) in a 
given study area (Clark and Evans 1954, 447). The result is 
a ratio (R), which can fall either above or below one. If it 
falls above one (R>1), it indicates that spatial phenomena 
are more dispersed than would be expected of a random 
distribution. If the ratio is below one (R<1), then the 
dataset is more aggregated than it would be if random. The 
Nearest Neighbour analysis is highly dependent on the size 
of study area and suffers from edge effects. A larger study 
area can make the dataset look aggregated, while a smaller 

Table 10.1 Kazanlak site aggregate area, count, and average area over time
Period NL CHL EBA LBA EIA LIA RM LA BYZ MA OTT
Aggregate Area (ha) 1.5 2.9 5.0 6.7 21.5 43.3 54.9 31.2 24.4 30.7 94.9
Site Count 3 6 10 7 23 38 23 19 15 21 15
Avg Area (ha) 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.9 1.1 2.4 1.6 1.6 1.5 6.3

Site size ranks NL CHL EBA LBA EIA LIA RM LA BYZ MA OTT
Tiny (<0.5 ha) 2 5 8 4 12 21 9 11 7 11 6
Small (0.5–1 ha) 1 1 5 6 4 1 3 3 1
Medium (1–5 ha) 1 2 2 6 9 5 5 4 5 5
Large (5–10 ha) 2 5 2 1 1 1
XL (>10 ha) 1 2

Table 10.2 Kazanlak site count by size rank over time

Table 10.3 Kazanlak site aggregate area by size rank over time
Site size ranks NL CHL EBA LBA EIA LIA RM LA BYZ MA OTT
Tiny (<0.5 ha) 0.81 0.87 1.89 1.06 1.73 4.94 2.22 3.30 1.68 1.54 1.43
Small (0.5–1 ha) 0.71 0.58 3.43 4.71 3.00 0.83 1.97 1.91 0.57
Medium (1–5 ha) 2.07 3.15 5.02 16.37 19.34 15.32 14.41 14.04 10.46 14.48
Large (5–10 ha) 14.33 34.37 12.65 6.70 6.70 7.94
XL (>10 ha) 10.09 70.50

Table 10.4 Kazanlak site average area by size rank over time
Site size ranks NL CHL EBA LBA EIA LIA RM LA BYZ MA OTT
Tiny (<0.5 ha) 0.41 0.17 0.24 0.26 0.14 0.24 0.25 0.3 0.24 0.14 0.24
Small (0.5–1 ha) 0.71 0.58 0.69 0.79 0.75 0.83 0.66 0.64 0.57
Medium (1–5 ha) 2.07 1.58 2.51 2.73 2.15 3.06 2.88 3.51 2.09 2.9
Large (5–10 ha) 7.17 6.87 6.33 6.7 6.7 7.94
XL (>10 ha) 10.09 35.25
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Table 10.5 Nearest neighbour index of Kazanlak sites over time
Period NL CHL EBA LBA EIA LIA RM LA BYZ MA OTT
NNA Ratio 0.196 0.341 0.746 0.538 1.053 0.896 0.866 1.015 1.104 1.053 0.866?
Elite sites – – – – – 1.29 0.849 – – – –

Figure 10.3 Results of Ripley’s K analysis on the Kazanlak broad site dataset from the Late Bronze Age to Ottoman period.
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study area will artificially increase the Nearest Neighbour 
ratio so that it looks dispersed (Hodder and Orton 1976, 
41). Missing sites and edge effects will increase the mean 
distances between sites. While the Kazanlak survey area 
was covered contiguously and completely, it contained one 
gap, which made sites look more dispersed. To remedy 
the study area dependency of Nearest Neighbour analysis, 
larger values were substituted into this parameter, from 
the strict ‘actually walked sample’ of 86 sq km to ‘area 
represented by the walked sample’, a 200 sq km bounding 
box surrounding the survey area corresponding to the 
Kazanlak Valley as a whole. This adjustment produces 
the most meaningful results for interpretation of site 
distribution at the scale of the study area.

Another problem with the application of the Nearest 
Neighbour statistic to regional survey data arises from 
its underlying assumption of spatial uniformity of 
archaeological phenomena. Given that the archaeological 
distributions are spread across a landscape with 
heterogeneous topography and unevenly distributed 
natural resources, spatial uniformity cannot be assumed 
across the surface or at different scales. To account for 
spatial inconsistency, the high-order Nearest Neighbour 
analysis is complemented with Ripley’s K-function, 
designed to be inherently multiscalar (see Fig. 10.3).

Ripley’s K-function passes a circular moving window 
through the points in the dataset and checks at various 
intervals the amount of points that fall inside and outside 
this radius (Ripley 1976; Dixon 2002). Comparing 
the observed to the expected number of neighbours 
(lambda(k)), the function identifies relative aggregation 
and dispersal of point data at different scales. Aggregation 
is signalled by values falling above the diagonal ‘expected’ 
line, dispersal by values below the ‘expected’ line 
(see Fig. 10.3). The aggregation or dispersal represent 
deviations from spatial homogeneity in a plane. This 
‘homogeneity’ is derived from a Monte Carlo simulation 
of the point distribution and displayed as a function l(k) 
in the graph, with a confidence envelope, generated by 
99 random permutations on the existing point values 
(translating into 99% confidence level). The envelope 
of confidence indicates how statistically significant the 
results are at individual distances. If the values fall inside 
the simulation envelope, it means the result is not very 
different from what we get if the points are distributed 
randomly in the study area. Ripley’s K, just like Nearest 
Neighbour, is sensitive to edge effects and the size of 
study area. The ‘minimum enclosing rectangle’ option 
was used in ArcGIS to provide a variable bounding 
area for period-specific datasets while running the 
function. ArcGIS also offers to correct for edge effects 
by generating simulated values beyond the study area 
boundary. Given the gap in TRAP survey coverage, this 
option was chosen, thus simulating sites on the outside 
of the moving window to remedy the edge effects. Even 
then, the confidence envelope generated by the simulation 

consistently falls below the expected line, signalling 
the effect of the enclosing boundary. When running the 
function, the moving window was set to start at 500 m 
radius, increment by 1000 m, and repeat ten times for 
each chronological component in the dataset. A maximum 
radius of 10 km was used (the ‘final radius’ in Ripley’s 
K). The lower-radius outcomes of Ripley’s K illustrate 
spatial patterns at the local scale, mid-range outcomes 
intermediate scale, and higher-radius outcomes the scale 
of the valley as a whole.

When applying these methods, site function is usually 
disregarded because the sample size in most periods is 
too small to tolerate additional subsampling. For the 
same reason, and because Dewar’s correction does not 
indicate which sites were occupied during any given 
period, the ‘broad’ site dataset was used as if all sites were 
contemporary (Chapter 9). Even using the largest sample 
available, results of Ripley’s K and Nearest Neighbour 
analyses are not statistically significant for some periods.

10.3   Early Settlement Overview:  
Neolithic to Late Bronze Age

The earliest traces of human habitation in Kazanlak were 
found at 21 surface artefact concentrations, assigned 
from the Neolithic to the Late Bronze Age (6200–1100 
BC).4 Two of these concentrations were associated with 
known settlement mounds (Kran-4118, Sheynovo-4130; 
Tabakova-Tsanova 1991, 122; Nikolov et al. 2010). 
An additional two coincided with terrain waves, which 
resembled low settlement mounds, but have not been 
confirmed as such (2045 and 2034). Most prehistoric 
concentrations (17 of 21) were small (< 1 ha) and low-
density without any associated earthworks. In 14 cases, 
the concentrations contained fragments of grinding stones, 
or daub (or both), indicating both food processing and 
at least semi-permanent structures and, therefore, these 
concentrations are likely to represent settlements. Seven 
concentrations comprised very few pottery fragments. 
Without excavation the character of activities that 
produced those seven concentrations remains elusive.

Most of the documented artefacts were handmade, 
highly fragmented, and stripped of their surface, hindering 
identification. As a result, only a coarse chronological 
resolution was possible. In five cases, concentrations 
could only be classified as ‘prehistoric’, based on highly 
weathered, unevenly fired, poorly sorted fabric, which 
was processed by hand into an uneven form. Of the 16 
concentrations where more precise dating of ceramics was 
possible, three yielded Neolithic ceramics. Five contained 
Chalcolithic pottery (an additional one included uncertain 
Chalcolithic remains). Ten contained Early Bronze 
Age ceramics (see Fig. 10.1a for site aggregate area). 
Identifiable Middle Bronze Age ceramics were particularly 
elusive; only two concentrations contained uncertain 
examples of Middle Bronze Age ceramics. Late Bronze 
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Age pottery was securely identified in five concentrations 
and suspected in an additional two cases. On average, only 
five to six habitations or activity areas appear to have been 
in use during any given prehistoric phase. Considering 
that each prehistoric phase was a millennium or more 
long, few sites seem to have existed at the same time in 
the Kazanlak Valley. This apparent emptiness, however, 
likely reflects poor preservation, burial or destruction of 
sites, or other biases, rather than the prehistoric situation.

10.3.1  Change and continuity from the 
Neolithic to the Early Bronze Age

Three Neolithic concentrations documented during 
the TRAP survey (4130 Sheynovo tell, 4131 a surface 
concentration associated with a tell, and 3053 a flat surface 
concentration) show that pottery producing sedentary 
communities lived both in long-term, well-established 
settlements, as well as in the surrounding landscape. 
Sheynovo tell likely saw its first community of occupants, 
whose settlement started the growth of the artificial 
mound. At the other locations, only one to two diagnostic 
sherds were discovered, hindering better assessment of the 
function of these early flat concentrations.

During the Chalcolithic period, human activity can be 
seen at five findspots. The pre-existing site 4130 grows 
in size and ceramic output. Four new sites bud off in its 
vicinity, colonising the northeast part of the study area 
(4118, 4112), and valley floor, roughly correlating with an 
old river terrace north of the Tundzha River (4152, 2045). 
This expansion of settlement and activity is concentrated 
within the valley floor; no materials are documented in 
the Sredna Gora or Stara Planina at this time (this is not 
the case elsewhere in Bulgaria cf. the Struma Valley, 
where prehistoric settlement flourishes in the mountains, 
see Grebska-Kulowa and Kulow 2007). The village at the 
Sheynovo tell is now joined by settlers at tell Kran (4118). 
Here the Chalcolithic occupation is suspected rather than 
proven (see Andreeva and Anastasova 2014). Special 
purpose sites or shorter-term settlements are represented 
by three new flat concentrations (2045, 4152, 4112). The 
last is uncertain, as it may be a result of redeposition 
during Classical Antiquity.

The labour-intensive surface treatment and characteristic 
decoration of Chalcolithic pottery facilitated the discovery 
and identification of more diagnostic fragments at these 
sites than at their Neolithic predecessors. Despite the 
increase in site count and use area from Neolithic to 
Chalcolithic period, the number of Chalcolithic findspots 
is still small for the total survey area. The ratio is one site 
per 17 sq km of survey area (or one per 12 km of valley 
floor). Post-depositional processes, especially the alluvial 
and colluvial dynamics of the valley, likely conceal 
Chalcolithic activity (cf. Chapter 7).

Moving into the Early Bronze Age, the number of sites 
increases to 10 Distribution of Early Bronze Age sites.5 
The site types still follow the well-established categories 

of village occupations at tells (Sheynovo and Kran) and 
special purpose sites or shorter-term occupations or 
activity areas at eight surface artefact concentrations. Two 
of the latter are associated with the tells (4131, 4112) and 
others represent stand-alone concentrations (2045, 1015, 
3059, 4152, 4113, 4117). Only four Early Bronze Age sites 
yielded more than 10 diagnostics. All but one prehistoric 
site continued to be in use during the Early Bronze Age 
(3053 has no evidence of later reuse). As excavations at 
the tell sites show, this continuity probably does not mean 
uninterrupted use, but rather repeat revisits or resettlement 
(Leshtakov 2005, 442).

