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Abstract

Was there ever an lonian migration? This is a dqomesthat has recently led to much
discussion among historians and archaeologists.pfégent study maintains, however, that
the way in which the question has been posed mibanst can only be answered in either
negative or positive terms, which easily leadsdtapsation. Moreover, archaeologists have
tended to be more concerned with finding archaecéd@vidence to either support or reject
the lonian migration than with trying to come upttwia sustained analytical or reasoned
attempt to explore what allowed the material pateobserved to emerge. It is therefore
suggested that it might perhaps be best to puivtitde question to rest or at least sideline it
for the time being and instead study the archaémdbgemains and the region on their own
terms in an attempt to come to a better understgnaoli the material and social dynamics in
lonia at the end of the second millennium BCE. &ima of this study is not primarily to
reject previous research, but rather to steer aatbgical research in the region into different
directions by asking new questions and offeringratitive perspective§he study starts
with a review of shifts in academic perceptions of theioegand their socio-political and
academic contexts from the mid-eighteenth centpryntil the present day. Subsequently, it
presents a theoretical and methodological discnssitie two main chapters offer new
perspectives on ceramic developments at the begnoi the twelfth century and in the
eleventh and tenth centuries BCE (i.e. the appearahProtogeometric pottery). At the very
end of this study, | will look ahead by briefly dissing a new analytical project on Early

Iron Age pottery at Klazomenai.






Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Setting the stage

Was there ever an lonian migration from the Greekntand to lonia at the end of the
Late Bronze Age or beginning of the Early Iron Agdfis is a question that has long
attracted scholarly attention. The traditional gttrat is often presented about the
lonian migration in textbooks as well as in acadedabates is that the lonians moved
from Athens to the west coast of Asia Minor abod0 Years after the Trojan War.
However, in ancient times there was not a singbeysabout what is in modern
scholarship generally referred to as the ‘loniagration’. Neither is there agreement
as to when such a migration was supposed to h&ee fgace. Prinz (1979: 314-318)
distinguishes at least three different main versiorhe first one is noted in a short
fragment from the mid-seventh century poet Mimnesrfrom Smyrna (Mimnermos
fr. 9 [West]) and mentions that settlers on thetveemst of Asia Minor originated
from Messenia from where they moved under the lestle of Neleus after having
being expelled by the Herakleidai. The second vergs noted by Herodotos (1.145)
and tells how, just like the Messenians, the Aamaisvere forced to leave their
homelands after the arrival of the descendants erikles and moved to the west
coast of Asia Minor. The third version redirecte thigratory movements mentioned
in the other traditions to Athens. This versioristédlow, after being expelled from
Pylos, the Messenians did not move straight toaxtbst coast of Asia Minor, but first
stopped in Athens where Melanthos, their leadecatne the king of Athens and so
did his son Kodros. It is only with Kodros’ sonsglblus and Medeon, that the lonian

expedition was eventually instigated (cf. Lemos200

In addition to these three traditions, Hall (1982) notes that Hellanikos of Lesbos
(FGrH 4.101) traced the foundation of Priene to settlieesn Thebes. Indeed,
Herodotos (1.146.1-2) caustically observes thatdbxalled lonian population of
Asia Minor was actually an ethnic mixture of Abanfeom Euboia, Minyans from
Orchomenos, Kadmeians, Dryopes, Phokians, Molossiaalasgians from Arkadia
and Dorians from Epidauros. All these accounts jast a few examples of the



probably many stories that must have existed irhaic and Classical times about
movements from the Greek mainland to the East Aegkares. Unfortunately, rather
than embracing the diversity, modern scholarshgpteaded to extract the constants
out of these different accounts — that is, the ideemovement from one side of the
Aegean to the other — and merged them into a simgjieative of a movement that is

referred to as ‘The lonian Migration’ (Mac Sweer2813; see also Crielaard 2009).

