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Fig. 1.1, p. 1 – Landsat satellite image of the Fezzan region (Libyan Sahara), with the Wadi 
Tanezzuft oases. (M. Gallinaro)

Fig. 1.2, p. 2 – The asphalt road leading to Fewet, with the Tassili slopes at the back of the 
oasis. (L. Mori)

Fig. 1.3, p. 2 – Ikonos satellite image of the Fewet oasis, with the two villages of Tan Ata-
ram and Tan Afella and the location of the Garamantian necropolis. (L. Mori)

Fig. 1.4, p. 3 – A view of the Old Ghat, with the minaret of the mud brick mosque and 
the castle on top of the Kokaman hill, rebuilt under the Italian Colonial period on a 
Turkish fort. (L. Mori)

Fig. 1.5, p. 4 – The village of Tan Afella, with the traditional mud brick architecture, in 
2004. (L. Mori)

Fig. 1.6, p. 4 – A zeriba at Fewet in the Thirties of the Nineteenth century, with a map of 
the structure (from Scarin 1937).

Fig. 1.7, p. 5 – A contemporary zeriba in Tan Ataram. (L. Mori)
Fig. 2.1, p. 7 – (A) Landsat satellite image of Wadi Tanezzuft (Central Sahara, SW Libya) 

indicating the main localities cited in the text; the insert shows the position of the 
study area in a regional context. (B) Extension of the Tanezzuft palaeo–oasis since 
the middle Holocene (modified from Cremaschi and Zerboni 2009): 1, late 4th mil-
lennium BP; 2, 4th-3rd millennium BP; 3, 2nd millennium BP. (M. Cremaschi, A. Zerboni)

Fig. 2.2, p. 8 – A natural spring still active at the western margin of Tan Afella (picture taken 
in 2004). (M. Cremaschi, A. Zerboni)

Fig. 2.3, p. 9 – Dendroclimatic record of the Cupressus dupreziana (Cremaschi et al. 2006) 
indicating the main changes in rainfall supply to the Central Sahara since the mid-
late Holocene; vertical grey bars indicate periods of extreme aridity. The lower bar il-
lustrates the geomorphological evolution of the Wadi Tanezzuft (Cremaschi and Zer-
boni 2009), while the upper one shows the changes in settlement patterns and the 
trajectory of the Garamantes (according to Liverani 2004). (M. Cremaschi, A. Zerboni)

Fig. 2.4, p. 10 – Holocene geological formation and geomorphological features of the 
upper part of Wadi Tanezzuft course in the area of the oases (modified from Castelli 
et al. 2005). Key: 1, bedrock (Palaeozoic); 2, gravel-bearing alluvial fan (early-middle 
Holocene); 3, fine-textured alluvial deposits (early–middle Holocene); 4-5, present 
day channels of Wadi Tanezzuft covered by gravel (4) or sand (5). (A. Perego)

Fig. 2.5, p. 10 – Contour lines and main hydrographic features of the southern part of 
Wadi Tanezzuft; the oases of Ghat, Barkat and Fewet are also indicated (modified 
from Castelli et al. 2005). (A. Perego)

Fig. 2.6, p. 11 – A fragment of Garamantian pottery with roulette decoration found in situ 
in the fine-textured alluvial deposit in the area of Ghat. (M. Cremaschi)

Fig. 2.7, p. 11 – Reconstruction of the main boundaries of the oases of Ghat, Barkat and 
Fewet in Garamantian times on the basis of the distribution of archaeological sites 
(modified from Castelli et al. 2005); see the text for full discussion. Key: 1, tethering 
stones; 2, Garamantian sites; 3, Pastoral Neolithic sites; 4, present day limit of the 
oases; 5, reconstructed extension of the oases during the Garamantian period; 6, 
active springs. (A. Perego)

Fig. 2.8, p. 12 – (A) The well excavated within the compound of Fewet and (B) a section 
of its sedimentary filling. The deeper part of the infilling of the well (C) shows hydro-
morphic features indicating the persistency of water during the phase of activity 
(Lindbo et al. 2010). Hydromophism is confirmed by micro-features observed in thin 
section: (D) charcoal lens in a micrite micromass; (E, F) Fe concentration in a depleted 
groundmass. (A. Zerboni)

Fig. 2.9, p. 13 – A frame of the map of the oasis of Ghat published by Bourbon del Monte 
Santa Maria (1912) indicating the etaghas (di Lernia et al. 2012), areas distributed 
along the branches of Wadi Tanezzuft periodically cultivated after flooding.

Fig. 2.10, p.13 – A present day etaghas cultivated along the course of Wadi Tanezzuft in the 
vicinity of Barkat (picture taken in 2009; for details see di Lernia et al. 2012). (A. Zerboni)

Fig. 2.11, p. 14 – Wells excavated in the oasis of Barkat. (A) In the 1930s wells were active 
and water sustained the irrigation plant of the oasis (from Reale Società Geogra-
fica 1937), while (B) today they are dry because of overexploitation (picture taken in 
2004). (A. Zerboni)

Fig. 2.12, p. 14 – The actual landscape of the southern Wadi Tanezzuft seen from the glacis 
at the western side of the Tadrart Acacus massif. Note the vegetation area between 
the dunes of the Erg Tanezzuft and the main course of Wadi Tanezzuft; the core of 
the oasis of Ghat is on the left (picture taken in 2010). (A. Zerboni)

Fig. 3.1, p. 18 – Rock art sites reported in 2005 in the Tadrart Acacus northern area. 1, Wadi 
Awis; 2, Wadi Tanghergor; 3, Wadi Ti-n-Torha; 4, Wadi Tahad-Tanborain. (A. Zerboni)

Fig. 3.2, p.19 – A site on the lowest terrace at Wadi Anghergor (Acacus). (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 3.3, p. 20 – (A) Bitriangular style scene in red, white and yellow, Wadi Athal (Acacus). 