The abandonments and hiatuses are confirmed by the 
TRAP trial excavations at both 2032 and 3055 (Bozhinova 
2010; Nekhrizov and Tzvetkova 2010). At 2032, a 
Neolithic layer was revealed 0.8 m deep below surface at 
an Early Iron Age surface concentration. At 3055, a late 
Chalcolithic (typologically speaking) layer was separated 
by 40 cm of sterile soil from its Early Iron Age surface 
antecedent. The pottery was heavily worn and softened 
by soil chemistry; surface decoration flaked off if not 
handled carefully. At both sites, the discovery of deeper 
strata came as a surprise, since we found no Neolithic or 
Chalcolithic materials on the surface, despite re-surveying 
sites in preparation for excavation and conducting total-
pickup samples (at 2032) above the designated excavation 
areas. The discovery of prehistoric material at 2032 and 
3055 underscored the existence of a hidden archaeological 
landscape in Kazanlak that may only be partially and 
intermittently revealed by surface survey, and reinforced 
the bias towards younger periods.

Overall, the survey results for Neolithic to Early 
Bronze periods confirm that both long and short-term 
settlements existed in the valley, and that human activity 
took place throughout the landscape. On average, one to 
three ephemeral sites were detected for each long-term 
prehistoric site within our study area. Given the evidence 
of buried earlier layers in flat sites, this ratio of ephemeral 
to permanent sites is likely grossly underestimated, 
especially the deeper in the past we go. Corresponding 
to expectations, more material survives from the Early 
Bronze Age than from the Neolithic.

10.3.2 Topography and environment 
When looking at the topographic and environmental 
context of the prehistoric sites, two phenomena characterise 
their long-term trajectories: expansion and differentiation 
(see the first three barplots in Fig. 10.1b). When referring 
to differentiation, the increasing variety of soils in site 
catchments can be observed as well as changes in the 
topographic and environmental setting of sites within the 
valley, classified into three major zones: (1) the flat valley 
floor covered with deluvial soils that stretches from the old 
Tundzha River terraces to the foothills of Stara Planina, 
(2) the Tundzha River terraces with well-watered heavy 
riverine soils, a variety of arable and forest resources, 
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and good vistas, and (3) the hills and terraces of Sredna 
Gora with eroded, leached and cinnamonic forest soils, 
visual prominence and variety of resources.

10.3.2.1  Preferred settlement area on the valley 
floor

The valley floor comprises roughly a third of the TRAP 
study area. The valley is relatively flat, with a southern 
aspect, and sloping from ca. 500 m on its northern edge to 
ca. 350 masl at the reservoir. It would have had a light oak 
forest (see Chapter 13) through prehistory. Sites located 
here would have been visible from the mountain slopes, 
but would not be particularly prominent when viewed 
from other places within the valley. Neolithic communities 
favoured the valley for settlement, while the river environs 
and hills of the Sredna Gora see settlement only with 
Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age communities. This 
preference contrasts with contemporary settlement record 
in other places in Bulgaria and Greece, where transitional, 
high diversity areas are preferred (Dennel and Webley 
1975; Halstead 1984, 6.4.3; cf. Perles 2004, 121–2; 
Grebska-Kulowa and Kulow 2007). This contrast may 
be due to post-depositional processes in Kazanlak, or to 
the fact that the Kazanlak Valley is compact and fairly 
elevated (350–500 masl) compared to other low-lying 
valleys, such as around the Maritsa River near Nova 
Zagora (100–200 masl, subject of Dennel and Webley 
1975). Its intermontane character makes the Kazanlak 
Valley floor into a transitional ecological zone, like 
others favoured by prehistoric communities in southwest 
Bulgaria.

The valley floor in Kazanlak is dominated by deluvial 
soils (or, Colluvisols, in the new official FOA 1990 
terminology, see Ninov 2002, 282, in Chapter 5), spreading 
from the north banks of the Tundzha River to the foot of 
the Stara Planina where gravity and mountain streams 
erode the mountain and form large deluvial (colluvial) 
fans. As a result, most soils in the valley are light and not 
as fertile as riverine soils, but easily workable, providing 
a highly suitable environment for hoe agriculture and 
gardening (Dennell and Webley 1975, 100). The barplot 
of soils available within 1 km catchment of all prehistoric 
sites shows that the deluvial soils comprise the largest 
fraction from the Neolithic to Early Bronze Age (Fig. 
10.1b). Two of the Neolithic sites, the Sheynovo tell 
(4130) and associated concentration 4131, are located near 
the geographic centre of the valley floor, at an altitude 
of 400 masl. Besides the well-drained deluvial soils, 
the sites are flanked by two fresh mountain streams and 
have, within one hour of walking, access to the mountain 
resources of the Stara Planina. The few Chalcolithic and 
Early Bronze Age sites on the valley floor share the same 
topographic setting and resources with the Sheynovo 
tell, underscoring both the popularity of the valley floor 
environment and its contribution to the preservation of 
the prehistoric material.

10.3.2.2  Tundzha river terraces and the Sredna 
Gora

The Tundzha River and its Quaternary terraces separate the 
valley floor from the Sredna Gora. The river terraces are 
covered in riverine soils, heavier and more fertile products 
of the fluvial activity (Fluvisols; see Chapter 5, ‘Soilsʼ). 
The heaviness of these soils makes them harder to till (cf. 
Dennel and Webley 1975), which may be one of the reasons 
the river terraces became popular in later periods, such as 
the Early Bronze Age (with sites 1015, 2208, 2198, 2032).

Two Neolithic communities are known (from 
excavations) on the border of the riverine and deluvial soil 
zone (2032 and tell Kazanlak respectively). They enjoyed 
a southwesterly aspect, and a view over the river valley. 
Excavation indicated that site 2032 saw a long hiatus after 
the Neolithic period, with habitation returning only in the 
Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age period. No Chalcolithic 
sites are known in this zone. Only from the Early Bronze 
Age on do the farming communities in the valley resettle 
the river bank, perhaps because new technology and 
subsistence strategies allow them to better exploit heavy 
soils and diversified resources in the riverine zone.

The transitional zone of the Sredna Gora forms the 
southern edge of the valley, rising from the Tundzha 
River bed to the south. Sredna Gora sectors within 
TRAP survey fall within similar elevation range as the 
valley (350–600 m), but the hilly terrain contrasts with 
the sloping plane of the valley. The hills are covered by 
mixed deciduous forests, and feature eroded cinnamonic 
forest soils (Luvisols according to FOA 1990). The soils 
are of poor quality and low fertility, but light and easy 
to work with Neolithic techniques. Sandy riverine soils 
are available in the valleys of local rivulets, such as the 
Gyurlya, a southern tributary of the Tundzha River.

The northern slopes of Sredna Gora were not very 
popular with prehistoric communities. Only one Neolithic 
site (3053) appears on a terrace in the Sredna Gora, 
followed by another (3055) during the Chalcolithic 
(judging by formal analysis of excavated pottery, not 
surface data) and another one or two (3059, 3055 judging 
by C14 data) during the Early Bronze Age, on both the 
Tundzha River terraces and the Sredna Gora. These 
concentrations lie near each other, occupying neighbouring 
terraces with southern and eastern aspects at ca. 380–400 
masl. Despite poorer conditions for arable agriculture (i.e. 
the need for terracing, poor soil quality), communities 
gathering here enjoyed a greater variety of resources and 
better view than Neolithic sites such as Sheynovo or 4131.

10.3.3 Diversity of resources
The sample size of prehistoric sites in Kazanlak is 
small and the uniform topographic and environmental 
circumstances of most prehistoric sites therefore may 
not be representative. The formation of tells, however, 
as well as evidence of reuse of flat concentrations, 
suggest that the environmental pattern to site locations 
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is non-random (Dennell 1978). The locations were 
selected, and settlements maintained or reused because 
local circumstances were advantageous for settled life 
and remained popular with farming communities in later 
periods.

Early farming communities show a preference for 
environments conducive to gardening agriculture and 
near forests and streams. Deluvial soils prevail in the 
catchments of all Neolithic, Chalcolithic, and Early 
Bronze Age sites. Only trace amounts of other soils, forest 
or riverine, appear in the prehistoric site catchments (Fig. 
10.1b). A distinct rise in other soils and other resources 
appears only in the Early Bronze Age soil barplot, 
signalling a shift of site location towards areas with greater 
soil diversity. At the same time, the pollen results from the 
Straldzha Mire (see Chapter 13) indicate a greater forest 
cover on the lowland plains during Neolithic to Early 
Bronze Age than today, which may have contributed to a 
greater extent of forest soils, since then washed away and 
replaced with fluvial and deluvial deposits.

10.3.4 The patterns of discovery
The absence of Neolithic to Bronze Age survey sites from 
the riverine zone or the hilly relief of the Sredna Gora are 
inconsistent with data from other survey projects in the 
Sredna Gora (Christov 2013, 561; Nehrizov et al. 2014, 
645; Dumanov et al. 2016, 866; Leshtakov et al. 2016, 
872). The existence of Neolithic, Late Chalcolithic, and 
Early Bronze Age sites elsewhere in the Sredna Gora 
underscore potential biases in the TRAP dataset, although 
detailed comparison is hindered by the lack of coverage 
and strategy reporting in the other surveys.

No prehistoric materials were found above the altitude 
of 500 m in either the Stara Planina or Sredna Gora. Zones 
above 500 m comprised ca. 4% of TRAP 2009–2011 
survey coverage. If prehistoric sites were distributed 
randomly, we would expect to find less than one site (4% 
of 21 sites) here. Finding none is, therefore, consistent with 
expectations. No early remains were detected immediately 
at the foot of Stara Planina in the colluvial zone. While 
the stony soils may have deterred long-term settlement, 
complete absence of any signs of activity at the foot of 
the mountain points to burial by colluvium (cf. Chapter 7).

Below 500 m, most long-term settlements sat on the 
valley floor and old river terraces near mountain streams. 
Shorter-term occupations also sat on the valley floor and 
spread to river banks with time; a few Neolithic and 
Early Bronze Age sites occupied east facing, low terraces 
in the Sredna Gora (3053, 3055, 3059). Most of the flat 
Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age concentrations appear 
in naturally eroded or artificially disturbed settings. These 
zones include the high northern banks of Koprinka and 
Sredna Gora slopes (1015, 2208, 3059, 3055, 3053, 
4117, 4112, 4131), mountain stream gullies, or dams 
and artificial ponds. Some of the prehistoric material 
(4112, 4117, 4131) was in a secondary context, or in 

association with later material, which aided its detection 
(4152). Only a few concentrations (4113, 2045) comprised 
sherds on a flat surface without immediate visual clues 
of disturbance or erosion nearby. Three exceptions follow 
the 360 m contour north of the Tundzha River, which 
represents a zone where an earlier river terrace system 
meets with sediments brought by mountain streams. 
Given the erosional setting of the majority of non-tell 
sites, the valley bottom dataset, like most survey data, is 
the product of post-depositional processes (Ammerman 
and Shaffer 1981).

All in all, the earliest evidence for sedentary communities 
in Kazanlak occurs within 350–450 masl, with preference 
for deluvial soil. Active erosional surfaces in the valley 
provide windows into the past while depositional areas 
likely bury early materials (Ammerman and Shaffer 
1981; Bintliff et al. 1999). The difficulty with materials 
exposed through natural and anthropogenic disturbance 
is that erosion and slope contribute to material dispersal, 
resorting and redeposition, complicating estimates of size, 
function, and character in the recovered assemblages. 
The combination of mechanical and chemical weathering 
accelerates the degradation of surface material, hindering 
its identification. Chapter 8 shows that 90% of the 
handmade pottery encountered in the field is worn beyond 
recognition. Likewise, total-pickup samples invariably 
yielded large amounts of unidentifiable sherds.