Because most ancient accounts place the loniamtimgrsome time after the Trojan
War and this war has ‘archaeologically’ been dated around 1200 BCE,
archaeologists have often tried to find archaecklgievidence for the lonian
migration in the closing years of the second millem BCE. This search, however,
has long been hampered by the fact that the tw#iftbugh early tenth centuries on
the west coast of Asia Minor essentially formedudytdark spot as a result of the fact
that most sites were initially excavated at thel eh the nineteenth century by
Classical archaeologists who had no interest iegdeng a complete history of the
site, but were mainly driven by the desire to inigede sites mentioned in the textual
record of the Classical and Hellenistic periods &miehg back sculptures for the
museums (Greaves 2007: 4-5). It is only during ldst twenty years or so that
material from pre-Classical layers has become ofemiaterest and excavations of
these layers have been carried out more systentati€or instance, at Miletos
Barbara and Wolf-Dietrich Niemeier (1997) startedpmject in 1996 that was
primarily concerned with the investigation of LaBronze and Early Iron Age
remains. At Ephesos, excavations at the Artemisi@amied out between 1987 and
1991 revealed a large closed Early Iron Age deplzing between the late eleventh
and early eighth century that was stratified abeVayer with some (Late) Mycenaean
pottery and sealed by a stratum consisting of s¢adternating thin layers of clay and
ash underneath theeripteros(Kerschner 2003a; 2003b; 2006; 2011; Bammer 1990:
141-142, fig. 6; Weissl 2002: 321-324, figs. 5Hyrthermore, recent excavations at
Limantepe/Klazomenai have shown a continuous gtegthic and architectural
sequence spanning the Late Bronze Age and Eany Age as well as several LH
[lIA2 and one Protogeometric pottery kiln and agamf Protogeometric burials
(Mangal@lu-Votruba 2011; in press; Ersoy in press). Althoug final publications

! Mac Sweeney 2013 appeared too late to be discirsskis work.

2



have appeared as yet, these and several otheratiresshave begun to shed more
light on the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age in dab#\sia Minor. As a result, the
debate whether or not the lonian migration candganmded as a historical event has

recently seen a revival.

This revival has also been further reinforced by ititroduction of recently popular

theoretical concepts, such as cultural hybridisatibhis has led to an increase in
perspectives. Because of this, the original intdrthe present thesis was to pick up
on this debate and add yet another ‘fresh’ loothatquestion of whether there ever
was an lonian migration. However, in the coursdhaf research process it became
increasingly clear that trying to answer this gisgstvas perhaps not the right way to
go. There are two main reasons for this hesitatiothe first place, despite the new
perspectives that have characterised the recevatef the debate, the discussion as
to whether or not the lonian migration was a raatdnical event does not seem to
move beyond observing patterns in the materialrceaad explaining them by means
of rather vague but yet supposedly forceful corgemuch as migration and

acculturation or cultural hybridisation, as if thesvere complete and sufficient

explanations in themselves both for their own exise and for the archaeological
phenomena for which they are held to account. Thasebeen, however, no sustained
analytical or reasoned attempt to explore whatadththe material patterns observed

to emerge.

The second reason is that the debate is mainlytabewancient texts and whether or
not they represent historical reality. The consegeeas that the question of whether
or not there ever was a migration from the Greellaad to coastal Asia Minor has
been posited in such a way that an answer canbenfgrmulated in either negative or
positive terms. This, in turn, easily leads to dapsation of the debate and this is
precisely what has happened in the already longtdetoncerning the historicity of
the lonian migration. Over time scholars have tt@eéither prove or reject the lonian
migration based on (re)considerations of both txtand (more recently)

archaeological evidence. Adding to polarisatiorhswever, rarely useful and rather
than directly dealing with the question of whetloernot there ever was an lonian
migration, the intent of this thesis is to takeesyvdifferent path that does not try to

respond to the ancient texts, but attempts to ptdeethe first time a synthesis of the

3



archaeological evidence currently available aneroffew insights into the cultural
dynamics in lonia at the end of the second andnméag of the first millennium BCE.
Before, however, setting out how this goal will jpersued in this thesis, it will be
necessary to first provide some background ondhehs and lonia.

