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Fig. 4.41, p. 55 – Room FW3 with the remains of a small square bin in the south-western
corner. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.42, p. 56 – Map of rooms FW7, 25, 26 and 27: R11-12, lower grinding stones. (C.
Putzolu)
Fig. 4.43, p. 56 – Zenith view of room FW7 with a lower grinding stone on the floor. (C.
Putzolu)
Fig. 4.44, p. 57 – Map of rooms FW15-20, 18-21, 19 and 22 and well FW23: R29-41,
pounders; R30, 36, 43, 44, 62, handstones; R38, 39, 50, lower grinding stones; R40,
amazonite bead; R49, opal bead; R51, pestle; R52, quern/pitted anvil; R56, 57, fragments of collared jars; R63, small globular jar. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.45, p. 57 – Section in rooms FW18-21 and well FW23. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.46, p. 58 – Zenith view of room FW15 and courtyard FW20. (C. Putzolu)
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Fig. 4.47, p. 58 – Grinding tools from FW20. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.48, p. 59 – Broken amazonite bead reused as pendant from FW20. (F. Pipini)
Fig. 4.49, p. 59 – Small globular pot from room FW22. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 4.50, p. 59 – The well area with the collapse of an entire mud brick wall. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.51, p. 60 – (A) Remains of burnt palm planks inside the well; (B) a collared jar and a
handstone on the bottom of the well. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.52, p. 61 – Ikonos satellite image of Tan Afella with the location of the excavated
compound and the soundings FW S1 and FW S2. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.53, p. 61 – Sounding FW S1, in front of a modern house. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.54, p. 62 – Map of sounding FW S1: R1, vesicular basalt lamp; R2, stone polisher/
bead grinder. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.55, p. 62 – Section in rooms FW S1a (A) and FW S1b (B). In both areas, the Garamantian levels were under a thin layer of aeolian sand and very disarticulated mud brick
collapse. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.56, p. 62 – A sandstone mortar, a fragment of a vesicular basalt lamp and a polisher/
bead grinder from FW S1. (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 4.57, p. 63 – Two–roomed units from the Fewet compound. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.58, p. 63 – Reconstruction of house FW11-4-6. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 4.59, p. 65 – The excavated compound at the end of the restoration. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.60, p. 66 – (A) The earliest occupation of the Fewet compound from the 3rd to the 1st
century BC; (B) the occupation of the compound between the end of the 1st century
BC and the 1st century AD. The grey areas were abandoned by the end of the 1st
century BC. (C. Starace)
Fig. 4.61, p. 67 – Radiocarbon dates from the Fewet compound and soundings.
Fig. 4.62, p. 68 – (A) A mud brick wall built to block the door of unit FW13-14 at the moment of the rooms’ abandonment; (B) a blocked door of an abandoned compound
in the modern village of Tan Afella. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.63, p. 69 – An abandoned house, whose lower floor is completely filled with sand,
and whose upper floor has been reused as an animal pen. (L. Mori)
Fig. 5.1, p. 71 – Ikonos satellite picture of the Fewet oasis with the location of Site 11. For
details see Fig. 5.3. (C. Starace)
Fig. 5.2, p. 72 – Panoramic view of Tan Ataram. (L. Mori)
Fig. 5.3, p. 72 – General map of Site 11. The light grey areas indicate the presence of
cultural material scattered on the surface. The dark grey areas indicate a higher concentration of surface material see Fig. 5.6 for details of the rectangular area. (A. Felici)
Fig. 5.4, p. 73 – A modern farm at Tan Ataram. (L. Mori)
Fig. 5.5, p. 73 – Orchard and palm trees at Tan Ataram. (L. Mori)
Fig. 5.6, p. 73 – Map of Site 11α and β with location of Test Trenches (TT) and Squares
where surface collection of cultural material was carried out. The dark grey areas
indicate a higher concentration of surface material. (A. Felici)
Fig. 5.7 p. 74 – Decorated pottery from Site11 TT1: (A) small bowl with incised decorations; (B-C) small sherds decorated with roulette impressions. (L. Mori)
Fig. 5.8, p. 74 – Section of Site11 TT2. (A. Felici)
Fig. 5.9, p. 75 – Pottery from Site 11 TT2: (a-c) Late Garamantian incised and impressed pottery from layer 1; (d) Early Garamantian pottery sherd with impressed decoration from
layer 4; (e-f ) Late Garamantian incised and impressed and incised pottery fragments
from layer 5; (g) possible post Garamantian bowl fragment from layer 6. (L. Mori)
Fig. 5.10, p. 76 – Pottery from Site11 TT3: (A) Late Garamantian rim of a jar with paralleled
incised lines on impressed decorations with remains of paint; (B) (very) Late Garamantian rim of a bowl with incised decorations. (L. Mori)
Fig. 5.11, p. 77 – Metal artefacts from Site11: (A) rhomboid copper alloy pendant; (B) copper alloy bent plate, maybe originally riveted; (C) two iron awls (?); (D-E) copper alloy
decorated bracelets; (F) fragment of a copper alloy bracelet (?). (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.1, p. 81 – Jar (type JRN2) decorated with a spaced, unpatterned cord impression
(type IM1b), covering only the body. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.2, p. 81 – Jar (type JRN3) with cord impressions on the body and incised paired
wavy lines, forming open triangles, applied on the join between the rim band and
the shoulder (type CT1). (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.3, p. 82 – Globular jar FW6 R1+R6 (type JRN3) with knobs applied to the shoulder of
the vessel associated with roulette impressions (type CT3). (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.4, p. 83 – Jar (type JRN3) with roulette impressions on the neck, incisions on the
rim top and a unique applied decoration representing a snake on the shoulder (type
CT3). (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.5, p. 84 – Selection of Garamantian pottery from the Tan Afella compound: (a-d)
jars type JRN1; (i) jar type JRN2; (e-l) jars type JRN3. (T. D’Este)
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Fig. 6.6, p. 85 – Map of the Fewet compound reporting the number of sherds per unit.