10.3.5 Prehistoric territories
With three sites in the study area, the Neolithic survey 
dataset is not very amenable to the assessment of intersite 
relations or spatial patterns (see yellow points in the digital 
figure).4 If we assume contemporaneity and add other tells 
that are positioned between Kazanlak and Gabarevo (two in 
Pavel Banya, Gabarevo, Kran and Kazanlak; as per Mikov 
1933b; Tabakova-Tsanova 1991), we end up with a dataset 
of eight potentially Neolithic sites, arranged in a linear 
fashion along the Tundzha River and its tributaries. Only 
the Kazanlak tell has been completely and systematically 
excavated (Leshtakov 2005), with others being partially 
(Nikolov et al. 2010) or only unsystematically explored. 
If we assume that contemporary layers existed within all 
of these tells and two Neolithic surface concentrations, 
we end up with eight sites in 200 sq km area. A territory 
of nearly 25 sq km would fall to each site, regardless 
of type. If we exclude flat concentrations (as associated 
activity areas), each tell would have a 33 sq km territory. 
For comparison, tells in the Nova Zagora region number 
22 in an area of 350 sq km, or one per 16 sq km (Dennell 
and Webley 1975, 102–3). Nova Zagora has a density 
of tells twice that in the Kazanlak Valley. This does not 
necessarily mean fewer settlements in Kazanlak, it means 
fewer long-term settlements.

Short-term settlements (4131 or 3053) confirm that 
spaces between the tells were not as empty as one might 
assume if looking at the tells alone. If we applied the ratios 
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of flat to tell sites derived from the TRAP sample (2:1 for 
the Neolithic) to all the tells in the valley, we would arrive 
at some 16–24 of potential flat sites in the 200 sq km of 
the Kazanlak Valley. The mean of this estimate (one site 
per 10 sq km) would bring the Kazanlak Valley on a par 
with Nova Zagora.

In the Chalcolithic period the ratio of flat sites to tells 
is 3:2. An additional five tells sit outside the TRAP study 
area. In terms of spatial distribution, the five Chalcolithic 
sites known from the survey are aggregated in the middle 
of the study area close to the geographic centre of the 
Kazanlak Valley (and occur in clusters). This clustering 
may reflect preservation bias, or arise from a variety 
of processes such as settlement growth or colonisation 
of landscape by new communities that had split off the 
mother communities. The total extent of site territories 
and catchment areas changed little from the Neolithic.

In the Early Bronze Age the ratio of flat site to tells 
is 3:1 (if we include the early strata of 3055 dated to 
2890–2620 BC by 14C). The site distribution map shows 
that most Early Bronze Age sites are concentrated in 
the northeast part of the valley with similar spacings 
between them.5 Two exceptions (both concentrations) 
sit by the Koprinka Reservoir. With the assumption of 
contemporaneity, we can check the visible pattern with 
Nearest Neighbour analysis. The Nearest Neighbour 
analysis ratio of 0.746 indicates an aggregation of sites 
at the scale of the 200 sq km study area (Table 10.5). 
Aggregation usually has two possible explanations: 
(a) settlements are either competing for resources in 
the same environmental zone, or (b) settlements have 
friendly ties to mother communities and emerge in 
proximity to take advantage of familiar environments, 
nearby social networks, and availability of help (Earle 
1976). The latter is likely occurring here. While eight 
of the sites share the same zone of deluvial soils for 
arable subsistence, few of them establish themselves as 
long-term settlements competing with their predecessors. 
The short-term character and proximity of the new sites 
to older habitation areas point to cooperative relations 
between the two groups.

A conclusion can be drawn that Early Bronze Age 
concentrations clustered within previously favoured 
environmental zones near established permanent sites, 
showing threads of continuity. Novelty is introduced 
through new foundations which disrupt this pattern and 
emerge further away from the existing cluster of sites on 
the valley floor, thus pushing the boundary of the settled 
zone of the Kazanlak Valley. The familiar deluvial soil 
zone of hoe farming is abandoned and instead the more 
diversified environs of the Tundzha River and Sredna 
Gora are taken up. Drivers behind this shift are likely 
diverse and beyond the scope of this section. The material 
remains suggest that the changes, however brought about, 
left the local population equipped with a palette of new 
subsistence strategies and new perceptions of what 

constitutes a desirable level of settlement permanence 
and visibility (Bailey 2000, 261).

10.3.6  Summary of the Neolithic to Early 
Bronze Age settlement patterns in the 
Kazanlak Valley

The confirmation of off-tell activity is the main contribution 
of TRAP surface survey to the prehistory of the Kazanlak 
Valley. While the ratio of site types suggests two to 
three shorter-term sites for each tell in the study area, it 
probably exceeded this number. Excavations have shown 
prehistoric layers at two sites out of three where no surface 
indication was present. Prehistoric layers appear at a 
depth of 0.6–0.8 m where there has been no exposure to 
the natural or anthropogenic processes that might bring 
materials to the surface.

Going by the visible surface record, site numbers 
grow through time, as does the overall area of use, which 
roughly doubles with each new phase (six Chalcolithic 
concentrations cover 2.81 ha, vs. 1.5 ha in the Neolithic). 
The aggregate site area, if it represents contemporary 
settlement extent, is very small for an 85 sq km survey 
area, and sites show lower density than in the Nova 
Zagora region on the other side of the Sredna Gora. 
More intensive survey focused on erosional zones and an 
expansion of site definition to single lithic artefacts would 
increase the number of prehistoric sites.

Neolithic communities show a preference for 
environments conducive to gardening agriculture and 
near forests and streams. Deluvial soils prevail in the 
catchments of all Neolithic, Chalcolithic, and Early 
Bronze Age sites. Only trace amounts of other soils, forest 
or riverine, appear in the prehistoric site catchments (Fig. 
10.1b). A distinct rise in other soils and other resources 
appears only in the Early Bronze Age soil histogram, 
signalling a shift of site location towards areas with greater 
soil diversity. At the same time, the pollen results from the 
Straldzha Mire (see Chapter 13) indicate a greater forest 
cover on the lowland plains from the Neolithic to Middle 
Bronze Age than today, which may have contributed to a 
greater extent of forest soils, since then washed away and 
replaced with fluvial and deluvial deposits.

Despite growing site numbers through time, the 
surface evidence for Neolithic to the Early Bronze Age 
habitation or activity in the valley is rather poor, reaching 
the density of one site per 12 km at most. This is well 
below Northern European (Shennan 1985, 20, fig. 2.7) or 
Mediterranean standards during both site-based (Runnels 
and van Andel 1987, 309, Table 1) and siteless survey 
(Bintliff and Snodgrass 1988, fig. 2; Cherry 1983, fig. 1), 
or even the neighbouring region of Nova Zagora (Dennell 
and Webley 1975, 111).

The low site density, despite intensive survey, indicates 
that we are detecting a skewed fraction of the original 
record. This bias is unevenly distributed through the site 
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types: the long-term occupations left visually prominent 
traces and have likely been all accounted for. Shorter-lived 
occupations or activities which left only flat concentrations 
on the surface are possibly underestimated.

10.4 Late Bronze Age to Late Iron Age
This section includes the Late Bronze Age, Early Iron 
Age, and Late Iron Age periods. Although these periods 
span the threshold of prehistory and history from the 
perspective of a textual historian, they have been 
combined in one section because from the perspective of 
a landscape archaeologist, the respective datasets exhibit 
shared characteristics. Site distributions show trends 
consistent with small-scale communities undergoing 
major transformations. Sites grow in extent, feature a 
greater quantity and diversity of artefacts, and expand into 
new environmental niches, indicating communities that 
gradually cross the threshold towards more functionally 
differentiated and structurally complex society. These 
characteristics eventually culminate with the arrival of 
the Roman Empire.

The careful reader may notice that I skipped the 
Middle Bronze Age as it proved undetectable in TRAP 
survey area. Life probably did not come to a sudden halt 
between 2500–1600 BC, but settlement and subsistence 
patterns changed after the Early Bronze Age to such a 
degree that we could not identify them with the TRAP 
surface survey methods.

10.4.1  Change and continuity from the Late 
Bronze Age to Late Iron Age

The Late Bronze Age site distributions indicate a break 
with the Early Bronze Age settlement preferences. TRAP 
documented seven sites with Late Bronze Age materials in 
the Kazanlak Valley, all of which appear at new locations.6 
Early Bronze Age sites, both tell and flat settlements, 
were abandoned. Late Bronze Age sites, averaging one 
hectare each (Table 10.1), comprised concentrations 
of handmade sherds, lithics and daub, and indicated a 
preference for shorter-term occupations (hamlets and 
farmsteads). Temporal uncertainty affects two of the 
concentrations (3059 and 4113), which have only been 
broadly dated as ‘Bronze Age’, but whose material resists 
closer identification.

All of the certain Late Bronze Age sites also have 
an Early Iron Age component, suggesting continuity in 
Late Bronze Age locational preferences, and social and 
economic organisation. In total, Early Iron Age materials 
have been identified at 23 flat concentrations throughout 
the Kazanlak Valley, marking a fivefold increase in site 
count over the Late Bronze Age.7 Of the 23 concentrations, 
however, three comprised marginal, low-density scatters 
with worn and indistinct materials, and one was a quarry 
site, whose chronological attribution remains uncertain. 
Eight sites yielded more than ten diagnostics, while at 

11 sites fewer than ten diagnostics were documented.8 
The aggregate area of Early Iron Age concentrations was 
21.5 ha, which is three times the Late Bronze Age extent 
(Table 10.1).

Only 14 of 23 Early Iron Age sites (61%) have Late 
Iron Age materials. Nearly 40% of Early Iron Age sites 
are abandoned, but the disappearing sites are short-term, 
interpreted as special-purpose sites, activity areas, or 
temporary shelters (e.g., 1062, 2045, 3000, 3053, 4098, 
4102, etc.). Well-established Early Iron Age settlements 
mostly remain in use and show signs of expansion (e.g., 
2031, 2036, 2046, 1033, 1008).

Some 24 new sites appear in the Late Iron Age, 
producing a total of 38, the highest site count of any period.9 
The aggregate area of these sites is 43.3 ha, averaging 
slightly over a hectare each (Table 10.1). Dewar’s model 
in Chapter 9 suggests that many (up to 65%) of the Late 
Iron Age sites may not be contemporary, however, and 
that the high raw count represents accumulation of short-
term sites, resulting from frequent population movements. 
Likewise, although the total aggregate area of Late Iron 
Age sites is nearly double that of the Early Iron Age 
(43.3 vs. 21 ha), Dewar’s model indicates that the area 
occupied at any given time was also lower than the total 
aggregate area.

Dewar’s model is supported by evidence from the 
field. Ephemeral remains, characterised by the absence 
of construction materials and functionally narrow 
assemblages, provide an additional argument for the 
short-term nature of sites. So does the low density of 
surface material: only 11 of 38 sites produced more than 
ten diagnostics. The other 27 sites yielded only a couple 
of ceramic sherds each that can be coarsely assigned to 
the Late Iron Age. 

10.4.2 Topography and environment
All of the certain Late Bronze Age concentrations (2031, 
2032, 2198, 2208, 3055) form a line along the Tundzha 
River.6 Four occupy the northern terrace of the Tundzha 
River and one (3055) sits on a terrace in the Sredna 
Gora next to a tributary stream, the Gyurlya. The two 
uncertain sites are in a deluvial soil zone in the middle 
of the valley (4113), and in forest soils on Sredna Gora 
terraces (3059). The aspect of most of the concentrations 
is south, southeast, and southwest. The Late Bronze Age 
sites enjoy a broad and balanced suite of soils, from the 
heavier riverine (alluvial) soils to forest and cinnamonic 
soils. Deluvial soil usage dropped dramatically while 
riverine soils became the dominant resource. All in all, 
the Late Bronze Age does not only see the abandonment 
of old sites, but also old environments and resources, 
signalling a major economic and social change.

The map of Early Iron Age distributions shows gradual 
infilling and colonisation of more varied environments 
throughout the Kazanlak landscape.7 Human activity was 
concentrated in three areas: the valley floor (eight sites), 
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Tundzha River terraces (nine sites), and Sredna Gora 
terraces over the Tundzha River tributaries (three sites). 
A few sites newly appear in the northwestern part of the 
valley and Stara Planina slopes (1033 and 1062). The 
suite of soils available to the Early Iron Age communities 
in Figure 10.1b resemble the Late Bronze Age situation, 
except for the newly dominating deluvial and riverine soils.