1.2 Introducing the lonians

In Classical times, the lonians formed one of tire¢ mairethne next to the Dorians
and Aiolians, in Greece. The earliest attestatiotn® term lonia does not come from
a Greek source but from a recently excavated ipen dating to the first half of the
fourteenth century BCE from the Temple of Amenhotlpin Egyptian Thebes.
According to a reading by Hourig Sourouzian andnRaiStadelmann (2005), this
inscription lists, on one side, the names ‘Luwidrlawana or r/luwang, ‘Great-
lonia’ (lunia A’a) and possibly ‘Mitanni’ and, on the other, thedanof Tina and
Naharina. With the exception of Tina, which is asated with theDanaoi and the
southern Greek mainland, Sourouzian and Stadelnhacate all the localities in
western Asia Minor. This reading is, however, gioestd by Peter Haider (2008). He
notes that if the majority of listed places areAsia Minor, then the mentioned land
of Tina/'Tanaja’ (i.e. the Peloponnese) pleadsddist of localities not confined to a
restricted geographical territory, but orientedaading to supra-regional diplomatic
and/or commercial aspects. On the other handgeiflit should describe a concrete
regional territory, as it usually does, then aliqga names ought to be located within
the Aegean world. In this case, Haider suggesttilog a Great-lonia in the middle of
Greece around Thebes, primarily because the gewgrap western Anatolia (cf.
Starke 1997; Hawkins 1998) does not allow spaceaf@reat-lonia and the (east)
Peloponnese is known in Egyptian texts as ‘Tan&a’thermore, he suggests that the
toponymr’lawana should be linked to “**Ruwna’r(-wa-ni-jo) named in the Linear B
texts from Knossos (Chadwick 1997: 278), which widokate this land on the island
of Crete or in the southern part of the Aegeaneratian in western Anatolfa.

Both interpretations are not entirely convincing iags not impossible that the
Egyptians used the terms ‘Great-lonia’ atldwana not as independent lands, but as
larger regions in western Anatolia or perhaps abhenAegean with which they had

2 But see Widmer (2007), who links-wa-ni-joto the Lydians.
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only limited direct contacts and in which they werdy marginally interested. Such a
proposition finds support in other notions of loalad the lonians in textual accounts
from the East Mediterranean. For instance, Dietdod Loretz (1998) have argued
that the namé&'m’nin clay tablets from Late Bronze Age Ugarit (KTW1 43; cf.
1.40:27 and 1.84:2) can be equated with the Aegeaid rather than any specific
region® Furthermore, it is useful to refer to two fragnagtLinear B tables from the
Room of the Chariot Tablets at Knossos (KN B 164 Ad 146.4), which mention a
group calledi-ja-wo-ne who were most likely associated with military sattes
(Driessen 1998/1999)Chadwick (1977) suggests thga-wo-neis an old name for
the lonians lawoney. Driessen argues that the special mention makasvious that
the lawoneswere a particular well-defined group and he wosdehether it is
possible that the Knossian administration useddémggnation in the same way as
other Mediterranean peoples did: to define thosth@f_ate Bronze Age Greeks they
were primarily in touch with. This would suggesethse of a Mycenaean group
mainly for military purposes at Knossos which wasmsidered different from the

groups the palace usually dealt with and theredeserved a specific ethnikon.