(B) Painted oasis in white, red and yellow, Wadi Athal. (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 3.4, p. 20 – (A) Bitriangular style lady in red, Wadi Tanghergor (Acacus). (B) Camel style 

subject (male or female) in red, Wadi Awis (Acacus). (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 3.5, p. 21 – Bitriangular style hunter with spear, painted in red, Wadi Tanghergor (Aca-

cus). (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 3.6, p. 21 – (A) Bitriangular and Camel style scene in red and white, Wadi Tanghergor 

(Acacus). (B) Dromedaries in black, Wadi Tahad-Tanborain (Acacus). (C) The Ghirza ca-
ravan in bas-relief. (D) Engraved dromedaries, Wadi Anghergor (Acacus). (R. Ceccacci)

Fig. 3.7, p. 22 – (A) Camel style scene in red, Wadi Anghergor (Acacus). (B) Camel style 
scene with saddle painted in red and white, Wadi Tagennagiant (Acacus). (C) Camel 
style scene with horses painted in red and white, Wadi Tagennagiant. (R. Ceccacci)

Fig. 3.8, p. 23 – (A) Warrior with sword, Wadi Hadad (Acacus). (B) Red painted antropo-
morph similar to petroglyph in Fig. 3.8C, Uan Telocat (Acacus). (C) Scene with woman 
and ox, Wadi Anghergor (Acacus). (R. Ceccacci)

Fig. 3.9, p. 24 – Map of the Fewet area. (A. Zerboni)
Fig. 3.10, p. 25 – (A) A village or a fortress in red, yellow and white, Grub - Wadi Teshuinat 

(Acacus). (B) A red ostrich in Bitriangular style, Wadi Ertan (Fewet area). (C) A Bitrian-
gular style scene in red, Wadi Ertan. (D) Late Pastoral herdsmen in dark red, Wadi 
Ertan. (E) The red ox in Bitriangular style, Wadi Ertan. (R. Ceccacci)

Fig. 3.11, p. 26 – Petroglyphs in the Fewet necropolis. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 3.12, p. 27 – (A) Camel style scene in red, Wadi Ajmir (Acacus). (B) Wadi Tihedine ox 

and chariot (Acacus). (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 3.13, p. 28 – (A) The Wadi Ekki site (Fewet area). (B) A couple painted in white, Wadi 

Ekki. (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 3.14, p. 29 – (A) Tifinagh inscription in red, Wadi Kessan (Acacus). (B) Two Camel style 

antropomorphs in red and white, Wadi Teshuinat (Acacus). (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 4.1, p. 33 – The stone wall of the Fewet compound before the excavation. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.2, p. 34 – Map of the excavated compound at Tan Afella. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.3, p. 35 – The mud brick collapse of the compound’s wall, along its stone footing. 

(L. Mori)
Fig. 4.4, p. 35 – A mud brick collapse of a modern courtyard at Tan Afella, with the strati-

graphy of the inner floors. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.5, p. 35 – The compound’s gate, with the furrow from the opening of the ancient 

door. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.6, p. 36 – The restored gate of Bab el-Heir, in Old Ghat. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.7, p. 36 – The mud brick wall blocking the compound’s gate after its abandonment. 

(C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.8, p. 37 – The different rebuildings of the kiln built in the compound’s gate area. (A) 

The first rectangular kiln. (B) The collapse of the stone slabs inside the kiln area: R1, 
lower grinding stone; R2, pitted anvil. (C) The later reuse of the kiln over the stone 
collapse. (C. Putzolu)

Fig. 4.9, p. 37 – Section of the kiln’s inner filling. (C. Putzolu)
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Fig. 4.10, p. 37 – The first phase of the kiln built at the compound’s gate. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.11, p. 38 – The second phase of the kiln built at the compound’s gate.
Fig. 4.12, p. 38 – Plan of FW11-4-6, with location of finds. (A) The dwelling unit earliest 

phase, with the small fireplace f2 in room FW4; (B) the second phase of occupation 
with the majority of finds on the sandy floors. FW11: R4, lower grinding stone. FW4: 
R3, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15 fragments of jars; R17, basket with burnt dates. FW6: R6, half of 
a jar; R19, handstone; R20, polished stone; R22, lower grinding stone fragment; R25, 
worked bone; R26, pottery sherd used as polisher; R27, bundle of burnt palm leaves; 
R28, handstone; R29, lower grinding stone fragment; R30, collared jar; R31, lower 
grinding stone fragment; R35, mat with botanical remains; R40-42, lower grinding 
stones fragments. (C. Putzolu)

Fig. 4.13, p. 39 – Section in FW11-4-6. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.14, p. 40 – Room FW11: floor with pottery sherds, a fragment of a lower grinding 

stone and a fireplace encircled with stones along the room’s northern wall. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.15, p. 40 – A jar from FW11, with composite decoration: cord impressions and 

knobs on the shoulder and incised lines over the rim. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 4.16, p. 41 – Pottery from FW4: (A) a collared jar; (B) a small globular jar with cord 

impressions on the body. (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 4.17, p. 41 – Remains of a small burnt basket with dates in room FW4 (R17). (F. Merighi)
Fig. 4.18, p. 42 – Roofs in the traditional building technique at Tan Afella. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.19, p. 42 – Remains of a burnt mat in room FW6 (R35). (A) The mat during the exca-

vation; (B) details of the basketry construction. (F. Merighi)
Fig. 4.20, p. 43 – Pottery from FW6. (A) wide mouthed jar with cord impressions and 

knobs on its shoulder (R6); (B) collared jar (R30). (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 4.21, p. 44 – Saddle shaped grinding stone with upper loaf-shaped handstone from 

room FW6. The lower grinding stone was found broken in three pieces. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.22, p. 44 – A bundle of burnt palm leaves tight with a small rope (R27). (F. Merighi)
Fig. 4.23, p. 44 – Pottery sherd used as polisher from room FW6. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.24, p. 45 – Dwelling unit FW13-14: (A) earliest phase of occupation; R8, handstone; 