As site numbers increase in the Late Iron Age, the 
infilling of the landscape continues everywhere except in 
the Sredna Gora proper.9 The Sredna Gora zone shows a 
decline in site numbers, as 3059 and 4098 go out of use 
and are replaced by 4001 only. Activity around potential 
quarry sites (3057, 3058) is obscured by lack of data, but 
the popularity of ashlar tombs in the valley indicates that 
stone extraction continued, so these presumed quarries 
may still be in use.

Late Iron Age growth is intense north of the Sredna 
Gora. River terraces attract new activity (5006, 2206, 2198, 
2073), but the biggest growth occurs on the deluvial soils 
on the valley floor (1044, 2044, 4122) and the foothills 
of the Stara Planina (3126, 3226, 3169 etc.). Completely 
new is a cluster of sites located in the northwest part of 
the valley near the extensive mound necropolis of Gorno 
Sahrane (see Chapter 8, Burial Mound section). Given 
the stony colluvial ground here, used today for pastures 
and lavender fields, these scatters may be associated with 
non-agricultural (non-arable) economic activities, ritual, 
and elite interactions (see more below).

In terms of environmental zone preferences, most Late 
Iron Age sites are located either on the valley bottom or 
on old river terraces. Large concentrations on the valley 
bottom, classified as settlements (2075, 4132, 4152), sit 
near both riverine and deluvial soils, suited for both hoe 
and ploughed agriculture, or animal husbandry. Other, 
smaller sites, classified as farmsteads, single structures, 
or activity areas (3169, 4106, 2019, 2199), are distributed 
across a greater variety of soils and environments, from 
alluvial meadows and swamps to alluvial sands and 
mountain slopes. Within these niches, the communities 
could engage in a range of subsistence practices, from 
fishing in the river and hunting and foraging in the forests 
to animal husbandry within the well-watered pastures 
surrounding the Tundzha River. The distribution of Late 
Iron Age sites across a great variety of soils suggests 
differentiated subsistence practice and (if representing 
contemporaneous sites) competitive exploitation of the 
available ecological niches.

10.4.3  Dispersal and aggregation from the Late 
Bronze Age through Late Iron Age

If the distribution of the Late Bronze Age sites at the 
scale of the valley is explored, schematically outlined as 
a rectangle of 200 sq km, the Nearest Neighbour ratio 
of 0.538 suggests that Late Bronze Age sites are fairly 
clustered (see Table 10.5). This outcome is consistent with 
a visual inspection of the map that shows sites arranged in 

a linear fashion along the river in the middle of the study 
area. Given the concentration within a single riverine zone, 
competition for the riverine resources is indicated. To test 
for competition, I sought evidence of dispersal at the level 
of riverine zone, which for our purposes translates into 
an intermediate scale of 1–3 km distance from any given 
site. In Ripley’s K analysis, the observed Late Bronze Age 
values indicate that site dispersal begins above 1.5 km 
(see Fig. 10.3). This means that the Late Bronze Age sites 
appear clustered at the scale of the valley, but dispersed 
within their environmental zone. Dispersal within zone 
has been usually interpreted as competition for resources. 
Following this interpretation, the Late Bronze Age sites 
may be attracted to an unevenly distributed resource, 
namely the Tundzha River zone and derived resources, 
such as particular vegetation patches or animal habitats.

It is worthwhile to check for other economic and 
environmental factors leading to the Late Bronze Age 
concentration in the riverine zone. Avoidance of Early 
Bronze Age sites could be a social factor in the Late 
Bronze Age spatial arrangement. Wholesale abandonment 
of Early Bronze Age sites is curious, especially where 
Early Bronze Age settlements are located on the Tundzha 
River terrace, such as the concentration at 1015. Its 
topographic and environmental parameters fit beautifully 
those of new Late Bronze Age sites, but have not attracted 
a new settlement, pointing to social and ideational aspects 
of settlement placement in addition to the environmental 
ones. The total abandonment of Early Bronze Age sites, 
both inside and outside the riverine zone, suggests a 
complete break with the past.

In contrast to the Late Bronze Age aggregation, in 
the Early Iron Age the distribution map shows sites 
dispersed throughout the valley. The dispersal is confirmed 
by the Nearest Neighbour ratio which now exceeds 1 
(R=1.053, as opposed to R= 0.53 during the Late Bronze 
Age, see Table 10.5), as well as Ripley’s K, where the 
observed values stay close to the line expressing spatial 
homogeneity (see Fig. 10.3). These results suggest that 
sites within the valley (200 sq km) are at more regular 
distances from each other than if randomly located.

The Early Iron Age site dispersal may be a cumulative 
product of sequential colonisation of the landscape as 
settlements leapfrog through the valley over time. If it 
pertains to contemporary sites, the regular arrangement of 
sites can be interpreted as a product of two different socio-
political scenarios: (1) maturation of individual daughter 
settlements into politically autonomous units, which keep 
their distance due to competition for resources, or through 
higher economic specialisation occupy new economic 
niches, or (2) a result of state planning and resettlement 
of population to ensure territories can support them (Earle 
1976; 211–12). Given the lack of a potential regional 
centre, the settlement dispersal is most probably a result 
of the first scenario. As daughter settlements (2046, 2036, 
2199, 4098) separate from the parent communities (2032, 
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4152, 2208, 3059, 3055), some remain within the same 
environmental zone and compete for the same resources. 
Others split off and occupy new ecological niches (4102, 
1062, 1033) farther away, as growing specialisation 
allows them to subsist in more new environments. 
With increasing competition or increasing distance, the 
relationships between parent and daughter communities 
grow more tenuous, leading each community to develop 
its own identity and political independence. If they are 
contemporary, the regularly spaced Early Iron Age sites 
fit scenario one above. 

In the Late Iron Age, Nearest Neighbour analysis of 
the broad dataset (ignoring contemporaneity problems) 
produced a ratio R=0.896, indicating a more aggregated 
site pattern than during the Early Iron Age (Table 10.5). 
This change is unsurprising given that site numbers grow 
by 40% and sites are constrained to the survey area of 
86 sq km. Ripley’s K analysis (see Fig. 10.3) shows the 
Late Iron Age sites tend to cluster at thresholds between 
500 and 5,000 m. Clustering switches to dispersal above 
the 5 km threshold. The dispersal at 5 km is consistent 
with a grouping of sites within the valley into two distinct 
clusters: one northwest of and another east of the valley’s 
geographic centre in the Koprinka Reservoir. The two 
clusters are separated by nearly 10 km (e.g., Seuthopolis 
to 3126, or 3126 to 2031).

Within each of these clusters there are elite sites, 
characterised by the presence of high quality grey ware 
ceramics in residential contexts (Seuthopolis, 3126), or in 
special activity areas with few surface signs of architectural 
remains (2031, 1044, 2044, 2206). If we run the Nearest 
Neighbour analysis on these elite sites, we get ratios 
between 1.2 and 1.8. The lower ratio results if all sites are 
used where high quality grey ware was documented. If 
we use elite sites with architectural remains (Seuthopolis, 
3126, 2031) the ratio increases to 1.8 (Table 10.5). Both 
ratios point to a dispersal of elite activities, which could 
be representative of ‘antagonism’ and would be expected 
of intensely competing independent political units, such 
as separate chiefly or religious centres (Pielou 1962; 
Earle 1976, 211). The evidence of spatial separation of 
elite activity and a 5 km radius ceiling on aggregation 
on sites throughout the valley points to the presence of 
autonomous communities with ca. 5 km radius territories.

This picture of social tensions and competition 
between sites, generated by geostatistical functions, 
is largely mechanical, and hinges on the condition of 
contemporaneity. It, therefore, provides a very coarse 
measure of a changing economic and political landscape in 
Kazanlak. This picture changes if we consider the results 
of Dewar’s correction of the Late Iron Age dataset, which 
suggests that only 40% of Late Iron Age sites existed at any 
given time. If we assume that the 60% reduction affected 
all environmental zones proportionately, the corrected 
dataset might produce a Nearest Neighbour analysis ratio 
indicative of more uniformity, similar to the Early Iron 

Age period (which has 40% fewer sites). Since we cannot 
know which sites were contemporary, however, a more 
nuanced analysis requires excavation to clarify occupation 
spans, or more sophisticated stochastic modelling that can 
account for the spatial distribution of simultaneous sites.

Looking at the valley as a whole, changes begun 
during the Late Bronze Age echoed through the following 
millennium. Late Bronze Age sites competed for resources, 
dispersed within in the riverine zone, but aggregated at 
the level of the valley. With site proliferation during 
the Early Iron Age, sites dispersed through the valley, 
pushed apart either by antagonism or pulled by a desire 
for new resources. During the Late Iron Age, sites are 
more clustered, especially using thresholds up to a 5 km 
radius, suggesting some combination of the founding of 
satellite settlements from parent communities, exclusive 
catchments around settlements, and the shifting of 
settlements over time. In addition to expanding through all 
the environmental zones across the valley, individual sites 
produced more archaeological material, which yielded 
higher estimates of site size, beginning the long-term 
trend of site expansion (Fig. 10.1).

10.4.4  Site hierarchies and functional 
differentiation

When it comes to inter-site differences during the Late 
Bronze Age, two groups of sites emerge, differentiated by 
the condition of survival and quantity of surface materials. 
One group of concentrations features a full cross section 
of domestic and building materials (cookware, tableware, 
daub, lithics and storage pits), indicative of residential 
activities and interpreted as hamlets or villages. Examples 
of the first group are sites 2032, 3055, and 2208. In 2032 
and 3055, the domestic purpose was confirmed upon 
excavation by small finds such as loom weights, spindle 
whorls, and lithic artefacts, as well as wattle and daub huts. 
The second group either comprises concentrations with 
(1) a narrow range of artefact types within an otherwise 
abundant concentration, interpreted as special purpose 
sites (2031), or (2) only a few characteristic Late Bronze 
Age sherds within a degraded concentration, interpreted – 
due to elusive function – as activity areas (e.g., 2198). An 
example of a special purpose site is 2031, which contained 
no evidence of building materials, and a narrow range of 
cooking/serving wares (likewise 4113 and 3059 yielded no 
construction remains, but produced grinding stones, and 
evidence of food-processing activity). It appears to have 
served a more transient, perhaps ritual, purpose.

The two groups with distinct differences in sherd 
quantity and quality roughly map to different site size 
tiers. Villages or hamlets are medium sized >0.5 and <5 
ha, while activity and special purpose areas tend to be 
in the sub-0.5 ha tier (Table 10.2, Fig. 10.2). The size 
ranges increase with time, mostly due to better survival, 
but possibly because of site growth. The growth need not 
indicate higher population levels. Test excavations at two 
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of the medium-sized Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age 
sites showed that the hamlets comprise loosely distributed 
wattle and daub huts with hearths inside and storage pits 
outside (Nekhrizov and Tzvetkova 2010; Bozhinova 
2010). This contrasts with the densely built spaces of 
prehistoric tells (where settlement growth could be taken 
as a proxy for population growth). Given the less compact 
living space, the Late Bronze Age villages were not the 
same as the villages on prehistoric settlement mounds, 
and likely housed fewer families, despite greater surface 
area (Bailey 2000). The aggregate area of Late Bronze 
Age settlements, likewise, increased only slightly from 
5 ha to 6.6 ha during the Early Bronze Age, suggesting 
minimal population increase (if any at all).

In the Early Iron Age, the same site ranks as during 
the Late Bronze Age are encountered, but their aggregate 
area within rank increases threefold (Tables 10.2 and 
10.3, Fig. 10.2). None of the concentrations featured 
any standing remains, and initial hints of functional 
differences (quarry vs. residential area) were not factored 
in the ranks. If the number and extent of sites within 
each rank are compared with their Late Bronze Age 
counterparts, the ‘tiny’ sites (<0.5 ha) increase in number 
from four to 12. Small-sized sites (<1 ha) increase in 
number from two to five, as well as in average site 
area (0.6–0.7 ha on average, see Table 10.4). Medium-
sized (>1 and <5 ha) sites increase too (2.5–2.7 ha on 
average, Table 10.4). The increase in ‘tiny’ sites is rather 
strong and would be indicative of population dispersal 
if it represented new settlement foundations. These 
tiny sites, however, do not always represent habitations 
(2001, 2010, 2012), but rather special-purpose sites. 
The increase in average size in the medium rank of sites 
(from 2.51 ha in Late Bronze Age to 2.73 ha in Early 
Iron Age), most of which are interpreted as settlements 
(e.g., 2032, 2208), provides a better support for a trend 
of moderate population growth.