(C. Putzolu)
Fig. 6.7, p. 86 –Selection of ceramics from Tan Ataram Site 11: (a-c) bowls type BRS2; (d,f )
bowls type BUS1; (e) bowl type BUS2; (g-n) jars type JRL1; (o,p,q,s) jars type JRN3; (r)
jar type JRN4. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.8, p. 88 – Selection of Garamantian pottery from the Fewet necropolis: (a,b,c,d,f,k)
jars type JRL1; (e,g,h,I,j,l,m,n,o,p) jars type JRN3. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.9, p. 89 – Selection of Garamantian pottery from the Fewet necropolis: (a,b,c,d,e) jars
type JRN3; (f,g) jars type JRN4. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.10, p. 90 – Selection of Garamantian pottery from the Fewet necropolis: (a,b,c,d,f )
bowls type BUS3; (e) bowl type BUS2; (g,h) jars type JRL1. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.11, p. 91 – Pastoral pottery from the Fewet necropolis: (a) pottery ring; (c) bowl
type BUS2; (e) bowl type BUS3; (f ) bowl type BRS2; (b,d) jars type JRL1; (g) jar type
JRN3. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 6.12, p. 91 – Complete jar found on top of tumulus FW T644. (L. Mori)
Fig. 7.1, p. 93 – Heavy-duty tools from Fewet. (L. Mori)
Fig. 7.2, p. 93 – Upper grinding stones, pounders and pestles from Fewet. (L. Mori)
Fig. 7.3, p. 95 – Different pounders used to crush date stones at Fewet in 2003. (L. Mori)
Fig. 7.4, p. 96 – Types of grinding tools found at Fewet. (L. Mori)
Fig. 7.5, p. 96 – Pounders from Fewet. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.6, p. 97 – Upper grinding stones from Fewet. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.7, p. 98 – Pestles and pestle-grinders from Fewet. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.8, p. 99 – Complete saddle-shaped lower grinding slabs from the Fewet compound.
(M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.9, p.100 – Cereal and legumes grinding in a courtyard at Fewet in 2003. (L. Mori)
Fig. 7.10, p. 100 – The crushing of date stones at Fewet in 2003. (L. Mori)
Fig. 7.11, p. 101 – A small flat-topped grinding slab reused as pitted anvil. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.12, p. 101 – A quern from Fewet. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.13, p. 101 – Saddle-shaped and flat grinding stones from Fewet. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.14, p. 102 – Quern-mortars from Fewet. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.15, p. 103– Polisher FW S1 R2, from Fewet sounding S1. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.16, p. 103 – Polisher FW02 R10, from Room FW3. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.17, p. 103 – Polisher FW03 R26, from a mud brick collapse in Room FW12. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 7.18, 104 – (A) Polisher FW02 R10: inner surface of the groove observed with a
metallographic microscope; heavily leveled and polished microsurface interpreted as the result of the contact with stone (for a comparison with experimental
traces see Lemorini and Cristiani 2005). (B) Polisher FW02 R10: inner surface of the
groove; long, narrow and deep striations observed with a stereomicroscope. (C.
Lemorini)
Fig. 8.1, p. 110 – High-footed lamps from the Fewet compound. (a) FWS1 R1; (b) FW5
R35. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 8.2, p. 111 – High-footed lamps from the Fewet compound. (L. Mori)
Fig. 8.3, p. 111 – Fragments of vesicular basalt bowls/lamps from the Fewet necropolis.
(a) FW T675; (b) FW T166; (c) FW T76; (d) FW T1282; (e) FW T848; (f ) FW T578; (g) FW
T1090; (h) FW T723. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 8.4, p. 112 – Two almost complete lamps from the Fewet necropolis. (a) FW T885; (b)
FW T345. (M. Luzi)
Fig. 8.5, p. 112 – The distribution of the vesicular basalt bowls/lamps in the Fewet necropolis. (R. Castelli)
Fig. 8.6, p. 113 – Vesicular basalt bowls/lamps from the Fewet necropolis (scale = 3cm).
(L. Mori)
Fig. 8.7, p. 114 – Photomicrographs under (A) plane and (B) cross polarized light of a
thin section from the basalt of lamp FW5 R32, showing its texture and mineralogical
composition (see text for details). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 8.8, p. 115 – (A) Landsat satellite image of the Libyan Sahara, indicating the main
localities cited in the text, in italics the main volcanic districts. (B) A detail of satellite
image from Google Earth illustrating the region close to the village of Uau el Kebir,
where the basalt sample n. 521 was collected (white triangle). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 8.9, p. 116 – Total ion current (TIC) chromatograms of the organic fraction of residues
FW5 R35 and FWS1 R1. Legend: Cn:x = fatty acid with n carbon atoms and x double
bond; Cn-OH = alcohol with n carbon atoms; ♦ = ricinoleic (12-hydroxy-9-octadecenoic) acid; P = plasticizer; IS = internal standard. Components are present as their
TMS esters and ethers. (S. Bruni)

Fig. 9.1, p. 120 – (A) Plan of the excavation of the compound of Fewet indicating the positions where blocks for thin section analysis were collected. (B) The village of Fewet in
a Google Earth™ satellite image; the black dot indicates the position of the Garamantian compound, the black triangle represents the occurrence of an organic-matter
rich swamp deposit, while the white one is a carbonatic spring deposit outcropping
at the contact between the easternmost fringe of the Tassili sandstones and the
wadi bottom. The significance and role of organic and carbonatic freshwater sediments are discussed in the text. (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.2, p. 123 – X-ray powder diffraction pattern of selected samples in the range 5-40°
2è range. Mineralogical phases label are: Q for quartz, C for calcite, G for gypsum, P
for plagioclase, K for K–feldspar, Ka for kaolinite, M for mica, and H for halite. (A) is
mud brick MB3; (B) is plaster PL2; (C) is mortar MT2; (D) is hearth FL3; (E) is the sediment of the marsh deposit in the vicinity of the compound. (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.3, p. 124 – Mud brick walls from Fewet (rooms FW16-17, 13-14). (L. Mori)