R13, ostrich eggshell fragments; R14, pottery ring maybe spindle whorl; (B) later oc-
cupation phase. (C. Putzolu)

Fig. 4.25, p. 45 – Section in FW12, 13 and 14. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.26, p. 46 – A pottery ring, maybe used as spindle whorl. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.27, p. 47 – Storing bins s1 and s2 in room FW14. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.28, p. 48 – Map of rooms FW5-1: R23, handstone; R32, vesicular basalt lamp; R33, 

clay figurine fragment; R34, handstone; R36, small fragments of vesicular basalt lam-
ps; R37-38, remains of burnt baskets; R39, iron tool; R43, stone pestle. (C. Putzolu)

Fig. 4.29, p. 48 – Panoramic view of rooms FW5-1. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.30, p. 49 – Burnt palm tree pole in room FW5. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 4.31, p. 49 – Circular hearth in room FW5 (h1). (M. Liverani)
Fig. 4.32, p. 51 – (A) Section in rooms FW5-1; (B) section in rooms FW4-5. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.33, p. 52 – Map of unit FW16-17 and courtyard FW9: R15, 16, 22, 23, 27, 28, 32, 

33 fragments of upper grinding stones; R24, lower grinding stone fragment; R34, 
pottery lid (?); R45, carnelian bead; R46, handstone; R47, iron blade; R48, handstone. 
(C. Putzolu)

Fig. 4.34, p. 52 – Section in rooms FW16-17 and courtyard FW9. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.35, p. 53 – A small jar with cord impressions on the body from FW9. (R. Ceccacci)
Fig. 4.36, p. 53 – Zenith view of rooms FW16-17. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.37, p. 53 – General view of courtyard FW9. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.38, p. 54 – Remains of an iron blade from room FW16. (L. Mori)
Fig. 4.39, p. 54 – Photo mosaic of the compound’s eastern side, along wall W1, zenith 

view. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 4.40, p. 55 – Map of rooms FW8, 10 and 3: R24, pounder. (C. Putzolu)
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, frag-
ments 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)

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 Garaman-

tian 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 mo-

ment 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 con-
centration 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 decora-
tions; (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 pot-

tery 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 Gara-
mantian rim of a bowl with incised decorations. (L. Mori)

Fig. 5.11, p. 77 – Metal artefacts from Site11: (A) rhomboid copper alloy pendant; (B) cop-
per 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 interpre-
ted 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 ne-
cropolis. (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-octade-
cenoic) 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 posi-
tions 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 Garaman-
tian 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 sedi-
ments 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 sedi-
ment 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 tran-
sition (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 ve-
getal tissue added to the mixture (PL2, PPL); (D) clayey groundmass with intersper-
sed 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 microstruc-
ture 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-la-
yer (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 pe-
dorelicts 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 weathe-
ring 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 petro-
glyph. (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 peg-
matitic dike embedding amazonitic microcline that shows a polygranular texture 
and a medium grain size (cross polarized light). (B) A phenocryst of amazonitic mi-
crocline 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)

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. Needle-
shaped 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 mi-
croscopy: the presence of red opaque layers and colourless transparent glass cros-
sed 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 micro-
scopy (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 pe-
rimeter. (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)
Fig. 15.16, p. 206 – Type 2b tumulus: “dome-shaped with built slope”. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.17, p. 206 – Type 3a tumulus: “drum-shaped”, cylindrical tumulus with an H/D over 

0.25. (M. Liverani) 
Fig. 15.18, p. 206 – Type 3b tumulus: “drum-shaped”, cylindrical tumulus with an H/D abo-

ve 0.25. (M. Liverani)
Fig. 15.19, p. 207 – Type 3b tumulus: aerial view. (C. Putzolu)
Fig. 15.20, p. 208 – Distribution of height (top) and diameter (bottom), per type of tumu-

lus. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 15.21, p. 208 – Distribution of area (top) and volume (bottom), per type of tumulus. 

(E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 15.22, p. 208 – Height-diameter ratio values (top) and scatterplot of height and diam-

eter measures (bottom), per type of tumulus. (E. Cancellieri)
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Fig. 15.23, p. 210 – Orientation of annexes B, C and D. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 15.24, p. 211 – Orientation of annexe A. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 15.25, p. 211 – Orientation of oval tumuli. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 15.26, p. 213 – Distribution of the cultural phases, per type of tumulus. LP (Late Pasto-

ral), FP (Final Pastoral), G(aramantian), R(oman). Garamantian pottery is subdivided as 
f(ormative)G, c(lassic)G, l(ate)G, p(ost)G, or simply as G for not better defined sherds. 
(M. Liverani)

Fig. 15.27, p. 214 – Map of tumuli dated from Late Pastoral to Formative Garamantian 
phase. LP (Late Pastoral), FP (Final Pastoral), fG(aramantian). (E. Cancellieri)

Fig. 15.28, p. 214 – Map of the Classic Garamantian tumuli. G(aramantian), c(lassic)Gara-
mantian, R(oman). (E. Cancellieri)

Fig. 15.29, p. 214 – Map of the Late and Post-Garamantian tumuli. l(ate)G(aramantian, 
l(ate)/p(post)Garamantian. (E. Cancellieri)