Where theseé-ja-wo-ne might have come from is unclear, but there is rasoa to
believe that the lonians in the Knossian tabletsessarily constituted the same
people as those in the Egyptian and Ugaritic telkisfact, Rollinger (2011: 268)
points out that a continuity of a concept over tiamel space does not mean that the
meaning of the concept was constant as well. Hensvainat it will always be
necessary to take into consideration the differpatspectives of the accounts
mentioning the lonians. In a number of papers, iRgdlr (2007a; 2007b; 2008; 2009;
2011) shows convincingly how the tertasnnzja andlamanzja, as used in Assyrian
and Babylonian accounts dating to the eighth anckrgd centuries BCE, cannot
simply be translated as lonians or even Greekbamtodern sense of the word. The
terms encompass not just the west coast of AsiamMiat the whole of the Aegean
and not just Greek speaking people but also pesp#aking other languages. For the

Assyrians and Babylonians, the lonians did not farstatic and well-defined group,

% |t should be pointed out, however, that Rollin@2007b: 263 n.11) notes that it is not unproblemati
to use Ugaritic {} as mater lectionidfor /a/, because if one reads the formyasn it will no longer be
possible to equate it with ‘lonia’.

* Driessen (1993) suggests that the deposit in witieke tablets were found might date earlier (LM
[I/11IAL) than the bulk of the tablets from Knoss@sM 111A1/2 and I1IB).
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but changed their form with the changing world-viest the Assyrians and

Babylonians during the eighth and seventh centuries

The fluidity of the lonian ethnonym is not just iggl for the Eastern Mediterranean,
but also for the Aegean itself. The earliest rafeeeto the lonians comes from
Homer’'slliad (13.685) where the lonians “with their trailingntas” (elkechitoneps
are mentioned in a battle scene side-by-side wiéhBoiotians, Lokrians, Phthians
and Athenians. Robert Rollinger (2007b: 304-30%uas that the notion of the
lonians in the lliad is possibly a later interp@at belonging to a time that a link
between lonians and their trailing tunics was vesliablished. He particularly refers
to parallels with a passage in the Homeéfiann to Apollo(3.147), which dates to the
seventh or, more plausibly, the latter half of $heh century, where exactly the same
formula lkechitones laongss used as in thiéiad. This time, however, the lonians
are associated with the supra-regional cult on £dBonsequently, Rollinger argues
that it is much more plausible that the “lonianghwirailing tunics” formed a religious
delegation at the cultic festivities on Delos thlaat they were fighters at the gates of
Troy. Where these lonians may have come from orthdnethey actually formed a
well defined group is difficult to say. In fact,nJ®aul Crielaard (2009: 69-70) argues
that the lonians at Delos are identified by a sthéedite) life-style and as such did not
strictly form an ‘ethnic’ group. This would suggekat the ‘lonians’ formed a more
or less loose and fluid notion that was used terrad people from a wide range of
regions, including the west coast of Asia Minoe #ast Aegean islands, the Cyclades
and (parts of) the central Greek mainland. It ishpps also because of this fluidity
that in the early sixth century Solon could clamattAttica formed the oldest land of
the lonians (Fr. 4.2.D=4a Wegtth. Polit 5.2).

The picture changes during the fifth century. Despheir different opinions on the
primordial homeland of the lonians, both Herodof@sl41-143, 1.146-147) and
Thucydides (1.12) locate the lonians on the weastof Asia Minor. This suggests
that during the fifth century the lonian notion wesrowed down to a specific group
living in a specific and well-defined region. Toderstand this development, it will
be necessary to start in the Archaic period whemastegional identities on the west
coast of Asia Minor formed around two inter-stad@cuaries: the Panionion and the

Triopion. The Triopion was located at Knidos anthblkshed probably already in the
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eighth century, although the more monumental bngjglidate to the later seventh and
early sixth centuries (Berges 2006). The sanctisanyed not just as a religious
centre, but also as a central place for commuicaand competition. Eventually, it
became the centre of the ‘Dorian Pentapolis’, whiets formed by thpoleisof Kos,
Knidos, Lindos, lalysos and Kamiros (Hdt. 1.144).