Fig. 9.4, p. 125 – Photomicrographs of the main pedofeatures of mud bricks from Fewet: (A)
general view of the groundmass (MB4, PPL); (B) portion of slide MB1 showing the transition (dashed line) between a micritic and a micritic and organic groundmass (XPL);
(C) deformed coprolite embedded in the groundmass (MB3, PPL); (D) detail of the
coprolite showing a high concentration of faecal spherulites (MB3, XPL). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.5, p. 125 – Photomicrographs of the carbonatic nodules in the groundmass of mud
bricks: (A) different sized and shaped carbonatic nodules in the groundmass (MB1,
PPL); (B) detail of an angular, coarse nodule showing a stromatolithic structure (MB2,
XPL); (C) a fragment of Chara microfossil in a nodule (MB4, XPL); (D) concentration of
diatoms in a carbonatic nodule (MB3, PPL). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.6, p. 126 – Scan of the entire sections of (A) mud brick MB2, (B) plaster PL1, and (C)
mortar MT2. Note the massive aspect of each sample and the inclusion of litho- and
pedo-relicts in the groundmass. (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.7, p. 126 – Photomicrographs of the main pedofeatures of plaster from Fewet: (A)
groundmass of sample PL3 (PPL), note the occurrence of very few pseudomorphic
voids (indicated by arrows); (B) the same, XPL; (C) fragment of finely subdivided vegetal tissue added to the mixture (PL2, PPL); (D) clayey groundmass with interspersed quartz grains resulting in a close porphyric c/f related distribution (PL3, XPL); (E)
the arrow indicates a loose gypsum microcrystals infilling a void (PL1, XPL); F) a detail
of the gypsum infilling (PL1, XPL). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.8, p. 127 – Photomicrographs of the main pedofeatures of mortar from Fewet: (A)
dense micromass of sample MT2 (PPL); (B) sandy quartz grain stained by Fe-oxides
(indicated by arrow; MT1, XPL); (C) portion of the slide MT2 showing a preferential
orientation of grains (PPL); (D) fragment of partially decomposed vegetal remain
(MT2, PPL). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.9, p. 127 – Photomicrographs of floor FL1: (A) single spaced porphyric c/f related
distribution (PPL); (B) fragment of sandstone slab at the base of the slide, showing a
rock varnish coating (PPL); (C) a detail of rock varnish (XPL); (D) gypsum infilling in the
calcitic groundmass (XPL). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.10, p. 128 – Photomicrographs of FL2: (A) and (B) general view of the groundmass
showing a diffuse gypsum mineralization and lenses of calcitic ash with interspersed
charcoal and sheet of articulated phytoliths (PPL and XPL); (C) fragment of deformed
coprolite in the groundmass (indicated by arrows, XPL); (D) detail of the coprolite
showing a concentration of faecal spherulites (XPL). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.11, p. 128 – Photomicrographs of hearth FL3: (A) spongy groundmass with high
concentration of burned vegetal remains (PPL); (B) a large gypsum nodule and sparse
micrite (XPL); (C) heated pedorelicts (XPL); (D) elongated charcoal fragment (PPL); (E)
incompletely burned vegetal remains showing articulated sheets of phytoliths (PPL);
(F) the arrow indicates few faecal spherulites in the micromass (XPL). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.12, p. 129 – Scan of the entire section of living floors (A) FL4 and (B) FL5. Dashed
lines in (A) separate the sandy micro-layers and the ashy one, at the base of the latter
a layer made of packed wood charcoal is evident. Note the peculiar platy microstructure of (B), indicating occupational trampling. (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.13, p. 129 – Photomicrographs of living floor FL4: (A) and (B) are general views of the
sandy micro–layer, showing a mixture of organic and mineral components, including
a deformed coprolite, indicated by arrows (PPL and XPL); (C) concentration of faecal
spherulites and an oxalate druses in a fragment of coprolites from the sandy micro-layer (XPL); (D) lenses of calcium carbonate pseudomorphs after calcium oxalate crystals
and gypsum in the ashy microlayer (XPL); (E) and (F) general views of the spongy and
slightly laminated structure of the ashy micro–layer, note the occurrence of gypsum
lenses and packed straw and grass ash after trampling (PPL and XPL). (A. Zerboni)
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Fig. 9.14, p. 130 – Photomicrographs of living floor FL5: (A) and (B) general views of the
slide showing a platy microstructure after trampling, note also the occurrence of
organic and mineral layers and horizontal planar voids (PPL and XPL); (C) clayey pedorelicts resulting from the cleaning of the surface (PPL); (D) lens of ash (XPL); (E)
coarse charcoal fragment in the groundmass (PPL); (F) the arrow indicates very few
faecal spherulites interspersed in the groundmass (XPL). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 9.15, p. 135 – Photomicrographs of peculiar gypsic features found in the thin sections
studied (all frames are in XPL): (A) diffuse gypsum crystallization in the groundmass
of sample FL2; (B) loose gypsum microcrystals infilling a void in sample PL2; (C)
large gypsum phenocryst intergrowth in the groundmass, note a certain weathering within the crystal (sample FL1); (D) curious gypsum mineralization developed
around an ovicaprine coprolite (sample FL4). (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 10.1, p. 140 – Typology of the Tan Ataram beads. (F. Pipini)
Fig. 10.2, p. 141 – Typology of the Tan Afella beads. (F. Pipini)
Fig. 10.3, p. 142 – (A) In Eidi (Acacus): painting showing the ostrich as a component of the
late Bitriangular style scenes; (B) Wadi Awis (Acacus): petroglyph showing an ostrich
hunt. (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 10.4, p. 143 – (A) Carnelian bead from Tan Ataram; (B) Traces of grinding. (F. Pipini)
Fig. 10.5, p. 144 – Bracelet found on the wrist of the adult female in tumuus FW T715.