As the Early Iron Age communities dispersed 
through the valley to exploit new resources, the surface 
remains became more differentiated. Residential, ritual 
and production activities are indicated at individual 
concentrations (3058 shows signs of quarrying; 2031 
and 2001 suggest special purpose). Residential sites are 
common on the valley floor, and feature artefact groups 
typical for domestic activities of storage, food processing, 
and consumption. The considerable homogeneity between 
assemblages at residential sites suggests that most of the 
economic activity in the valley centred on subsistence. 
Besides the residential and productive activities, we have 
only sparse evidence for other aspects of human social 
life, such as ceremony or warfare. Special-purpose sites 
generally yield a limited number of finds, and appear in a 
marginal or special location. Finds of a few Late Bronze 
Age or Early Iron Age fragments near burial mounds 
(2001), or at prehistoric settlement mounds (Tabakova-
Tsanova 1991, 106), point to potential ritual and feasting 

activities. Utilisation of elevated sites (1033, 3057, 3058) 
may relate to a particular resource exploitation, ceremony, 
or a defensive purpose. Most of the findspots in the Stara 
Planina contain few sherds, and may be labeled activity 
areas or seasonal shelters, but remain ambiguous. Given 
the poor agricultural potential of the forested slopes, it may 
be assumed that these elevated sites indicate individuals 
or communities specialising in anything from pastoralism, 
beekeeping, hunting, lumbering, to brigandage.

During the Late Iron Age, two sites (4132, 2075) newly 
occupy the large size tier (5–10 ha; see Table 10.2, Fig. 
10.2). Tiny sites grow in number from 12 to 21 (75%), 
small sites grow from five to six (20%), and medium sites 
increase in number from six to nine (50%). If the estimates 
of the Late Iron Age extent of 2075 and 4132 are correct 
(both are multi-component concentrations), we could 
speak of initial settlement nucleation in the valley. Overall, 
the growth in higher size ranks is matched by growth in the 
small ranks, which points to overall settlement expansion. 
The network of Late Iron Age settlements inevitably 
grows denser, and more differentiated. The emergence 
of Seuthopolis in late fourth century BC marks the first 
urban settlement (Nankov 2008), endowing the remaining 
sites with the status of suburban or rural sites. Four sites 
featured traces of masonry, which we mostly interpreted as 
related to defensive or extractive (toll collection) purposes.

The survival of larger quantities of more differentiated 
material suggests more functional variety among the 
surface concentrations. Following the Early Iron Age 
pattern, we note residential, productive, and ritual use, 
as well as elite sites (residences or activity areas) with 
large quantities of high status pottery or imports (3126, 
1044, 2044, 2031, 2032, 2206). Like the Early Iron Age 
sites, it is difficult to determine through survey whether 
all these types of sites were used simultaneously year-
round, or sequentially on a seasonal basis. Site hierarchy 
interpretations here suffer from both contemporaneity 
problems and the potential that alternative (non-socio-
political) mechanisms contributed to their formation. For 
example, iterative processes of population aggregation 
and fissioning driven by seasonal economic activities may 
combine to form a footprint of size hierarchy without 
necessarily expressing any political centralisation (Duffy 
2015). Evidence from other sources is essential to link 
site-size hierarchies firmly to social and political hierarchy 
in the valley.

10.4.5  Summary of the Late Bronze to Late 
Iron Age settlement patterns in the 
Kazanlak Valley

In the Late Bronze Age, lifestyle preferences of the valley’s 
residents transformed. Communities abandon the long-term 
settlements in the centre of the valley for the Tundzha River 
and other river banks and terraces. The drivers of this shift 
to river terraces (manifested through measurable settlement 
aggregation at the scale of the valley) remain unclear, with 
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external environmental pressure, technological change, or 
socio-cultural transformation being the main candidates. 
Competition for riverine resources and the avoidance of 
Early Bronze Age settlements signal a major shift in social 
and economic values and perceptions in the Late Bronze 
Age population in the valley. Despite questions around 
the causes of these changes, the Kazanlak situation is 
consistent with the Late Bronze Age findings elsewhere 
in Bulgaria (Leshtakov 2002, 167).

During the Early Iron Age, the previously vacated 
valley interior and Sredna Gora terraces fill up with new, 
small settlements. River terraces remain the focal points 
of vibrant settlement life, but new settlements appear in 
other ecological niches, pointing to the exploitation of 
new resources and new economic strategies. 

Hamlets and villages of 1–5 ha size form the core 
of Early Iron Age settlement. As villages slowly 
grow, pressure is exerted on surrounding resources, a 
phenomenon that could have contributed to increased 
spatial dispersal of new habitation and activity areas.

In the Late Iron Age, the infilling of the landscape 
reaches its long-term maximum. Administrative 
differentiation accompanies site proliferation. The city 
of Seuthopolis heads the list as the first urbanised centre, 
which is flanked by a number of villages, forts, elite 
sites, and a multitude of new, ephemeral settlements, all 
indicating more intense activity in the countryside. While 
the increased frequency of community movement during 
the Late Iron Age dampened the intensity of settlement 
growth, the emergence of the first >5 ha sites, continued 
site differentiation, and evidence of resettlement and 
change, mark the Late Iron Age as a period of social and 
economic transformation.

10.5  The first millennium AD
10.5.1  Change and continuity from the Roman 

Period to the Early Byzantine Period
Twenty-six of the 38 Late Iron Age sites (ca. 70%) 
produced no Roman material, while 12 continue. Most 
of the abandoned sites appear to have been ephemeral, 
characterised by light artefact scatters, as discussed above.

In total, Roman material was identified at 23 
concentrations, including four with in situ masonry 
(Fig. 10.1a).10 Two of 23 contained mostly heavily 
worn pottery of uncertain date, 15 yielded less than 
10 diagnostics, and eight scatters produced 10 or more 
diagnostics during a routine grab sample. Of the 23 sites, 
13 had Late Iron Age antecedents (ca. 57%) while 10 
were new (ca. 43%). Table 10.1 shows that although the 
total site count declines from the Late Iron Age maximum 
of 38, the aggregate site area during the Roman period 
rises to a long-term maximum of 54 ha. The average site 
size rises to 2.4 ha (double the Late Iron Age average), 
signalling site expansion and nucleation.

During Late Antiquity, 19 sites are in use in the 
Kazanlak survey area, continuing the decline in site 
count.11 Discontinuity with the Roman period, moreover, 
is signalled by the abandonment of 13 Roman sites. Ten 
Roman sites continue (ca. 43%), while nine new sites 
emerge. Overall, Late Antique material is scarcer in the 
valley; four concentrations have 10 or more datable sherds 
while nine yielded only one or two diagnostics. Three 
sites contain some masonry. The aggregate site area drops 
from 54 ha during the Roman period to 31.2 ha during 
Late Antiquity, and the average site area drops from 2.4 
to 1.6 ha (Table 10.1), reversing the growth seen during 
the Roman period. While the decline in site numbers is 
only 20%, aggregate site area drops by 42%.

Fifteen Early Byzantine sites were found, seven (47%) 
with Late Antique predecessors and eight newly founded 
(53%).12 Only three findspots produced 10 or more 
diagnostics. Seven sites were associated with masonry 
(including legacy sites 4119 and 3133, which produced 
little or no diagnostic material during the TRAP campaign). 
Most sites were positioned at higher elevations. Altogether 
the Early Byzantine pottery concentrations and standing 
masonry cover an area of 24.5 ha (Table 10.1). Site count 
declines by 20%, accompanied by a similar decline in 
aggregate site area compared to the Late Antique period. 
The valley clearly suffers a decline in population and 
settlement after the Roman period that extended into the 
Byzantine era.

10.5.2 Topographic setting and soils
During the Roman period, the valley bottom is the most 
popular place for settlement. Over 70% of the land within 
1 km of the Roman surface concentrations comprises 
light deluvial soils, further intensifying the trend that 
began during the Late Iron Age (see Fig. 10.1b). River 
terraces and slopes with alluvial and chernozem-like 
soils are second in popularity with 15% of the land 
within the 1 km buffer. Forest soils and heavy loams 
form the remaining 15%. Stara Planina spurs and Sredna 
Gora slopes decrease in popularity compared to the Late 
Iron Age, although these are not completely abandoned. 
The social and economic drivers seem to promote the 
settlement of well-drained, arable soils within the valley 
floor, bringing about an aggregation within this zone. The 
specific drivers (e.g., preferential location close to Roman 
roads and markets) remain to be explored. Relaxation 
of former socio-political tensions and elite competition 
may play a role, as the section on Spatial Patterns will 
illustrate.

During Late Antiquity, the valley bottom remains the 
most popular place for settlement and human activity. 
Only two locations in the Stara Planina (1033, 4106) 
spurs are still occupied. The Sredna Gora do not show any 
signs of further use. In the valley, there are 10 sites within 
well-drained, deluvial soils and nine on river terraces 
and alluvial soils. Correspondingly, 52% of soils within 
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1 km of Late Antique sites are deluvial. This percentage 
has dropped considerably compared to the 70% of the 
Roman period, but still comprises the majority. Riverine 
and terrace soils take up 33% of soils within a 1 km radius 
of Late Antique sites, marking a growing popularity of 
heavy and well-watered soils. This could be motivated by 
social and economic changes in the valley.

The Early Byzantine sites in the Kazanlak study 
area are almost equally divided between the mountain 
slopes or foothills and the valley bottom. The vigorous 
colonisation of spurs and foothills of the Stara Planina 
represents the biggest shift in site distribution after Late 
Antiquity. Fortifications, representing either forts, guard 
towers, or enclosures, appear on the south facing slopes 
all along the northern boundary of the Kazanlak Valley. 
These can be found between 600–1100 masl in strategic 
positions near mountain passes and with a commanding 
view over the valley (from west to east: 3062, 3133, 
1033). Such elevated sites are challenging to access, and 
easy to defend. Access to arable soils is limited, and they 
could not rely on arable agriculture for subsistence, unless 
embedded in a network of highly reliable supply channels 
from the valley (see reduction of alluvial meadow soils 
in Fig. 10.1b). Reliance on forest resources, pastoralism 
and its products, or on trade and tribute could have been 
the basis of subsistence strategies in these mountain 
communities. Sites in the foothills (4106, 1027, 2049) 
are near mountain resources and potential exit routes, 
but remain within easy reach of light arable soils, making 
the most of both ecological niches. The seven sites that 
remain on the valley floor (3122, 1008, 1056, 4132, 4152, 
2045, 2044, 4116) occupy mostly well drained deluvial 
soils (Fig. 10.1b). River terraces and heavy, loamy soils 
have been abandoned, marking yet another point of 
discontinuity with Late Antiquity settlement preferences.

10.5.3 Spatial patterns and site hierarchies
The Roman period dataset, when subjected to Nearest 
Neighbour analysis, produces a ratio of 0.866. This 
number is slightly lower than Late Iron Age (0.896) and 
indicates more aggregation of sites at the regional level 
(see Table 10.5). Ripley’s K analysis shows aggregation 
at the local level (up to a radius threshold of 1.5 km), 
regular arrangement at intermediate distances (1.5–6 
km), and site dispersal at a regional scale of over 6 km 
(Fig. 10.3). The aggregation at shorter distances suggests 
that daughter sites or activity areas are established at 
immediate distances from parent settlements. Instead of 
multiple clusters within the valley that could represent 
different political factions, sites are now arranged at equal 
distances. The result is a very organised arrangement.