The location of the Panionion, the centre of tlemidan Dodecapolis’ (Hdt. 1.142), is
less clear. Researchers have located the Paniahjpresent-day Otomatik Tepe near
Guzelcamli and Kalatepe (‘Melie’). However, althbugpme sherds found at the site
date to the sixth century, the architectural remdielong to the fourth century
(Lohmann 2004: 36-38). Lohmann has, thereforepm#dito have identified an earlier
consecrated spot at an altitude of 780 metres @mdith side of Mykale which could
have served as the earlier Panionion. Surveys saravations carried out at this spot
have revealed a settlement and a small cult bglduith an offering bench and
circular altar all dating to the second half of geventh century. After a hiatus of
about 50 years a 100-foot-long temple probably cedd to Poseidon Helikonios was
erected on top of the ruins around 560 BCE (Lohm2007; Lohmann et al. 2007).
Whether the earlier cult building on the Mykale eéed functioned for a short period
of time as the Panionion has to remain a quesbhahCrielaard (2009: 66) suggests
that the establishment of the Panionion should gdshbbe seen in relation to or even

in opposition to the Triopion.

This is an interesting suggestion that finds furthepport in the foundation stories
used by a number of lonian cities. One of thesendation stories is mentioned by

Mimnermos, a mid-seventh century poet from Smyktiannermos tells that,

Aipy we left, and Neleus’ city, Pylos,

and came by ship to &% lovely coast.

We settled at fair Kolophon with rude

aggression, leaders of harsh insolence;

from there we crossed the river Asteis

and took Aiolian Smyrna by god’s will

(Mimnermos fr. 9 [West]; transl. after Crielaard0®0 515

5Cf.1l. 2.592



This passage is interesting for two reasons. Irfiteeplace, no reference is made to
the lonians, an lonian identity or Athens. The mefee to ‘Aiolian Smyrna’ may, as
Crielaard (2009: 51) points out, indicate a notajnethnic opposition (lonians vs.
Aiolians), but it is, as Hall (2002: 72-73) argualkso possible that ‘Aiolian Smyrna’
forms a sort of epithet to differentiate it fromhet localities of that name. Whatever
the case may be, Crielaard (2009: 51) is probabht in arguing that the collective
history set out by Mimnermos was first of all adbaentity that was probably not
defined in terms of being ‘lonian’. In fact, thasenothing in the fragment to suggest

that the concept of an ‘lonian migration’ alreactyséed in the seventh century.

The second point of interest is that, although Kbt is supposed to be founded by
the Pylian Androklos, a clear link is made with thgthical Pylian king Neleus, the
father of the Homeric king Nestor, by using thetlemn ‘Nelean’ (Prinz 1979: 322).
Neleus also features prominently in a number ofwofloundation myths in lonia.
Strabo (14.1.3), for instance, mentions that Maet@s founded by Neleus, “a Pylian
by birth”, while Neleus’ son was known as one ot tfounders of Priene.
Furthermore, there is epigraphic evidence for & ctiNeleus on Samos (Crielaard
2009: 52, with references). For the sake of claritghould be noted that, as Crielaard
(2009: 52) remarks, Neleus, the founder of Milet@not be identical with Neleus,
the legendary son of Poseidon and father of NeStilt, the use of Neleus as the
alleged ancestor of many of thpolis populations in Asia Minor appears to be
somewhat strange, because in lired (11.689-693) Homer tells how Herakles had
kiled Neleus and all of his sons, except for Nest®ne might therefore have
suspected that, especially in Mimnermos, Nestor aod Neleus featured as the

eponymous ancestor of the lonian cities.

In this light, it is of interest to note that it sv&lerakles, the eponymous ancestor of
the (Dorian) Spartans (Ulf 1996; J.M. Hall 1997)havput Nestor on the Pylian
throne. This point is of particular interest inatgn to the so-called Messenian Wars,
which should probably not be envisioned as singlents, as is implied by ancient
authors, but as a longer process that includedtaonsaiding on sites such as
Nichoria in combination with ideological claims {fieira 2003; Luraghi 2003; 2008;