Fig. 15.30, p. 216 – Density of tumuli, per type. (E. Cancellieri) 
Fig. 15.31, p. 217 – Diameter of tumuli, per type. (E. Cancellieri) 
Fig. 15.32, p. 217 – Area of tumuli, per type. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 15.33, p. 218 – Height of tumuli, per type. (E. Cancellieri) 
Fig. 15.34, p. 218 – Volume of tumuli, per type. (E. Cancellieri) 
Fig. 15.35, p. 219 – Drum-shaped tumulus, type 3b in which the perimeter wall has been 

totally removed. (M. Liverani)
Plate 15.I, p. 221 – Photographic repertoire of different types of tumuli from the Fewet 

necropolis. (A) FW T1227, (B) FW T1329; (C) FW T636; (D) FW T522; (E) FW T1226; (F) 
FW T1186. (M. Liverani)

Plate 15.II, p. 222 – Photographic repertoire of type 2 and 3a tumuli from the Fewet ne-
cropolis. (A) FW T128; (B) FW T1249; (C) FW T82; (D) FW T405; (E) FW T900; (F) FW T69. 
(M. Liverani)

Plate 15.III, p. 223 – Photographic repertoire of type 3b tumuli from the Fewet necropolis. 
(A) FW T275; (B) FW T819; (C) FW 710; (D) FW T707; (E) milking stool/rudimental offe-
ring table adjacent to tumulus FW T688; (F) ceramics scattered in the area adjacent 
to tumulus FW T687 (fragments of the rim of a necked jar with roulette impressions 
are well visible). (M. Liverani)

Fig. 16.1, p. 254 – View of the Fewet necropolis. (S. Giovannetti)
Fig. 16.2, p. 254 – A drum–shaped tumulus with the typical robbing activity: the slab 

covering the lithic cist was completely opened to loot the burial. (S. Giovannetti) 
Fig. 16.3, p. 254 – Map of the excavates tumuli. (R. Castelli)
Fig. 16.4, p. 255 – Excavated structures by type. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.5, p. 256 – Map of excavated type 1 tumuli. (R. Castelli)
Fig. 16.6, p. 256– Building sequence of conical tumuli (type 1): tumulus FW T399, (A) aerial 

view of the tumulus before the excavation; (B) stone platform at the base of the 
tumulus with three slabs covering the lithic cist; (C) lithic cist at the end of the ex-
cavation. (A. Felici)

Fig. 16.7, p. 257 – Plan of tumulus FW T120. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.8, p. 257 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T120. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.9, p. 257 – Tumulus FW T120, drawing of H1. The grey area indicates the leather 

shroud. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.10, p. 258 – Plan of tumulus FW T954. The black dot is the finding place of a vesicu-

lar basalt lamp, the dashed area indicates the pottery sherds. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.11, p. 258 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T954. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.12, p. 258 – Tumulus FW T954, drawing of H1. The small black dots close to the 

pelvis and knees area are dates and dates fragments. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.13, p. 259 – Pottery collected on the surface, in the area adjacent to FW T954 W 

side. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 16.14, p. 259 – Vesicular basalt lamp found on top of tumulus FW T954. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.15, p. 260 – Plan of tumulus FW T1178. The grey area indicates the location of 

pottery sherds. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.16, p. 260 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T1178. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.17, p. 260 – Pottery fragments from FW T1178. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.18, p. 261 – Plan of tumulus FW T399. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.19, p. 261 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T399. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.20, p. 262 – Tumulus FW T399, drawing of H1. The grey area indicates the leather 

shroud. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.21, p. 263 – Plan of tumulus FW T661. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.22, p. 263 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T661. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.23, p. 263 – Tumulus FW T661, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.24, p. 264 – Pottery from FW T661. (T. D’Este)

Fig. 16.25, p. 264 – Plan of tumulus FW T662. The dashed area indicates the presence of 
pottery sherds. (A. Felici)

Fig. 16.26, p. 264 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T662. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.27, p. 265 – Tumulus FW T662, drawing of H1. The dashed area indicates the beads’ 

concentration. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.28, p. 265 – Ostrich eggshell and faience beads close to FW T662 H1 pelvis area. 

(A. Felici)
Fig. 16.29, p. 266 – Blue faience beads from FW T662. (S. Giovannetti)
Fig. 16.30, p. 266 – Plan of tumulus FW T1223. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.31, p. 266 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T1223. (A. Felici
Fig. 16.32, p. 267 – Tumulus FW T1223, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.33, p. 267 – Tumulus FW T1287. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.34, p. 268 – Sketch plan and section of FW T1287. The white diamond area at the 

centre of the main cairn indicates the location of H4 stone cist. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.35, p. 268 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T1287. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.36, p. 269 – Tumulus FW T1287, drawing of H1 and H2. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.37, p. 269 – Tumulus FW T1287, drawing of H4, H5. Few remains of H6 were found 

under H4 pelvis area. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.38, p. 270 – Ceramics from Tumulus FW T1287: (A) bowl with parallel incised lines 

on the rim; (B) bowl with an incised herring-bone pattern decoration on the rim 
band; (C) clay ring, maybe used as pendant. (L. Mori) 

Fig. 16.39, p. 271 – Ostrich eggshell and carnelian beads from Tumulus FW T1287. (S. 
Giovannetti)

Fig. 16.40, p. 272 – An arrow head from tumulus FW T1287. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 16.41, p. 272 – Quartzite flake used as wedge from Tumulus FW T1287 (A); details of 

the scars developed on its distal (B) and proximal (C) margins. (C. Lemorini)
Fig. 16.42, p. 273 – Stone structure FW SS1, panoramic view. (S. Giovannetti)
Fig. 16.43, p. 273 – Map of Stone structure FW SS1. The grey areas are sandstone outcrops. 