In contrast to the Late Iron Age, distances between 
large sites shrunk during the Roman period. Visual 
comparison of the Late Iron Age and Roman distribution 
maps finds Late Iron Age elite sites at different ends of 
study area, while Roman top-tier sites are huddled together 

in the middle of the valley. Nearest Neighbour analysis 
confirms the intuitive reading with a ratio of 0.849, which 
indicates that large sites are more aggregated than the rest 
of the dataset (Table 10.5). The dispersal of elite sites 
during the Late Iron Age is best explained through the 
rivalry of peer, politically autonomous, communities, with 
dispersal being the spatial signature of political factions 
operating within the valley, each guarding its resources. 
The aggregation of large sites during the Roman period, 
by contrast, marks the decline of chiefly competition and 
autonomy. The shrinkage of intersite distances implies 
a new supra-regional authority. What springs to mind 
is the newly introduced Roman rule, which suppressed 
old political factions, and contributed to the physical 
re-structuring of the valley’s resident communities. After 
assimilation to the Roman social order, local communities 
would have lost some of their authority to regional and 
supra-regional centres (such as metropoleis of Colonia 
Traiana, Trimontium, etc). With authority removed, the 
footprint of chiefly competition would have gradually 
been replaced with patterns manifesting the new order. 
Unified legal and administrative frameworks, regulated 
access to resources, and transit organisation under Roman 
control, however imperfect, would have contributed to 
the clustering of large sites in easily accessible locations, 
such as we see in Kazanlak at this time. Creation of a 
normalised landscape with easily accessible sites can be 
one expression of state control (Scott 1998).

In addition to the contraction of distances between 
large sites, site extents grow. Table 10.2 and Figure 10.2 
show that the decline in total site numbers during the 
Roman period affects the tiny (0.5 ha) site tier the most. 
Sub-hectare concentrations fall in number from 21 to 
nine (57%). A similar decline affects the middle rank 
of 1–5 ha sites. Conversely, the number of large sites 
doubles. Table 10.3 confirms that the large size rank now 
represents most of the occupied area in Kazanlak (34 out 
of 53 ha; 64% of aggregate site area). Altogether, Roman 
sites smaller than 5 ha occupy only 20 ha in total. By 
comparison, during the Late Iron Age the largest sites 
account for 14 ha (33% of aggregate 43 ha), while sites 
smaller than 5 ha represent 30 ha (67% of aggregate area). 
The growth of the highest tier of sites and decrease in the 
bottom tier during Roman times point to site nucleation 
and the movement of rural population into expanding 
settlements. Site growth suggests that population levels 
rise in Kazanlak. All in all, Roman period developments 
seem to attract people to large settlements, and compel 
settlements to cluster together more than had been the 
case in the previous periods. Obstacles to the aggregation 
of people and sites, such as a lack of resources or social 
friction, seem to have been overcome during this period.

In Late Antiquity, large Roman sites are abandoned and 
the remaining communities move further away from each 
other. This shift to greater inter-site distances contrasts 
with the aggregated arrangement of communities during 
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the Roman period. A Nearest Neighbour analysis ratio 
of 1.015 (after the Roman ratio of 0.688) quantifies the 
dispersal at the scale of the valley (Table 10.5). Below the 
scale of the valley, Ripley’s K analysis reveals that sites 
within a 1,500 m moving window are slightly clustered, 
but afterwards their pattern is regular (up to 5,500 m) and 
consistent with Nearest Neighbour results (Fig. 10.3).

The dispersal of site distribution at multiple scales 
signals either an increase in insecurity, competition for 
resources, or antagonism between communities. Late 
Antique site decline accompanied by site dispersal 
suggests that the higher level of socio-political order, 
prosperity, and control witnessed in the Roman period had 
declined. Late Antique adjustment of site distribution is a 
response to a change in social and political circumstances. 
With the weakening of the centralised government, local 
communities are likely returning to a pre-Roman situation, 
where each community fended for itself. Insecurity and 
fear of neighbours drove communities apart, perhaps more 
so than the search for resources.

In addition to the spatial dispersal of Late Antique 
sites, sites shrink in size, and population levels in the 
valley decline. Table 10.2 shows that large sites decline 
in number from five to two, the medium rank remains 
unchanged (five sites), and the small site rank goes from 
four sites to one. The only category that grows during 
Late Antiquity is that of tiny sites (area <0.5 ha), whose 
number rises from nine to 11. Table 10.3 shows that only in 
the tiny and small site ranks do the average sizes increase 
(from 0.25 to 0.3 ha, and 0.75 to 0.83 ha, respectively, 
see Table 10.4). Communities seem to fission and settle 
into smaller settlements, with decline in aggregate area 
marking a population decline.

If the Late Antique site hierarchy is compared to the 
previous periods, a three-tier settlement system can still be 
detected (with sites at <0.5 ha, 0.5–5 ha, and >5 ha of size), 
whose foundation was laid during the Late Iron Age (Table 
10.2). This hierarchy is, however, skeletal only, thinned of 
the population that lived in the valley both in the Late Iron 
Age and Roman period.

The distribution of Early Byzantine sites at the scale 
of the valley yields a Nearest Neighbour ratio of 1.104 
(see Table 10.5). The result comes with a warning of 
statistical weakness due to a low z-score (in a sample 
of only 15 sites). This ratio confirms that the trend of 
Late Antique site dispersal continues. Communities drift 
further apart and their numbers decline, indicating that the 
drivers of dispersal, whether socio-political, economic, 
or environmental, are still in operation. Theoretically, 
we could test for pressure on environmental resources 
by checking for dispersal among sites in particular 
environmental zones. Such a test, however, requires a larger 
sample size, from which an environmentally classified 
subset could be extracted. Patterns below the level of the 
valley, at intermediate and short distances from sites, are 
consistent with those indicated by the Nearest Neighbour 

analysis. Ripley’s K results show a slight aggregation of 
sites at 500 m radius. Beyond this immediate vicinity, 
the distances increase and at a 1500 m threshold the sites 
disperse (Fig. 10.3). Again, the sample is rather small 
and so these finer trends are not statistically significant.

Table 10.2 shows that the attrition of sites that started 
during Late Antiquity continues into the Early Byzantine 
period. Contrary to Late Antiquity, where the decline in 
the largest sites was partially compensated by an increase 
in tiny sites, signalling de-nucleation, the Early Byzantine 
period shows site loss across all tiers, signalling continued 
population decline. Only a single site of 6.7 ha remains 
in the large rank (Fig. 10.2). The medium and tiny ranks 
decrease in site count from five to four and from 11 to 
seven respectively. The small rank (0.5–1 ha sites) is 
the only one that goes up in number from one to three, 
perhaps representing the remnants of a larger community 
that split apart. Besides dispersal, Early Byzantine sites 
in Kazanlak exhibit environmental zoning.12 The Early 
Byzantine sites only appear in two topographic zones, 
the mountain slopes and valley floor. The colluvial zone 
immediately under the Stara Planina is devoid of sites 
(3122 is the only exception). An uninhabited colluvial 
zone separates the mountain sites (forts and toll stations) 
from those on the valley floor. Sites follow at regular 
intervals (2 km) as if strung along a road in the deluvial 
soil zone near the centre of the valley. No sites were 
documented on the northern banks or terraces of the 
Tundzha River. After 2,000 years of human activity and 
settlement, the Tundzha River bank is now completely 
abandoned. The reasons for abandonment probably range 
from natural to cultural. Either the economic activities that 
occurred in this zone – water resource exploitation, water 
transport, animal husbandry, and commerce – are out of 
favour, or some topographic or environmental aspect of 
this zone (site intervisibility, proclivity to flooding, and 
so forth) caused the abandonment. Socio-political factors 
– such as the avoidance of the river due to a perceived 
threat, or the attraction of valley centre due to a new road 
system (Soustal 1991) – can play a role. Comparison 
with other regions and consultation of historical sources 
are necessary to explore the drivers of change in Early 
Byzantine site distribution.

10.5.4 Function and economy
Functional and economic differentiation reaches its apex 
in surface materials of Roman period sites. Evidence 
for specialisation becomes attenuated thanks to scarcer 
remains in the Late Antique and Early Byzantine periods, 
until we get a hiatus during the First Bulgarian Kingdom 
in Kazanlak.

Roman period surface assemblages show evidence 
of domestic activities, connection to trade networks and 
crafts or industries. Residential sites exhibit a cross-
section of cooking, tableware, and storage ware, with an 
occasional fragment of amphora, water pipe, and imported 
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pottery, embedded among a scatter of bricks and tiles. 
The assemblages show that more effort was invested 
into permanent architecture, and that households now 
have a wider repertoire of vessels at their disposal. The 
presence of imports and imitations, Roman coins (1013), 
and transport vessels, points to reliance on markets and 
exchange for non-local products. Slag and wasters as well 
as other evidence of metals (2046, 2044 – chariot wheel) 
indicate that industrial activities took place at some of the 
farmsteads and hamlets, in addition to core subsistence. 
Standing masonry at a single valley floor site (3227) 
indicates both its greater longevity and administrative 
status, while epigraphic monuments found through 
excavation indicate the ceremonial character of a series 
of sites in the valley (4123, 4102?, 3000). These finds 
help us differentiate between ritual and domestic sites. 
The quantities of industrial remains were low and always 
associated with residential remains, which speaks for small-
scale industrial production, rather than a thoroughgoing 
specialisation without any subsistence activities. Physical 
location provides additional evidence for functional site 
differentiation. Sites 4001, 1033, and 1027 are located in 
elevated positions that offer strategic advantage, but do 
not support agriculture. Masonry features show that these 
sites may have been used as guard posts.

While site sizes fall into only three tiers, five functional 
groups are attested among Roman surface distributions: 
agricultural settlements on the valley floor featuring some 
industry and imported wares (2046, 2036, 2075, one a 
veteran colony 4116), guard towers on the mountain spurs 
(4001, 1033, 1027, etc.), one administrative centre (3227) 
and several religious centres (4123, 2044) on the valley 
floor. Other ephemeral activity areas or special purpose 
sites (ritual or feasting) are attested (2010, 1008, 1056, 
and 4121).

During Late Antiquity, the sites exhibit similar functional 
variation as during the Roman period despite the reduced 
site numbers, attenuated large rank, and overall spatial 
dispersal. Two defensive sites remain in the mountains 
(1027, 3062, and 4106). Residences (farms and hamlets) 
feature on the valley bottom (1006, 2036, 2046, and 2075); 
administrative, military, and religious centres persist (3227, 
4116, 4119 – excavated basilica, 2044 – Thracian Horseman 
sanctuary), as do ephemeral scatters (2001, 1049, etc.). 
Standing masonry is more frequent at Late Antique sites 
(five out of 19, or 25%, as opposed to three of 23 in the 
Roman period). The uniform spatial distribution of Late 
Antique sites indicates hostility and competition, if it 
reflects political relations. Since the elevated locations need 
economic support, some of the sites may be functionally 
complementary (Crumley 1979; Crumley et al. 1995). The 
ceiling on site sizes and the relative frequency of defensive 
masonry suggest a collection of politically autonomous or 
externally threatened communities.

In the Early Byzantine period, functional differentiation 
becomes more ambiguous due to extremely low densities 

of artefacts at surface concentrations (only the forts at 1033 
and 4106 have more than 10 sherds). Given the scarcity 
of material, topographic location, architectural remains, 
and excavation reports become the main evidence for 
site function. Six elevated sites in the Stara Planina now 
contain the remains of masonry and vary in function from 
defensive walls, boundary walls, and enclosures (3062, 
3133) to guard outposts and hilltop towers (1033, 4106 
and 1027, 2049). The nine concentrations on the valley 
bottom point to either domestic or productive activities 
(3122, 1008, 4132, 4152, 2046, etc.). Religious and ritual 
sites are defined by a narrow assemblage of finds or legacy 
excavations (1056, and 4119; Tabakova-Tsanova 1991, 
112). Low-density scatters interpreted as activity areas 
grow scarce (1008, 4116). Larger concentrations might 
merit the label of hamlets, while the smaller ones probably 
comprised a few standing structures, such as a house and 
an associated shed or workshop. The increased frequency 
of fortified and hard-to-access, small-scale sites with good 
visual control over the valley point to the preference for 
marginal yet safe environments. The remaining sites in 
the agricultural valley bottom point to continuity. Dewar’s 
corrections suggest that only 50% of these sites existed 
simultaneously, but given the chronological coarseness 
we cannot tell if the sequence went from valley floor to 
the mountain spurs or vice versa, or if the two groups 
coexisted but in smaller numbers.