(L. Mori)
Fig. 10.6, p. 145 – (A) T715 traces of chipping on the cylindrical carnelian bead and (B)
traces of suspension; (C) T715 carnelian bead with traces of chipping and abrasion
(on the right); (D) T715 carnelian bead with traces of drilling (on the left) using a bow
drill. (F. Pipini)
Fig. 10.7, p. 146 – (A) T662 faience beads; (B) T662 ostrich beads; (C) T1287 ostrich beads;
(D) T1287 ostrich beads and one faience bead on the left higher part of the photo.
(F. Pipini)
Fig. 10.8, p. 147 – (A) T1287 traces of polishing and of heating (see the crescent shaped trace)
on a carnelian bead; (B-C) T1287 traces of polishing on two carnelian beads. (F. Pipini)
Fig. 10.9, p. 147 – Typology of the “poor tumuli” beads. (F. Pipini)
Fig. 10.10, p. 149 – Bone artefacts from the Fewet compound. (A) Smoother on a cattle
hyoid; (B) pierced hare metatarsal; (C) smoother on a long bone of a small ungulate;
(D) needle (?) on long bone of a small ungulate; (E-F) fragments of awls (?) on long
bones of small ungulates. (G. Carboni)
Fig. 10.11, p. 150 – (A) Smoother and use wear traces; (B) tool fragment and use wear
traces; (C) needle and perforation; (D) pendant on hare bone and perforation. (G.
Carboni)
Fig. 10.12, p. 151 – The hare in rock art: (A) Acacus petroglyph; (B) Messak Settafet petroglyph. (S. Giovannetti)
Fig. 10.13, p. 152 – Smoother on hyoid bone and wear traces. (G. Carboni)
Fig. 10.14, p. 153 – The dromedary head. (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 10.15, p. 153 – Drawing of the dromedary head. (G. Carboni)
Fig. 10.16, p. 154 – Drawing of the head fragment. (G. Carboni)
Fig. 11.1, p. 159 – Repertory of green stone beads from Fewet: 1-T715, 2-T715, 5-T715,
FW5, FW25. Sample 2-T715 is the only bead made of serpentine. (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 11.2, p. 160 – Landsat satellite image of Libya indicating the main localities cited in
the text. The position of Eghei Zuma at the northern fringe of the Tibesti batholith
(Dohone region) is also shown. (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 11.3, p. 160 – Amazonite-bearing pegmatite outcropping at Eghei Zuma. (A) General
view of the area; (B) details of pegmatite dikes in the granite; (C) a large crystal of
amazonite from Eghei Zuma. (pictures courtesy of M.E. Peroschi and F. Cambieri)
Fig. 11.4, p. 161 – Thin section photomicrographs of sample EZ. (A) Wall unit of the pegmatitic dike embedding amazonitic microcline that shows a polygranular texture
and a medium grain size (cross polarized light). (B) A phenocryst of amazonitic microcline displaying the typical tartan twin embedded in polygranular pegmatitic
matrix (cross polarized light). (P. Vignola)
Fig. 11.5, p. 163 – Diagrams of chemical ration of the most significant elements: (A) K/Rb
versus Rb and (B) K/Rb versus Pb; Groups I, II, III, and IV described in the text are also
indicated. (P. Vignola, A. Zerboni)
Fig. 11.6, p. 164 – Distribution of the main massifs and occurrence of amazonite-bearing
pegmatite in northern Africa and surrounding regions. Labels are referred to the
main massifs, while labels in bolt indicate the main occurrence of alkaline granites.
White squares indicate pegmatite dikes with amazonite (references cited in the text).
The black triangle indicates the area of Eghei Zuma, whereas the white one is Fewet.
(A. Zerboni)
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Fig. 12.1, p. 170 – SEM micrograph of the polished section of the severely weathered
glass bead F2. Few areas (white) of still intact glass are present in the weathered and
fragile glass (light grey with fractures). (M. Verità)
Fig. 12.2, p. 170 – SEM micrograph of the polished section of glass bead F3. Needleshaped and cubic crystals of devitrite (white) are present in the glass (light grey),
crossed by fractures (black lines) surrounded by layers of weathered glass (dark grey).
(M. Verità)
Fig. 12.3, p. 172 – Polished section of a fragment from bead F27 observed by optical microscopy: the presence of red opaque layers and colourless transparent glass crossed by long bubbles in its centre is evident. (M. Verità)
Fig. 12.4, p. 173 – Polished section of a fragment of faience F1 observed by optical microscopy (A) (long side of the image: 4.3 mm) and SEM (B). (M. Verità)
Fig. 12.5, p. 173 – Polished section of a fragment of glassy faience F9 observed by optical
microscopy (A) (long side of the image: 4.3 mm) and SEM (B). (M. Verità)
Fig. 12.6, p. 174 – SEM micrograph of the polished section of a fragment of faience F27b.
(M. Verità)
Fig. 13.1, p. 178 – Plantations in the oasis of Fewet (photos by A.M.M., 2006): (A) small
fields of barley with irrigation channels; (B) grapevine climbing on a date palm; (C)
grapevine on wood sustains. (D) Alhagi maurorum growing into the compound perimeter. (A. M. Mercuri)
Fig. 13.2, p. 178 – Rooms FW5 and FW6 of the Fewet compound have preserved most of
the archaeobotanical record of the site. (A. M. Mercuri)
Fig. 13.3, p. 179 – Archaeobotanical sampling from the rooms of the Fewet compound.
Numbers indicate hand-picked and volumetric samples listed in Tab. 13.II. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 13.4, p. 180 – Microscopical transversal sections of charcoals of tamarisks found in
Fewet: (A) Tamarix aphylla; (B) Tamarix tetragyna. (F. Buldrini)
Fig. 14.1, p. 191 – Map of the compound with the distribution of the faunal specimens.