(A. Felici)
Fig. 16.44, p. 274 – Plan of tumulus FW T40. The grey area indicates a concentration of 

pottery sherds. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.45, p. 274 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus T40. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.46, p. 274 – Tumulus FW T40, drawing of H1. The grey area indicates the remains 

of a leather shroud. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.47, p. 275 – Fragment of a jar with roulette impressions and incisions on top of 

FW T40. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.48, p. 275 – Plan of tumulus FW T41. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.49, p. 275 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T41. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.50, p. 276 – Tumulus FW T41, drawing (A) and photo (B) of H1. The grey area indi-

cates the remains of a leather shroud. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.51, p. 277 – Map of excavated type 2 tumuli. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 16.52, p. 277 – Plan of tumulus FW T1191. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.53, p. 278 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T1191. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.54, p. 278 – Tumulus FW T1191, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.55, p. 279 – Plan of tumulus FW T1197. The grey dot is the finding place of pottery 

sherds. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.56, p. 279 – General view of tumulus FW T1197 with main structure and annexes. 

Fragments of two small jars are indicated by the grey dots. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.57, p. 279 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T1197. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.58, p. 280 – Tumulus FW T1197, drawing of H1, H2, H3 and H5. Remains of H4 were 

too poorly preserved to be drawn. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.59, p. 281 – Three small jars (A) and a spouted bowl (B and C) from tumulus FW 

T1197. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.60, p. 282 – Plan of tumulus FW T593. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.61, p. 282 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T593. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.62, p. 283 – Tumulus FW T593, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.63, p. 284 – Plan of tumulus FW T1210. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.64, p. 284 – Stratigraphic sequence of tumulus FW T1210. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.65, p. 284 – Tumulus FW T1210, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.66, p. 285 – Plan of tumulus FW T1226. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.67, p. 285 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T1226. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.68, p. 285 – Tumulus FW T1226, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.69, p. 286 – Plan of tumulus FW T1261. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.70, p. 286 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T1261. (A. Felici)
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Fig. 16.71, p. 287 – Tumulus FW T1261, drawing of H1 (left) and H2 (right). The grey area 
around H1 is the leather shroud. (A. Felici)

Fig. 16.72, p. 288 – Plan of tumulus FW T719. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.73, p. 288 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T719. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.74, p. 289 – Tumulus FW T719, drawing of H1. The remains of a leather shroud are 

drawn in grey. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.75, p. 290 – Distribution map of excavated Type 3 tumuli. (E. Cancellieri)
Fig. 16.76, p. 290 – Tumulus FW T715 building sequence. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.77, p. 291 – Plan of FW T669. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.78, p. 291 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T669. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.79, p. 292 – Tumulus FW T669, photo (A) and drawing (B) of H1. The grey area 

indicates the remains of a leather shroud. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.80, p. 292 – Ceramics from FW T669. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 16.81, p. 293 – Plan of FW T710. The dashed area indicates the pottery sherds and the 

black dot is the finding place of a bronze bead. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.82, p. 293 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T710. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.83, p. 294 – Tumulus FW T710, drawing of H1. The light grey area indicates the mat 

impressions under the skeleton. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.84, p. 294 – Straw matting lining the bottom of FW T710 lithic cist. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.85, p. 294 – Bronze bead from FW T710. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 16.86, p. 295 – A small jar with incised and impressed decoration from FW T710. (T. 

D’Este)
Fig. 16.87, p. 295 – Plan of FW T712. The dashed area indicates the finding place of pottery 

sherds. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.88, p. 296 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T712. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.89, p. 296 – Tumulus FW T712, drawing of H1. Mat impressions are indicated by 

the light grey area. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.90, p. 297 – Fragments of textiles from FW T712. (F. Buldrini)
Fig. 16.91, p. 297 – Ceramics from FW T712. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 16.92, p. 298 – Plan of FW T715. The dashed area is the finding place of pottery sherds. 

(A. Felici)
Fig. 16.93, p. 298 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T715. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.94, p. 299 – Tumulus FW T715, drawing of H1. The arrow indicates the area where 

the bracelet was found. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.95, p. 299 – Bracelet found on FW T715 wrist during the excavation. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.96, p. 299 – Leather rope, probably part of a leather pillow under FW T715 H1 

head. (F. Buldrini)
Fig. 16.97, p. 300 – Plan of FW T716. The dashed area indicates the finding place of pottery 

sherds. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.98, p. 300 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T716. The stelae and stones forming the 

“offering table” are projected on the background. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.99, 301 – Tumulus FW T716, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.100, p. 301 – Ceramics from FW T716. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 16.101, p. 302 – Plan of FW T914. Both dashed and grey areas indicate the finding 

places of pottery sherds. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.102, p. 302 – Stratigraphic sequence of T914. The stelae and stones forming the 

«offering table» are projected on the background. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.103, p. 303 – Tumulus FW T914, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.104, p. 303 – FW T914 H1 head, with fragments of a wooden object under the 

mandible. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.105, p. 304 – Ceramics from FW T914. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 16.106, p. 304 – Plan of FW T976. The dashed areas are the finding spots of pottery 

fragments. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.107, p. 305 – Stratigraphic sequence of FW T976. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.108, p. 305 – Tumulus FW T976, drawing of H1. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.109, p. 306 – Impressed and painted ceramics from FW T976. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.110, p. 307 – Position of the corpses in the excavated structures. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.111, p. 308 – Volume of the excavated structures compared to the age of the 

buried individual. (M. Gallinaro)
Fig. 16.112, p. 308 – Side of lateral decubitus. Dark grey indicates the skull facing N, light 

grey S. (L. Mori)
Fig. 16.113, p. 308 – Corpses’ orientation according to sex. (A. Felici)
Fig. 16.114, p. 309 – Leather shrouds wrapping either the lower part of the buried body 