10.5.5   Summary of the first millennium AD 
settlement patterns in the Kazanlak 
Valley

For the next 1,000 years after the Late Iron Age, the 
Kazanlak Valley is marked by a decline in site numbers. 
During the Roman period, the drop in site numbers is 
balanced by site growth and nucleation, indicative of 
expanding population and overall stability and prosperity 
in the valley. Roman period communities are more 
sedentary than their Late Iron Age predecessors, and 
their spatial arrangement, characterised by aggregation, 
suggests external authority. As the population of the valley 
flows into expanding nucleated settlements, isolated life 
in far-flung small settlements becomes rare. During the 
Late Antique and Early Byzantine periods, decreasing 
site numbers and aggregate area are accompanied by site 
dispersal, indicating population decline and the return of 
inter-site competition and even antagonism.

The trends accompanying the decrease in site count 
during the first millennium AD echo through the varied 
locational preferences of the valley’s communities. 
The Roman-period preference for deluvial soils on the 
valley floor contrasts sharply with the colonisation of all 
available ecological niches during the preceding Late Iron 
Age. Late Antique communities occupy a more balanced 
suite of environments, returning to the riverbanks and 
abandoning some valley floor sites. During the Early 
Byzantine period, the Stara Planina spurs and the valley 
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bottom are favoured for settlement, while riverine zone 
is left empty. Whether these locational swings represent 
functional adaptations of resident communities to new 
socio-political circumstances in the valley, responses to 
environmental stimuli, or economic changes remains to 
be explored.

10.6 The Mediaeval and Ottoman periods
The Mediaeval and Ottoman periods are under-represented 
in the Kazanlak survey dataset. While the pottery 
is relatively easy to spot and identify, and is often 
accompanied by architectural material, the Mediaeval and 
Ottoman remains are most likely to be buried under the 
modern villages and towns in the Kazanlak Valley, and 
thus remain inaccessible to archaeological investigation. 
The Ottoman period material, furthermore, suffered 
from observer bias, especially in the early seasons of 
fieldwork. Being considered ‘virtually modern’ it hovered 
uncomfortably on the margins of the ‘archaeological’ 
aims of TRAP. On its own, the Ottoman material was 
highly visible and abundant (4115, cemetery next to 
2031), ranging from glazed colourful sherds to fragments 
of blue glass bracelets. Despite high visibility and good 
preservation, however, Ottoman material was not easily 
distinguishable from ‘modern’ pottery (a category intended 
for twentieth century remains). Some Ottoman remains, 
therefore, may be hiding under the ‘modern’ counts 
in TRAP field documentation. With no Mediaeval or 
Ottoman specialist on the field team (museum staff helped 
with identification at the base), Mediaeval or Ottoman 
components or sites were not followed up with the 
same rigour as other, earlier components (e.g., no total 
pickups were conducted at Mediaeval or Ottoman sites). 
The distribution maps of Ottoman remains, in particular, 
should be consulted with an eye to modern villages and 
the hotspots of ‘modern’ artefact concentrations, which 
might conceal Ottoman materials. Only in later seasons, as 
the awareness of the significance of the Ottoman remains 
increased, did the Ottoman material receive attention equal 
to the earlier periods.

10.6.1  Continuity and change during the 
Mediaeval and Ottoman periods

In the Mediaeval period, which sees continual conflict 
between the Byzantines and the Bulgarian Kingdom, the 
Kazanlak distribution map shows a notable revival of 
activity.13 Mediaeval materials were documented at 21 
concentrations, covering a total of 30.7 ha (Table 10.1). 
Site numbers increase by six from the Early Byzantine 
period and nearly reach levels of the Roman period. The 
aggregate site area matches the Late Antique threshold. 
In terms of site continuity, only three of 15 (20%) Early 
Byzantine locations continue to be used during the 
Mediaeval period, including two elevated (1027, 1033) and 
one valley bottom (2036) site. In many cases, the ‘new’ 

settlements are not exactly new foundations; Mediaeval 
communities return to old Roman or Late Antique site 
locations, divorcing the Early Byzantine era.

Overall, the archaeological footprint of human activity 
becomes more pronounced after the relative scarcity of 
material in the Late Antique and Early Byzantine periods. 
More numerous and more characteristic material appears. 
Seven sites (30% of total) have more than 10 diagnostics. 
Nine sites produced only one diagnostic sherd each.

Ottoman period material was registered at 15 sites, 
30% fewer than the Mediaeval period.14 Despite the drop 
in site count, the aggregate area of the 15 findspots and 
their standing remains comprises nearly 95 ha, signalling 
a threefold increase over the Mediaeval period (Table 
10.1). The remains of Hamidlu (3231), an Ottoman 
village in the northwest part of the valley, contribute to 
the increase in area of the Ottoman component. Nine out 
of 15 Ottoman sites (60%) have Mediaeval predecessors. 
Ottoman materials appeared in relatively small quantities 
at sites without masonry. Sparse Ottoman finds at earlier 
sites were interpreted as casual visits, or the remains of 
ephemeral activities in the landscape (dumping, manuring, 
infrastructure building), rather than permanent occupation.

10.6.2 Topographic setting and soils
Site location preferences in the Mediaeval era partially 
return to the Late Antique or Late Iron Age model, with 
proportionate site distribution across ecological zones. 
Seven sites sit on the valley floor, seven on the banks of 
the River Tundzha (now Koprinka Reservoir), and six in 
strategic locations in the surrounding mountain slopes. 
The soils available to the valley bottom sites show a 
balance between deluvial (47%), and riverine soils (44%), 
with forest soils (9%) accounting for the remainder (Fig. 
10.1b).

Riverbanks or, specifically, the north banks of the 
Tundzha River, become the most popular place to settle 
again, after a hiatus during the Byzantine period. The 
northeast part of the valley is second in popularity, with a 
cluster of defensive sites. Forts at the mountain pass above 
the town of Kran create a chokepoint for the extraction of 
tolls. The remaining settlements in the valley are dispersed 
over the light deluvial soil zone in the middle of the valley. 
The Sredna Gora are empty with the exception of one 
hilltop site (4001).

The majority of Ottoman sites (seven) concentrate 
within the light arable soils of the valley floor. Two sites 
sit on Stara Planina spurs (3362, 3169), two within the 
colluvial deposit below (4115, 3231). Four occupy the north 
bank of the Tundzha River (1006, 2019, 2001, 2031), and 
one sits in the Gyurlya Valley in the Sredna Gora (4098). 
The largest (top-tier) sites appear at the foot of Stara 
Planina (3132, 4115), showing a trend of site growth along 
the northern edge of the valley, perhaps in response to an 
existing road and mountain pass network. The popularity 
of the Tundzha River banks declines compared with 
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Mediaeval times. Soils accessible from Ottoman sites are 
dominated by deluvial sandy (51%), followed by heavy 
riverine (24%), and leached forest (13%) soils, similar to 
Late Antique and Roman periods (Fig. 10.1b).

10.6.3 Spatial patterns and site hierarchies
The distribution of Mediaeval sites, when assessed via the 
Nearest Neighbour analysis, yields a ratio of R=1.053, 
which is random (neither clustered nor dispersed, see 
Table 10.5). Looking at local and intermediate scales, 
Ripley’s K analysis shows a strong clustering of sites up to 
1,500 m radius, mild clustering between 1,500 and 3,500 
m radius, a dispersal past a 3,500 m threshold (Fig. 10.3). 
The clustering at the local level is consistent with a group 
of sites observed north of Kran and Enina, and a second 
group around the Koprinka Reservoir. The count of sites in 
each tier grows for the first time since the Roman period 
(Table 10.2). The tiny site rank increases by four (from 
seven to 11), the large site rank increases by one, and we 
get the first extra-large site that exceeds 10 ha (4115). 
The growth in the upper tiers is indicative of population 
nucleation and economic growth within the valley (Table 
10.3). Average site sizes, however, drop in the three lower 
ranks, indicating population movement from small to large 
sites (Table 10.4). Aggregate area increases, implying 
moderate population growth, but tier composition may 
be explained by movement rather than growth.

The unexamined element in this discussion of the 
Kazanlak Valley in the Mediaeval period is the unnamed 
successor of Seuthopolis. A layer of Mediaeval structures 
filled with agricultural implements, animal bones, and 
some 800 coins was excavated during rescue works in 
1950s. Dated from the eleventh to the fourteenth century 
AD, it sat on top of the Thracian city (Changova 1972, 16). 
As its name remains unknown, I refer to it as ‘Mediaeval 
Seuthopolis’.15 The addition of Mediaeval Seuthopolis to 
the group of sites on the banks of the Koprinka Reservoir 
underscores the desirability of the river as a settlement 
zone. Mediaeval Seuthopolis with its necropolis covered 
an area of some 4.5 ha and was the largest site in the 
southern half of the valley. The existence of the Mediaeval 
town of Kran (4115) to the northeast points to possible 
rivalry between these two large sites and their satellite 
communities. Complicating the picture, the appearance of 
the third large site (4132) could have implications for local 
authority and political relations. Interpretation of this site 
is difficult because it consists of several components, lacks 
fortifications, and generally has an ambiguous function. 

The Nearest Neighbour analysis for the Ottoman period 
yields a ratio of R=0.844, indicating slight aggregation 
at the level of the valley, remarkably reminiscent of the 
Roman period (Table 10.5). Ripley’s K analysis indicates 
that sites cluster up to a radius of 3,000 m, and gradually 
disperse beyond this threshold (Fig. 10.3). In terms of site 
hierarchy, the top tier of sites sees a major boost with the 
addition of 3231, an Ottoman village in the northwest of 

the valley. Table 10.2 shows that small and tiny tiers have 
shrunk to half their Mediaeval numbers, a trend that points 
to population nucleation in the large centres. Looking at 
the map of site distributions, we can see that several of 
the large Ottoman concentrations have a tiny neighbour 
in the vicinity (e.g., 4115 and 3362, 3231 and 3169, 2046 
and 2044), and another mid-tier neighbour within 2–3 km. 
The impression from the map is of regular distribution 
of sites through the valley. Furthermore, there is little to 
no clustering apparent within the environmental zones 
of the valley; sites are distributed evenly along the river 
banks, deluvial soil zone, and mountains. The largest 
sites (4115 and 3231) are positioned in the northeast and 
northwest parts of the valley, respectively. The location in 
opposite corners of the valley might indicate some local 
competition, or, have an economic basis, such as e.g. 
controlling lines of communication or productive zones. 

Overall, the regular site distribution could result from 
incorporation into the Ottoman Empire (Inalchik 1994). 
The resemblance between the Roman and Ottoman period 
maps is striking. The economically significant production 
of rose oil has its roots in the Ottoman markets, as does 
large-scale wool production and long-distance transhumant 
pastoralism. The extent of Ottoman power in the valley is, 
however, beyond the scope of the current study.

10.6.4 Function and economy
Mediaeval site dispersal on the valley floor and river banks 
suggests arable agriculture and animal husbandry as the 
main sources of subsistence. Agricultural and viticulture 
tools, and a variety or horse and cow shoes found at 
Mediaeval Seuthopolis, bolster the picture of diversified 
farming, fruit growing, and stock raising (cf. Changova 
1972). The proximity to river and mountain resources in 
two-thirds of sites underscores the ability of residents to 
engage in hunting, fishing, lumbering, and other economic 
activities.