Numbers indicate the bones collected (see Tab. 14.I). (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 14.2, p. 193 – Pierced Lepus capensis 4th metatarsal. (F. Alhaique)
Fig. 14.3, p. 197 – Fewet: comparison between Mature Garamantian (MG) and Late/Post
Garamantian (LPG) layers (NISP= Number of Identified Specimens). (F. Alhaique)
Fig. 14.4, p. 198 – Comparison between Fewet (Mature Garamantian layers) and Aghram
Nadharif (Classic/Late Garamantian layers) (NISP= Number of Identified Specimens).
(F. Alhaique)
Fig. 15.1, p. 199 – Ikonos image of the Fewet necropolis. The black dots represent the
surveyed tumuli, the white ones the excavated structures. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 15.2, p. 203 – A tumulus with a small annex. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.3, p. 203 – A tumulus with a stone alignment. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.4, p. 203 – Sandstone rudimental stelae on a drum-shaped tumulus (Type 3b).
(M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.5, p. 203 – A “milking stool”/offering table in front of a drum-shaped tumulus (Type
3b). (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.6, p. 203 – A tumulus with stone platform. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.7, p. 203 – A crater tumulus. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.8, p. 203 – A looted tumulus with visible stone cist. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.9, p. 204 – Typology of tumuli from the Fewet necropolis (after Castelli and Liverani
2005). (F. Del Fattore)
Fig. 15.10, p. 205 – Number and incidence of the different types of tumuli. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.11, p. 205 – Distribution of Type 1 tumuli. (R. Castelli)
Fig. 15.12, p. 205 – Distribution of Type 2 tumuli. (R. Castelli)
Fig. 15.13, p. 205 – Distribution of Type 3 tumuli. (R. Castelli)
Fig. 15.14, p. 206 – Type 1a tumulus: “simple cap”. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.15, p. 206 – Type 1b tumulus: “simple dome”. (M. Liverani)
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Foreword

Five years after the volume La Memoria dell’arte. Le pitture rupestri
dell’Acacus tra passato e futuro (2008), which celebrated the fiftieth
anniversary of the Libyan-Italian Mission in south-western Libya
(funded by Fabrizio Mori in 1955), a new book by our team is now
here.
Though, the political and scientific context in North Africa has dramatically changed. The so-called “Arab Spring”, which bloomed
nearly three years ago, has been then overwhelmed by turmoil and
civil wars: this is particularly tragic for Libya, Syria and, to a different
extent, Egypt.
After the fall of the regime, the situation in Libya remains difficult,
not only at Benghazi but in the whole country: Tripoli, Ghadames,
Sebha, Kufra to name a few. Since the beginning of the war, no archaeological mission has been able to resume its fieldwork, and
activities are all focussed on training and capacity building – most
of them under the aegis of UNESCO (however concentrated in the
North of the country). Although training is an important part of the
relationships between international bodies and the hosting country, we must agree that fieldwork is vital to scientific research and
for the relations between people and cultures and should be hopefully restarted as soon as possible.
At the same time, the backlog of (unpublished) data and the concomitant absence of activity on the field allowed, for many groups,
a productive publishing activity: it is quite evident in the growing
body of scientific production in recent years. This could be read as
a positive outcome, but it is not enough to mitigate the absence of
activity in the field.
The dramatic drop in tourism, the decline of bilateral activities and
the growing wariness, if not fear, towards the Arab world are all
aspects that on the medium and long term are likely to produce
harmful effects.
In this hazy scenario, the publication of a new volume is by all
means a source of satisfaction, especially if this focuses on a rather
neglected area in the post-Qaddafi era, the Fezzan.
The book on the survey and excavations at Fewet, edited by Lucia Mori, marks also a new editorial organization and a renewed
graphical of the series Arid Zone Archaeology. Funded by Mario Li

verani at the end of 1990s, the Monographs were originally thought
to host not only the contributions of the Libyan-Italian Archaeological Mission, but also those of other research groups that ope
rate in the today arid regions encompassing the Sahara desert and
the Arabian Peninsula.
Unfortunately, this ‘enlarged’ perspective has never been implemented. I hope this can soon be overcome: in this direction, the
new Editorial Board features colleagues working in many areas
of Africa and the Near East. Needless to say, I must thank all such
scholars, who enthusiastically accepted my invitation: a particular
thanks to Mario Liverani, whose commitment over the years has
guaranteed the very existence of the Series.
This book, the sixth of AZA Series, marks the completion of the
“Garamantian project”, started by our Mission in 1997. It is not my
intention to address the scientific and cultural implications of the
research undertaken and directed by Lucia Mori in the oasis of
Fewet – rather, I would like to focus on the project of restoration of
the site, ended with the realization of an open air museum in 2004,
the first ever created in SW Fezzan.
As Lucia Mori lucidly examines and describes in her introductory paper, the state of the preservation of the site at the beginning of the
project – it was 2001 – was very critical and heavily endangered by
the building of new houses in the area. Furthermore, the habitus of
the locals to use the stones of the monuments from the necropolis
hugely damaged that part of the Fewet heritage. Nonetheless, after
the campaigns of excavation and thanks to the cooperation between the local Council, the Department of Antiquities and our Mission we eventually succeeded to protect the area of the compound.
The plan to build new houses in the immediate vicinity however
did not stop. Our next visits to the area were rather frustrating;
the houses were a few metres from the main gate of the openair museum, and its state of preservation progressively worsened.
Even the necropolis has suffered new and dramatic damages, as
signalled by Ali Khalfalla from the Department of Archaeology in
Ghat, only a few months ago.