(A) or the entire corpse (B) and details of leather pieces (C and D). (A. Felici)

Fig. 16.115, p. 311 – Copper alloy riveted bend plate collected on top of tumulus FW 
T446. (T. D’Este)

Fig. 16.116, p. 312 – Standing slabs and offering tables (“milking stools”) adjacent to type 
3b tumuli. (M. Liverani)

Fig. 16.117, p. 312 – In Aghelachem U structure with stelae and offering table. (G. B. Ber-
tolani)

Fig. 16.118, p. 315 – C14 calibrated datings from the collagen of some buried individuals 
of the Fewet necropolis. (OxCal elaboration)

Fig. 16.119, p. 315 – Examples of tightly contracted skeletal remains from the Fewet ne-
cropolis: FW T669 (A) and FW T719 (B). (A. Felici)

Fig. 17.1, p. 323 – Infant T661H1: frontal, lateral, superior and posterior views of the cra-
nium. Scale bar=5cm. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.2, p. 324 – Sexualization indices for cranium and pelvis (males and females sub-
samples). (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.3, p. 325 – Mortality distribution according to sex. (F. Ricci)
Fig. 17.4, p. 325 – Mortality distribution at Fewet and 96/129. (F. Ricci)
Fig. 17.5, p. 328 – Individual T954 H1, adult female: frontal, lateral, superior and posterior 

views of the cranium. Some supernumerary ossicles in the posterior and lateral vault 
are visible. Scale bar=5 cm. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.6, p. 328 – Individual T41 H1, adult male: frontal, lateral, superior and posterior views 
of the cranium. An interparietal bone (Inca bone) is evident. Scale bar=5 cm. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.7, p. 330 – Trends of the Horizontal cranial index in 96/129 and Fewet samples 
ordered on a chronological basis (from left to right). Only the specimens for which 
C14 datings were available were used. Values<75: long and narrow braincase; va-
lues=75–80: intermediate shape; values>80: broad and low braincase. Note that four 
outlying individuals have been excluded from the calculation of regression: respecti-
vely they are the males, T2 H1 from 96/129 and T41 H1 and the females T1261H1 and 
T914 H1 from Fewet. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.8, p. 331 – Principal component analysis of the cranial variables, applied to the 
three skeletal samples from the Fezzan (96/129, Fewet and Sergi’s sample). The first 
three principal components (PC) are displayed in different orientation in order to 
better observe the distribution of the samples. Dimension of the dots is proportional 
to the maximum cranial width (eu-eu) considered here as a proxy of the cranial size. 
(F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.9a, p. 332 – Canonical variates analysis of the cranial variables, applied to the three 
skeletal samples from the Fezzan (96/129, Fewet and Sergi’s sample). The distribution 
of the samples is shown. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.9b, p. 332 – Canonical variates analysis of the cranial variables, applied to the three 
skeletal samples from the Fezzan (96/129, Fewet and Sergi’s sample). Main vectors of 
change are shown. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.10a, p. 332 – Canonical variates analysis of the cranial variables, applied to the 
three skeletal samples from the Fezzan (96/129, Fewet and Sergi’s sample), with the 
addition of an outgroup: the Medieval sample from Quingentole, northern Italy. The 
distribution of the samples is shown. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.10b, p. 332 – Canonical variates analysis of the cranial variables, applied to the 
three skeletal samples from the Fezzan (96/129, Fewet and Sergi’s sample), with the 
addition of an outgroup: the Medieval sample from Quingentole, northern Italy. 
Main vectors of change are shown. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.11, p. 337 – Bucco-lingual diameter (in mm) of mandibular P4. Comparisons 
among Fewet and 96/129, Tnz 2001 (00/195); the samples from the Acacus mas-
sif: the Late Acacus specimen from Uan Muhuggiag (Umg H2) (di Lernia and Manzi 
1998); the Early Pastoral specimen of Imenennaden H2 (di Lernia and Manzi 1998); 
the Middle Pastoral specimen of Uan Kasa (di Lernia and Cremaschi, personal com-
munication). Other comparative samples: 1) Nubian Mesolithics (Calcagno 1986); 
2) Late Iberomarusian sample of Columnata (Chamla 1970); 3) Neolithic sample of 
Hassi-el-Habiod (Dutour 1989); 4) Neolithic series of western Africa (Chamla 1968); 
5) Nubian Agriculturalists (Calcagno 1986); 6) Western Sahara Protohistoric series 
(Chamla 1968); 7) Nubian Intensive Agriculturalists (Calcagno 1986); 8) Modern Euro-
peans (Irish 1998). Specimens and samples are ordered according to their indicative 
chronology. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.12, p. 345 – Mean lateralization index for males (above) and female (below) for 
the measurements of length and section, with the indication of the ranges (for the 
sections, N is also given). (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.13, p. 346 – Side distribution of the asymmetry for the measurements of length 
(above) and section (below). R=right; L=left. (F. Ricci)



XIV  l i s t  o f  f i g u r e s

Fig. 17.14, p. 349 – Stature values calculated with Manouvrier method (1983) for Fewet 
series and comparisons, males samples (values in cm). Comparative data from An-
derson (1968), Dutour (1989), Sergi (1951), Ricci et al. (2002). Single individuals are 
indicated in grey, skeletal series in black. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 17.15, p. 356 – Skeletal features at Fewet: (a) non-metric trait (ossicle at lambda), 
T1191 H1; (b) non-metric trait (epipteric bone), T719 H1; (c) cribra orbitalia, T719 H1; 
(d) cribra cranii, T914 H1; (e) caries, T399 H1; (f ) mandibular ante-mortem tooth loss, 
T1191 H1; (g) enamel hypoplasia, T41 H1; (h) bad state of preservation of the teeth 
and severe occlusal wear, T41 H1. (F. Ricci)