The zonal distribution and nature of surface remains 
point to economic differentiation and complementarity 
in Mediaeval site groups. Sites in the mountain passes 
provide protection, offer access to forest resources, and 
have the potential for toll collection. Sites on the valley 
bottom offer products of arable agriculture and crafts, 
while sites centred on the Tundzha River provided access 
to downstream trading routes and pastures for stock 
raising. Given the specific resources available to each 
group, the communities within the valley were likely 
engaged in a network of exchange.

The environmental and topographic zoning of sites is not 
as accentuated during the Ottoman period as it was during 
the Mediaeval period. As in the Roman period, many of 
the mountain forts are abandoned in favour of life in the 
valley bottom; only two forts survive. Large sites occupy 
both the geographic centre of the valley and the colluvial 
fans at the foot of the Stara Planina, suggesting an emphasis 
on agricultural and pastoral production. The growth of 
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sites along the northern rim of the valley indicates either 
a strong preference for local colluvial fields (plantations 
of perennials, such as roses and lavender, or meadows for 
stock raising) or an orientation towards existing lines of 
communication. A number of new industries are known 
to intensify during the Ottoman period, including rose 
growing and wool production based on long-distance 
transhumant pastoralism. The number of enclosures 
associated with Hamidlu imply animal husbandry as part 
of local economy. Mediaeval Kran (4115) and its associated 
fortress guard the entrance to a pass and perhaps collected 
tolls (Popov 1982). More information is needed about the 
banks of the Tundzha to determine if the river is being used 
primarily as a transport route, source of tolls, or merely as 
a natural resource for fishing or stock raising. Despite low 
site numbers, the nature of Ottoman surface residues and 
their large spatial extent point to functional differentiation 
and prosperity, as well as interaction and cooperation, with 
roots in the Mediaeval period and full development under 
the auspices of the Ottoman Empire.

10.6.5  Summary of Mediaeval and Ottoman 
settlement patterns in the Kazanlak 
Valley

The Mediaeval and Ottoman periods mark the revival of 
the Kazanlak Valley after the hiatus of the Early Byzantine 
period and the First Bulgarian Kingdom. Increasing site 
count and aggregate area in the Mediaeval period point 
to population growth. We expect most Ottoman remains 
to be masked by modern urbanism, yet we see a larger 
inhabited area during this era. Sites in both periods 
exhibit environmental zoning characteristic of functional 
differentiation. The settlement pattern in the Kazanlak 
Valley is compatible with incorporation into the Ottoman 
Empire. 

10.7 Discussion
The diachronic distributions of sites in Kazanlak are 
affected by natural as well as cultural factors. The salience 
of these factors varies from period to period and is in 
part the product of the analytical approaches applied. The 
evaluation of environmental resources and the statistical 
assessment of site clustering place natural and socio-
political factors in focus respectively. Especially after 
the Early Iron Age, linking site hierarchies to political 
centralisation may mask alternative processes behind 
the settlement patterns. The emphasis here has been to 
use these frameworks critically, and characterise rather 
than explain the observed settlement patterns, mapping 
human interaction with natural and social environments 
over time.

Environmental variation is encapsulated by the 
following trends: A Late Bronze Age focus on the riverine 
zone; Early Iron Age expansion into all ecological niches; 
Roman focus on the valley bottom; and Early Byzantine 

division between the valley and mountain zone. These 
ecological preferences are associated with a multitude of 
site distribution patterns that can be variously attributed 
to socio-cultural and political phenomena, or to economic 
and environmental preferences. Site distribution patterns, 
characterised by aggregation, regularity, or dispersal, 
produce different results at different scales, site tiers, and 
environmental zones. At the scale of the valley, the four 
periods above are characterised, in turn, by site aggregation 
(Late Bronze Age), dispersal (Early Iron Age), aggregation 
(Roman), and dispersal (Early Byzantine). Below the 
scale of the valley, dispersal and aggregation vary by 
specific environmental zone or site tier. Dispersal governs 
site arrangement in the riverine zone during the Late 
Bronze Age, indicative of competition for river resources. 
Dispersal also characterises elite site distribution during 
the Late Iron Age, pointing to elite competition at a 
subregional level. Aggregation in both large sites and all 
sites in the valley bottom characterises the Roman and 
the Ottoman periods, suggesting a relaxation of local elite 
competition. The multiscalar trends cumulatively reflect 
an interplay of changing economic, social, and political 
factors operating in the Kazanlak Valley.

The timing and source of this spatial variation is 
hard to understand from the survey data alone. Not all 
variation can be explained in terms of environmental 
preferences or economic changes alone. The shift of Late 
Bronze Age communities towards the river appears to be 
driven by environmental considerations and economic 
preference, but that may be due to the very narrow range 
of variables considered here. The pattern could result from 
post-depositional processes, particularly burial, which has 
been flagged as a major source of bias in the prehistoric 
component in the valley.

Relating spatial trends in survey data to specific social 
phenomena has its limitations. Namely, the patterns in 
survey data do not align well with the fine-grained historical 
sources that exist for the valley from the Late Iron Age 
on. The coarse scale of survey data is difficult to reconcile 
with the chronologically discrete (even if discontinuous) 
historical events and evidence from excavations.

Other phenomena, such as site continuity, also operate 
across different dimensions, from site tiers to environmental 
zones, and pose a challenge for interpretation. Roman-
period decrease in site count must be coupled with site area 
and spatial arrangement. Time lag poses another challenge 
to interpreting the static surface record. Mediaeval-period 
remains offer a palimpsest of local competition with an 
emerging single centre, which cannot be disentangled 
without chronologically bound evidence from excavations 
or historical sources. Likewise, discontinuity that we see 
during the Late Bronze Age probably occurred earlier. 
Not all processes happening over the long term are 
equally represented in the archaeologically visible record. 
Interpretation of Middle Bronze Age transformations or 
Mediaeval sociopolitical organisation is limited by the lack 
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of diagnostics, poor preservation, and low chronological 
resolution of survey materials.

10.8 Conclusion
Major trends in the Kazanlak survey data may be 
summarised as:

• The Neolithic to Early Bronze Age communities in 
Kazanlak lie dispersed across the landscape, enjoying 
larger territories and lighter soils than their counterparts 
in the Maritsa Valley. 

• Changes occur in the settlement pattern after the Early 
Bronze Age and become manifest in the Late Bronze 
Age, when a wholesale abandonment affects old set-
tlements. 

• Residents turn to river banks after the previous colo-
nisation of the valley bottom. The restructured settle-
ment system proliferates and expands into new ecolog-
ical niches during the Early Iron Age.

• Differentiation in terms of site location and function 
reaches an apex during the Late Iron Age. All Late 
Bronze Age sites are reused during the Early Iron 
Age, and two-thirds of Early Iron Age sites survive 
into the Late Iron Age. This variation in environmental 
setting, coupled with site dispersal, implies a more 
complex political and economic organisation among 
the resident groups. 

The settlement of both fertile and marginal lands during 
the Late Iron Age points to a wide range of subsistence 
practices in the valley, with potential for exchange 
between local communities. The number of sites drops 
during the Roman period. Only 30% of Late Iron Age 
sites are reused, but those that survive increase in size, 
marking a period of population growth and nucleation. 
While population grows, sites are concentrated in a single 
ecological niche on the valley floor, having abandoned 
more marginal environments. Economic differentiation, 
previously fuelled by residence in different environmental 
niches, now either abates or becomes less visible. Products 
of new crafts and services (e.g., production of stone 
inscriptions, metal, architectural ceramics, and local 
wheel-made pottery) circulate within the clustered sites 
on the valley bottom, and non-local goods are transported 
here via trade networks linking the Kazanlak Valley to 
other parts of Thrace. The aggregation of settlements after 
previous dispersal points to new political and economic 
organisation that promoted site growth, clustering, and 
easy accessibility.

Roman-era stability and prosperity ends during Late 
Antiquity when site numbers decline and growing inter-
site distances signal renewed tension. The Early Byzantine 
period sees a precipitous population decline with the 
lowest long-term site numbers. After a 75% site number 
decrease during Late Antiquity and an additional 50% 

decrease in the Early Byzantine period, little remains 
of the Roman fluorescence. The remaining communities 
scatter and disperse within two topographic zones: the 
valley bottom and the Stara Planina spurs. The riverside 
is virtually depopulated. The increased frequency of 
fortified and hard-to-access, small-scale sites with a good 
visual control over the valley points to the preference for 
marginal yet safe environments. The sites remaining on 
the agricultural valley bottom indicate continuity. The 
new spatial pattern, nonetheless, points to new socio-
political circumstances in the valley, new antagonism 
and mistrust, which restructure both the priorities and 
economic practices of the surviving population. These two 
groups, one in the valley and one in the mountains, could 
represent new political entities that established separate 
spheres of influence and exploitation while sharing the 
same valley.

This Early Byzantine trend of separation is overcome 
during the Mediaeval period, when local communities 
grow in number, occupy three environmental zones, 
and start to prosper. The renewed emphasis on river and 
mountain resources marks both the exploitation of all 
available environmental zones, as well as the extraction 
of additional revenue from trade routes and mountain 
passes. The Ottoman period marks a return to Roman-
like prosperity. Site numbers decrease, and the settlement 
zones become restricted again, but sites grow, functional 
differentiation increases, and sites cluster. The Kazanlak 
Valley sees greater political stability, signalled by several 
large communities sharing the valley.

The diachronic variation in site distributions in the 
Kazanlak Valley shows that settlement patterns changed 
from one period to the next (and probably at a finer 
chronological scale too) in response to changing locational 
preferences and socio-political realities. The alternating 
patterns of site aggregation and dispersal from the first 
millennium BC on seem to be related to the political 
situation, such that aggregation appears in the valley 
in response to external political control over it, while 
dispersal marks local autonomy and competition (like the 
‘colonial model’ of Cherry 1982, 328). Below the scale 
of the valley, other patterns operate across environmental 
zones and site tiers. The general patterns at the level of 
the valley relate to long chronological periods dictated by 
poor chronology of survey data and provide only a coarse 
indication of long-term processes. I hope that this chapter 
will stimulate a finer-grained historical analysis of the 
Kazanlak Valley, as well as archaeological comparisons 
with other regional and national datasets.

Notes
1 Kazanlak site catalogue – DOI: https://doi.org/10.6078/

M7MW2F76
2 Map of Neolithic and Chalcolithic sites – DOI:https://doi.

org/10.6078/M7NZ85QF; Late Bronze Age through Roman 
sites – DOI: https://doi.org/10.6078/M7513W96
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3 Kazanlak site table – DOI: https://doi.org/10.6078/
M73T9F9D

4 Distribution of Neolithic and Chalcolithic sites in the 
Kazanlak study area – DOI:https://doi.org/10.6078/
M7NZ85QF

5 Distribution of Early Bronze Age sites in the Kazanlak 
study area – DOI: https://doi.org/10.6078/M7DJ5CP1

6 Distribution of Late Bronze Age sites in the Kazanlak study 
area – DOI:https://doi.org/10.6078/M71834KV

7 Distribution of Early Iron Age sites in the Kazanlak study 
area – DOI:https://doi.org/10.6078/M7WH2N24

8 Late Bronze Age through Roman distributions in the 
Kazanlak study area with histograms of diagnostic sherds 
– DOI:https://doi.org/10.6078/M7513W96

9 Distribution of Late Iron Age sites in the Kazanlak study 
area – DOI: https://doi.org/10.6078/M7RR1W9Z

10 Distribution of Roman period sites in the Kazanlak study 
area – DOI: https://doi.org/10.6078/M7N014MC

11 Distribution of Late Antique sites in the Kazanlak study 
area – DOI: https://doi.org/10.6078/M7H9938C

12 Distribution of Early Byzantine sites in the Kazanlak study 
area – DOI:https://doi.org/10.6078/M7CJ8BK3

13 Distribution of Mediaeval sites in the Kazanlak study area 
– DOI:https://doi.org/10.6078/M77S7KVC

14 Distribution of Ottoman sites in the Kazanlak study area 
– DOI:https://doi.org/10.6078/M7416V4C

15 The site is indicated with grey symbol in the Koprinka 
Reservoir in DOI: https://doi.org/10.6078/M77S7KVC