Libyan cultural heritage is endangered, and even more is the Saharan cultural landscape. A scarce emphasis on the desert areas in the
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next future – in terms of awareness and investments – might have
disastrous effects. The involvement of local communities must be
sought to raise a new-shared awareness and consensus and to
draw effective management plans. The persons devoted to the
administration of Libyan cultural heritage should increase in number and they should be adequately qualified. However, I believe a
programme of training and education should start from the local

contexts, possibly engaging schools and universities, and should
be extended to all the stakeholders involved in the protection and
control of the region and its heritage.
Savino di Lernia
Series Editor
Arid Zone Archaeology
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Commentaries

The historical archaeology of the Sahara remains an underdeve
loped field of research, especially for the pre-Islamic period. The
most significant exception to this rule has for long concerned the
people known as the Garamantes, who inhabited the central Saharan region coincident with Libya’s south-west province, Fezzan.
Pioneer work by the Italians in the 1930s was followed up by large
scale, but poor quality excavations of Mohammed Ayoub in the
1960s, and by detailed recording and careful excavation at a number of sites by the British archaeologist, Charles Daniels in the 1960s1970s. Unfortunately, the Daniels work was not fully published at the
time. There matters rested, rather tantalising providing hints at the
sophisticated nature of Garamantian society, but with many interpretational issues unresolved. As recently as the 1990s, my attempts
to map the pattern of Garamantian settlements to accompany
their wide-spread and distinctive cemeteries found only a handful
of published examples. In England, we have a saying that one waits
an hour for a bus and then inevitably two will arrive simultaneously.
It is a fortunate coincidence that in the late 1990s, both the Italian
mission to south-west Libya and the British mission, directed by
me, commenced major research programmes directed at the Garamantes. The results of the two projects are complementary and in
aggregate have totally transformed our perspective of this early desert civilisation. The present volume concerns the investigation of
a village at Fewet and its associated cemetery close to the Algerian
border just west of Ghat, significantly enlarging the window pre
viously opened by Mario Liverani’s landmark study of the fortified
site at Aghram Nadharif to the south of Ghat.
In common with that earlier volume, the present report is multiauthored and wide-ranging in scope. The introduction presents
the environmental context of the Fewet oasis and its relation to
local rock art. In addition to the reports on the excavations of the
small settlement of Fewet and the cemetery, there is an analysis of
the survey data on the overall funerary morphology, plus detailed
studies of the human skeletal remains, including novel isotopic
analysis. As well as the expected reports on pottery, ground stone
tools, beads and other small finds, faunal and botanical remains,
there are also contributions on unusual classes of finds such as

small vessels in vesicular basalt, the petrography of stone beads,
X-ray analysis of glass beads, micromorphological analysis of floors.
In other words, this is a characteristically rigorous and innovative
approach to all manner of archaeological data, with a strong accent on cutting-edge methodology as we have come to expect of
this Italian Mission.
This volume is a marvellous addition to the small corpus of pu
blished research on the Pre-Islamic oasis societies of the Sahara.
As noted above, it provides a complementary perspective on the
world of the Garamantes to the Anglo-Libyan work I have directed
from their heartlands in the Wadi el-Ajal, c. 400 km to north-east
of Ghat. The Garamantian kingdom was a sophisticated society,
essentially an early state, sustained by an extensive network of
oasis agricultural communities, with the largely sedentary population living in towns and villages and also engaged in a significant
level of manufacturing activity and in trade with the Mediterranean and arguably also with the Sub-Saharan zone. There are significant similarities between the communities delineated by the
two teams, in structural, material and palaeoenvironmental terms.
However, there are also some major discontinuities and disjunctures between the datasets. The differences may well be due to
variation between core and periphery, producing an effect rather
like looking down opposite ends of the same telescope. The comparisons and contrasts between the heartlands and periphery of
the Garamantian kingdom are perfectly illustrated by comparing
the contents of the present volume with the final report (also just
published) of my team’s exploration of the long-lived site of Old
Jerma, the Garamantian capital in the Wadi el-Ajal. Our more recent fieldwork at numerous cemeteries in the Wadi el-Ajal (summarised in annual reports in Libyan Studies from 2007-2011) likewise
provides sharp contrasts with the funerary record at Fewet.
The contrasts and contradictions in the evidence raise an alternative interpretative possibility. It is plausible that the people of the
Ghat oasis were not in fact Garamantes at all, but rather neighbours
who shared some of the same Saharan cultural and economic
behaviours, while possibly being subjected to Garamantian hege
mony for a prolonged period. Liverani has indeed suggested some-
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thing similar in the previous Aghram Nadharif report, identifying
the population of the Ghat region with the Atarantes mentioned by
Herodotus as living 10 days’ journey west of the Garamantes.
This possible scenario has major implications for how we interpret
the evidence from Aghram Nadharif and Fewet. If the inhabitants
of these sites saw themselves as ethnically distinct from the Garamantes of the Wadi el-Ajal, then the differences in material culture
take on greater significance as potential markers of these separate
identities. It also reinforces the point that the pioneer farmers of
the Sahara were not part of a single uniform project (Garamantian
colonisation if you like), but that oasis cultivation initially developed
in many locations, before the rise of a dominant and dominating
group. The diversity of funerary monuments and practices, around
some common themes such as the practice of crouch burial and
the use of stelae and offering tables/bowls, certainly indicates regional differences across Fezzan. Interestingly, the greatest variation is to be found in the heartlands of the Wadi el-Ajal, perhaps
indicative of in-migration of diverse elements to supplement the
original Garamantian population there. The relatively limited range
of burial monuments at Fewet and consistency of practice (such
as the placing of women with head to west and men with head to
east) may indicate the cultural conservatism of a society that became politically and economically subservient to the Garamantes.
There are certainly examples of burial orientation in the Wadi elAjal which correspond to this gender specific alignment, but there
is also much more variation and contradiction of this rule.