Fig. 18.1, p. 366 – Landsat satellite image of SW Libya. The three areas of investigation for 
strontium isotope studies are indicated: 1=Fewet; 2= Tahala (Site 96/129); 3=Takar-
kori. (GIS elaboration by E. Cancellieri)

Fig. 18.2, p. 366 – Ranges of 87Sr/86Sr signatures at Takarkori, Site 96/129 and Fewet; 
squares indicate mean values. (M. A. Tafuri)

Fig. 18.3, p. 367 – 87Sr/86Sr of human and animal dental enamel at Fewet. The two sub-
groups are clearly visible. (M. A. Tafuri)

Fig. 19.1, p. 370 – Map showing the restoration works and the structures state of pres-
ervation.  The black squares indicate the position of soak holes on mud brick walls; 
extended restored areas are marked by the broken lines. (C. Putzolu)

Fig. 19.2, p. 371 – The consolidation of the sandstone slabs of the compound’s wall. (M. 
Ramazzotti)

Fig. 19.3, p. 371 – The eroded wall face before the restoration (on the left) and after the 
consolidation with new mud bricks (on the right). (M. Ramazzotti)

Fig. 19.4, p. 372 – (A) Disarticulated fracture and pitting effect on W36; (B) aluminium 
pipes used to impregnate the mud brick wall. (M. Ramazzotti)

Fig. 19.5, p. 372 – The consolidation of a hearth in room FW4. (M. Ramazzotti)
Fig. 20.1, p. 377 – The pottery repertoire from site G04.324. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 20.2, p. 379 – A tentative reconstruction of the compound at Tan Afella. (T. D’Este)
Fig. 20.3, p. 380 – Map of the Saharan and trans-Saharan routes crossing North Africa 

in antiquity (adapted from Liverani 2005, fig. 37.2 and Wilson 2012, fig. 1). (A. Urcia)
Fig. 20.4, p. 383 – Drum-shaped tumuli from the necropoleis of Fewet (A), Aghram 

Nadharif (B) and Imessarajen (C). (L. Mori)
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Tab. 3.I, p. 18 – Tadrart Acacus rock art styles (see the chronology proposed in di Lernia 
and Gallinaro 2011). The general stylistic sequence is based on four main criteria: a) 
the subjects; b) the details of their graphic rendering; c) the superimpositions; d) 
the archaeological evidences on the peopling of the area. As there is an on-going 
debate on the age of the Round Head style/s (Hachid et al. 2012), which is also con-
nected to the problem of the existence of a pre-Pastoral and Early Pastoral rock art 
in the Central Sahara, the sequence must be intended as open to possible future 
developments and changes. (D. Zampetti)

Tab. 4.I, p. 43 – Botanical finds from the mat/large basket on the floor of room FW6. (A. 
M. Mercuri)

Tab. 4.II, p. 50 – Botanical finds from hearth h1 and a basket R38 on the floor of room 
FW5. (A. M. Mercuri)

Tab. 4.III, p. 64 – Size of the excavated houses and rooms (roofed areas, wall excluded). 
(L. Mori)
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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 dra-
matically 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 ar-
chaeological 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 coun-
try, we must agree that fieldwork is vital to scientific research and 
for the relations between people and cultures and should be hope-
fully restarted as soon as possible.
At the same time, the backlog of (unpublished) data and the con-
comitant 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 Lu-
cia Mori, marks also a new editorial organization and a renewed 
graphi cal 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 Archaeo-
logical 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 imple-
mented. 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 pa-
per, 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 be-
tween the local Council, the Department of Antiquities and our Mis-
sion 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 open-
air 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 Saha-
ran cultural landscape. A scarce emphasis on the desert areas in the 
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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

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 num-
ber and they should be adequately qualified. However, I believe a 
programme of training and education should start from the local 
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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 Sa-
haran 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 num-
ber of sites by the British archaeologist, Charles Daniels in the 1960s-
1970s. 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 inter-
pretational 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 Ita lian 
mission to south-west Libya and the British mission, directed by 
me, commenced major research programmes directed at the Gara-
mantes. The results of the two projects are complementary and in 
aggregate have totally transformed our perspective of this early de-
sert 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 multi-
authored 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 ac-
cent 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 popula-
tion living in towns and villages and also engaged in a significant 
level of manufacturing activity and in trade with the Mediterra-
nean and arguably also with the Sub-Saharan zone. There are sig-
nificant similarities between the communities delineated by the 
two teams, in structural, material and palaeoenvironmental terms. 
However, there are also some major discontinuities and disjunc-
tures 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 com-
parisons 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 re-
cent fieldwork at numerous cemeteries in the Wadi el-Ajal (sum-
marised 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 alterna-
tive 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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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 nota-
bly lacks evidence of a number of innovations embraced in the Ga-
ramantian heartlands – ashlar masonry, use of Mediterranean archi-
tectural elements, bronze statues. Even in the funerary domain, the 
range of burial types attested is far more limited and intere stingly 
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 Sa-
hara, 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 particu-
lar 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 indica-
tion 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-

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 Gara-
mantes 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 re-
gional differences across Fezzan. Interestingly, the greatest varia-
tion 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 be-
came politically and economically subservient to the Garamantes. 
There are certainly examples of burial orientation in the Wadi el-
Ajal 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 pe-
riods (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 bead-
work, 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 Gara-
mantian 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 evi-
dence 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 sur-
vey of hundreds of cemetery zones nearby yielded just one signifi-
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rials could suggest that these were imported traded goods for the 
community.
The agricultural components in the Ghat region and in the Wadi el-
Ajal 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 pe-
riod, 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.