The relative lack of grave goods included inside burials in the Fewet
cemeteries is a significant difference with the practices attested in
the Wadi el-Ajal, where a very wide range of portable goods were
included inside the grave in the Classic and Late Garamantian periods (1st to 6th centuries AD). This is not simply attributable to the
availability of imported goods from the Mediterranean, since it also
encompassed many items of local manufacture, especially beadwork, but also handmade pots, incense burners, etc. The conspi
cuous consumption of Garamantian society displayed through
funerary rituals can be considered a key component of the Garamantian identity in the Wadi el-Ajal and this sort of behaviour was
reflected at all levels of society there, in cemeteries where there
is considerable evidence for the emergence of distinct hierarchy.
This looks a very different social milieu to that illustrated by the evidence of ritual and social hierarchy at Fewet. Interestingly, one of
the key artefact types of the Ghat area, the vesicular basalt bowls,
interpreted in this volume as lamps, is very rare in the Wadi el-Ajal
area. Our excavations at Old Jerma produced no examples and survey of hundreds of cemetery zones nearby yielded just one signifi-

cant cluster in a single cemetery. Was this a cemetery for a group of
people who had migrated from the Ghat area, one wonders? Two
figurine heads from Fewet provide an echo of a larger assemblage
of such 3-D plastic artworks found at Jerma. But figurine making
does not have to be a defining part of Garamantian identity, it may
be simply part of the Saharan cultural context. The Ghat area notably lacks evidence of a number of innovations embraced in the Garamantian heartlands – ashlar masonry, use of Mediterranean architectural elements, bronze statues. Even in the funerary domain, the
range of burial types attested is far more limited and interestingly
does not include the square and rectangular tombs common close
to Jerma in the Classic and Late Garamantain periods.
The volume and range of imported goods from the Mediterra
nean world present at both settlements and cemeteries in the
Wadi el-Ajal are thus far unparalleled elsewhere in the central Sahara, though to the north-west of Fezzan the site of Ghadames also
seems to have had some privileged access to such material. Rich
tombs can contain more than 20 pottery and glass vessels, while
even quite poor burials commonly had at least one imported vessel
in the burial chamber in the Classic Garamantian era. Meanwhile in
the Ghat area burials rarely contained pottery vessels at all, though
occasionally pots were placed outside tombs – probably serving as
offering vessels. The poverty of finds in the Ghat region also finds
its echo in the two other major oases zones of Fezzan, the Wadi
ash-Shati and the Wadi Barjuj/Murzuq/Kufra. While there is certainly
some imported material at settlements, the cemeteries in particular seem to have been largely devoid of Roman artefacts in these
zones. Since oasis farming in all these oasis bands operated on a
relatively similar equation of labour: food output, the far greater
material richness of the Garamantian heartlands is surely an indication of both a powerful monopoly position exercised over Saharan
trade and the political dependency of these other oasis zones.
Beads constitute the predominant class of small finds from the
Fewet sites, though the majority were ostrich eggshell. Intere
stingly, there is no evidence of the distinctive production tools
(bead grinders) which characterise the major Garamantian sites in
the Wadi el-Ajal. On the other hand, if these beads were imported,
the pioneer analysis of the “amazonite” beads at Fewet suggests a
different source from that best attested at Jerma, where the link
with the Eghei Zuma quarries in Tibesti has been confirmed for
some samples. Establishing provenance signatures of the main
semi-precious stones used in bead production in different parts of
the Sahara is clearly an area where much more work needs to be
done. Textile production, which is also well attested around Jerma,
also seems to be lacking at Fewet and the traces of textiles in bu

commentaries

rials could suggest that these were imported traded goods for the
community.
The agricultural components in the Ghat region and in the Wadi elAjal are at first sight very similar, but closer inspection suggests that
the range of cultivated plants at Fewet was narrower and the staples
(dates and barley) simpler than in the heartlands. The same is true
of faunal remains. Fewet thus appears a poorer and more egalitarian
community and with less indication of craft production, necessita
ting some level of trade contact with other Saharan centres.
Population modelling provides further insights into the balance of
power. Seen from the Ghat oasis (as Liverani presented the issue
in the Aghram Nadharif volume), the desert looks comparatively
empty, with a few scattered village communities and nothing of
a significantly higher level of social organisation. On the other
hand, both in the Wadi el-Ajal and in the Barjuj/Murzuq area we
have recorded a remarkably high density of villages and hamlets,
with many fortified structures (qsur) in the Late Garamantian period, and the largest settlements meriting recognition as urban in
scale. Given the relative population imbalance between the Ghat
region and the Wadi el-Ajal, it is easy to see how the polity based
in the Garamantian heartlands could impose and maintain military
dominance over smaller and weaker neighbours.
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Population movement and changes in diet can be examined
through isotopic analysis and the pioneering carried out on the
Fewet burials illustrates the potential very clearly. Similar work has
also been carried out by my team on burials in the Wadi el-Ajal
(not yet published). What both studies reveal is that there were
significant numbers of people who originated outside the area in
which they were buried at certain periods. The next stage will be
a detailed comparison of these results, but it will not be a surprise
if these analyses again highlight difference between the regions,
more than commonality.
One thing that is shared by the populations in both areas relates
to the very clear effects of the harsh environment they lived in and
the physical impacts of oasis farming. Both groups display common signs of osteoarthritis in the joints of still young bodies, there
are indications of stress (cribra orbitalia – possibly a marker for malaria) and malnutrition (enamel hypoplasia), while peri-mortem
tooth loss was widespread. Whether close to the centre of Garamantian power, or on the periphery, life for many in this society
was demanding.