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 com-
mon signs of osteoarthritis in the joints of still young bodies, there 
are indications of stress (cribra orbitalia – possibly a marker for ma-
laria) and malnutrition (enamel hypoplasia), while peri-mortem 
tooth loss was widespread. Whether close to the centre of Gara-
mantian 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 ac-
tivities (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 some-
thing 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 se-
lecting 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 meaning-
ful, 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 ap-
preciate the difference between the two volumes, partly due to 

the peculiarities of the two sites (Aghram Nadharif ruined by cen-
turies 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 in-
terest (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 mo dern standards of 
an archaeology “with a capital S”, and the scientific contributions 
are fully developed. Both volumes together provide a positive ad-
vancement 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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The present research is the result of a fruitful collaboration with 
many individuals and institutions. To all of them a debt of grati-
tude is owed and it is a great pleasure to acknowledge here those 
whose support made the “Garamantian Project” possible.
In Libya our deep thanks go to the entire staff of the Department 
of Antiquities. Dr Ali Khadouri, Dr Giuma Anag and Dr Salah Aghab, 
successive Presidents of the Department, have always been 
friendly and cooperative at the highest levels. Juma Garza al-Sifaw, 
Muhammad Faraj Shakshuki, and Mustafa Turjman collaborated 
to the positive development and results of our mission. Amor Ja-
mali drove us around the wonderful environments of the Libyan 
Sahara, with his incredible smile and several pots of home made 
harissa, which lit up many of our meals. Bashir Galgam helped us 
through many logistic and bureaucratic procedures with an in-
credible efficiency and friendship. A particular acknowledgement 
goes to the memory of those who passed away in recent years: 
the co-director of the mission during the Fewet campaigns, Dr 
Ibrahim Saleh Azzebi, who had worked with our archaeological 
mission since 1989, and Habib Ali Awn, restorer, who had been in-
volved in the work at Aghram Nadharif and at Fewet. They left an 
indelible sign both on our work and on our lives and this volume 
is also intended as a small tribute to their memory. In Sebha and 
Jerma, the Department’s representatives Mohammed Areda, Mo-
hammed Meshai, Dr ‘Ali ‘Abd es-Salam, and Dr Sa‘ad ‘Abd el-‘Aziz 
have been indispensable for the logistic and scientific develop-
ment of our research.
In Ghat, we have always been welcomed and helped by Moham-
med Denda, who used to open the doors of his beautiful farm to 
the mission’s team. 
The elders of Fewet, represented in particular by Sa’id el-Conte, 
provided a wonderful hospitality and strongly supported the ar-
chaeological activity carried out “under” their houses. Without the 
constant collaboration and friendship of all the Fewet inhabitants 
nothing of this would have been possible. To all of them I am most 
grateful for their generosity, their sense of pride for their past and 
present history and environment and the wonderful time they of-
fered to our team.

Several workmen have been involved in the excavation, all Tuareg 
from Niger: Abdelrakhman Edigni, Emlulu Ibrahim, Imaden Ilatufat, 
Mohammed Alassane, Mohammed Ali Baye, Mussa Mberek and 
Mawli Emoud, who tragically died in 2006. In the course of the se-
veral campaigns both at Aghram Nadharif and Fewet they became 
our best collaborators and dear friends, and introduced us into the 
beauty of the Sahara. 
On the Italian side, we are deeply indebted to the whole personnel 
of the Italian Embassy in Tripoli. The Ambassadors in charge du-
ring the period of the Fewet excavation were Fabio Migliorini and 
Claudio Pacifico, who helped us in facilitating any bureaucratic 
procedure in Libya. 
Logistical and technical help was generously offered by the Italian 
Society Con.I.Cos. both in Tripoli, by Aldo Becchio and Adriano Bot-
tero, and in the Tahala camp, where the archaeological team work-
ing in Ghat, Barkat and Fewet used to dwell for several months 
each year, enjoying the hospitality of Franco Castigliola and Guido 
Pancaldi. 
The financial support was provided by Sapienza University of 
Rome (Grandi Scavi di Ateneo), the Italian Ministry for University 
and Scientific Research, in particular with the co-financing pro-
grams “Environment and Culture. Socio-political Developments 
in Complex Societies and the Emergence of State Organization 
in Arid Zones” (2001-02), and “Nomads and Sedentary People. Cli-
matic Variations, Population Dynamics, and Cultural Trajectories 
in Arid Zones of Africa and Asia during the Holocene” (2003-04). 
The Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs also contributed both at a 
financial and at a political level to the accomplishment of our re-
search. 
Finally, the research and compilation of the manuscript for this 
final publication were made possible through a generous grant 
from the Shelby White – Leon Levy Program for Archaeological 
Publications. To all these prestigious institutions, and to Sapienza 
University in particular, a debt of gratitude is owned. And thanks 
also to the Department of Antiquities of Sapienza University, now 
directed by Enzo Lippolis, and to its administrative staff, now led 
by Angela Chiaranza.
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Abstract. The archaeological research in the oasis of Fewet was carried out in years 2002-
2006, 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 Matu-
re 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 deve-
lopment 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 develop-
ment 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 
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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 po-
litical border between Libya and Algeria in the region today, but 
also because of its geographic location (see Chapter 2). Nine kilo-
metres 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,  

1 .  Fewet in context
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Fig. 1.1 – Landsat satellite image of the Fezzan region (Libyan Sahara), with the Wadi Tanezzuft oases. 



2  L .  M o r i

Fig. 1.2 – The asphalt road leading to Fewet, with the Tassili slopes at the back of the oasis.

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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