David J. Mattingly
University of Leicester
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My occasional involvement in Saharan archaeology started in 1996,
when the late Fabrizio Mori, director of the Acacus mission of the
Sapienza University of Rome, had to retire and asked me to take
care of the mission, which otherwise could run the risk of being
dismissed. I tried to do my best by engaging in problems and activities (fund raising, logistics, selection of the team, etc.) for which I
had neither experience nor aptitude, and I was reasonably succes
sful, after all. I also tried to imagine some properly scientific activity
for myself, in order to compensate through the pleasure of research
for the unpleasant duties of administration and leadership. And
since the major lines of activity of the mission, namely prehistoric
archaeology and geomorphology, were already in the safe hands
of Savino di Lernia and Mauro Cremaschi, I decided to do something in the archaeology of the historical (possibly early historical)
periods, which had been neglected under prof. Mori’s leadership
– probably because the rock art of the “late” periods was so inferior
to that of prehistory. This is the real – although trivial – story of the
“Garamantian Project”. In practical terms, I was really lucky in selecting two sites for excavation, Aghram Nadharif and Fewet. The
two sites were excavated and studied in sequence. Fieldwork in
the first site was carried out in the years 1999-2001 and publication
followed in 2005. Fieldwork in the second site was carried out in
the years 2002-2006 and the publication is provided now (2013), in
the present volume. The time lag, although minimal, is meaningful, for various reasons. First of all, activity in Aghram Nadharif was
coincident with my full-time involvement in the Acacus-Tanezzuft
mission: I took on myself all responsibility and decisions about the
excavation and its publication. Activity in Fewet was coincident
with a phase of disengagement, at the end of which I transferred
the direction of the mission to Savino di Lernia, and the care of
the Fewet sub-project to Lucia Mori. My most sincere thanks to
both of them, to Savino for accepting the burdensome charge in
a period when everything became more and more difficult; and
to Lucia for carrying out her task in a positive, even enthusiastic,
way, and for devoting most of her time - in years especially difficult
for her life - to produce this splendid volume. Everybody can appreciate the difference between the two volumes, partly due to

the peculiarities of the two sites (Aghram Nadharif ruined by centuries of post-depositional exposure, Fewet miraculously “intact”),
partly to the different amount of experience, partly to the different
strategies: at Aghram Nadharif just a 6% of the site was excavated,
at Fewet the entire compound was excavated and the necropolis
was totally recorded in detail (a unique case in Saharan archaeo
logy, up to now). But most of the difference lies in the personal interest (and the age…) of the two editors. My Aghram Nadharif was
mostly oriented to history, and contains lengthy chapters devoted
to history and to historical anthropology; Lucia’s Fewet has been
conceived and produced according to the modern standards of
an archaeology “with a capital S”, and the scientific contributions
are fully developed. Both volumes together provide a positive advancement in our knowledge of the Garamantian civilization and
way of life. We were also lucky in working in the Libyan Fezzan
during the last decade in which this has been possible. The ima
ge of our Fewet compound, restored and protected by a fence,
but also surrounded be new buildings that will prevent forever
any enlargement of the archaeological search, can be used as a
metaphor for Saharan archaeology at large: when, if ever, will it be
again possible to carry out normal and enduring work in that area?
And will the archaeological landscape resist to the threats of war
and peace (the oil exploitation above all) alike? The work we were
lucky to carry out, in a splendid landscape, among a local friendly
community, with the help of the Libyan colleagues and the Tuareg
workmen, will remain in our memory as a sort of an enchanted
dream – followed by the present nightmare. And in our memory
two Libyan colleagues who are no longer with us, Habib Ali Awn
and Ibrahim Saleh Azzebi, will always keep a privileged position.
Personally, I abandoned Saharan archaeology forever, yet I feel
proud and happy to see that our work has reached the stage of
final publication. I thank everybody who cooperated to this end,
and hope that the scientific community to whom the volume is
addressed will appreciate it as interesting and useful – if not pro
perly enjoying.
Mario Liverani
Professor Emeritus, Sapienza Università di Roma
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1. Fewet in context
Lucia Mori

Abstract. The archaeological research in the oasis of Fewet was carried out in years 20022006, as part of the “Garamantian Project” in the Wadi Tanezzuft (Fezzan, Libyan Sahara),
aimed at reconstructing the proto-historical period in the area. The remote location of
Fewet and its relatively small size compared to the close and related oases of Ghat and
Barkat, provided a site almost untouched from previous archaeological researches. The
survey and excavations brought to light a well preserved rural village dated to the Mature Garamantian phase and remains of a more ephemeral occupation, probably related to
pastoral and trading activities dated to the Classic and Late Garamantian periods. A large
necropolis was used as a burial ground already from the Late and Final Pastoral phases up
to the Late Garamantian times and added important information on the cultural development of the area. Fewet represented thus a significant site to analyse the interaction
between the local rural communities, exploiting the oasis environment, and the impact
and relevance on them of the emergence of the Garamantian kingdom with the development of a trans-Saharan trade during the still poorly known early history of the Sahara.
Key Words. Libyan Sahara; oasis exploitation; Garamantes; rural compound; necropolis
L.M. Dipartimento di Scienze dell’Antichità, Sapienza Università di Roma
lucia.mori@uniroma1.it

1.1 The oasis
The oasis of Fewet (also transliterated as Féuet, Féuat, Favat and
Feywat) is part of a wider oasis complex, which includes the oases
of Ghat and Barkat, and is located at the south-western border
of the Fezzan region, in the Libyan Central Sahara (coordinates:
24°56.57’49” N, 10°4.46’28” E, Fig. 1.1). The oasis is a true frontier
place, not only because it is the westernmost village at the political border between Libya and Algeria in the region today, but
also because of its geographic location (see Chapter 2). Nine kilometres along the Wadi Taharamat separate Fewet from Ghat, the
main centre of the Wadi Tanezzuft, seat of the municipality. The
modern asphalt road, once reached the main square of Tan Afella,

Fig. 1.1 – Landsat satellite image of the Fezzan region (Libyan Sahara), with the Wadi Tanezzuft oases.
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Fig. 1.2 – The asphalt road leading to Fewet, with the Tassili slopes at the back of the oasis.
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Fig. 1.3 – Ikonos satellite image of the Fewet oasis, with the two villages of Tan Ataram and Tan Afella and the location of the Garamantian necropolis.
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