contra Van Wees 2003). Traditionally it is thoudjiait Spartan interest in Messenia
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was primarily directed at the fertile soils (Cavgihat al. 2002: 156; Luraghi 2002:
41). However, the Messenian shores already formkdyaposition along maritime
routes from the eastern to the central Mediternardeaing the Early Iron Age (and
before) (Eder 2006). The archaeological evidence Geometric and Archaic
Messenia is far from impressive (Luraghi 2008: 1@5), but it is perhaps telling that
exactly at the time of the supposed Spartan congidglessenia some time during
the late eighth century a settlement shift seentakie place from the western portion
of Messenia and the coastal plateaus west of thyeldon ridge to the Gulf of
Messenia and the Pamisos Valley (Eder 1998: 178dhi 2008: 117). Furthermore,
it seems that an increasing number of coastalesatiits, especially on the western
side of the Gulf of Messenia, were founded at timee (Luraghi 2008: 117). Both
developments indicate an increasing focus on thesd if one, for a moment, forgets
the traditional view of the landlocked Spartanscould easily be imagined that,
perhaps in addition to the fertile soils, the gomttess to maritime trade and
communication networks provided by the Messenianred) the Gulf of Messenia in
particular, would have been of major interest ® $partans.

When seen from this perspective, one could wondester Neleus might actually
have featured as the king of Pylos in older versiohthelliad, but was replaced by
Nestor as a result of Spartan influence. Of coulsg suggestion does not necessarily
explain why Neleus featured as the ancestor at Sangnd Kolophon in the mid-
seventh century, but things might become cleareerwhoting that, according to
Herodotos (1.174), Knidos, the centre of the Towopwas a Spartan colony. Whether
Knidos ever was a real Spartan colony is debatablket is interesting that the cult of
Apollo Karneios has been attested at Knidos froreaaly as the late seventh or early
sixth century BCE (Berges 2006: 24-29). Celebratbrihis cult took place at the
Karneia festival in the month Karneios and it isngmally accepted that the cult gave
its name to the month and, consequently, that tdeeiroence of the month Karneios
implies the existence of the cult (Petterson 1922:Eder 1998: 123). According to
Demitrios of Skepsis, quoted by Athenaios (4.141#hk Karneia was an imitation of
military training and its yearly celebration toolape over nine days during which no

military action was allowed.



The cult of this deity was widely celebrated in bala and has also been attested at
(supposed) Spartan ‘colonies’ on Thera, Melos aahd; but hardly anywhere else
on the Greek mainland, not even in Messenia oAtigelid. In fact, at Argos the cult
is, although attested epigraphicall\G(IV 620), not mentioned by Pausanias in
relation to the city, and TheopompdsGrH 115.357) even states that the Argives
worshipped Zeus Agetor rather than Apollo Karnefdsv. Hall 1997: 40). The
emphasis on military discipline suggests, in thst folace, that Apollo Karneios was
basically a god of war rather than a god of paltmm as is usually suggested
(Petterson 1992: 59-60; Eder 1998: 122-124; Malka®4: 149-157). But perhaps
even more important is that the apparent importaricéne cult for the Spartans, a
society that was well-known for its warlike behawi@and military discipline, and the
wide distribution of the cult in Lakonia, points tioe idea that the cult was not just
related to war, but was also considered as a wagpnégns of which Spartan elite
values were constantly renegotiated, confirmed @rmmunicated to outsiders. The
point that this cult has been attested widely iar&m territories in Lakonia as well as
in its claimed colonies overseas could suggestthigatult played an important role in

maintaining a relationship between the colonies Syalta.

If there is some truth in this suggestion, it cob&argued that, although the cult of
Apollo Karneios and the cult of Apollo Triopiosethleity worshipped at the Triopion
at Knidos, were not celebrated at the same locgBenges 2006: 19-24; though see
Bankel 1997), a religious link between Sparta amil&s through the cult of Apollo

Karneios made Knidos part of the wider Spartan @ahmunity, at least as of the late
seventh or early sixth century. Admittedly, thisklis slightly later than the claims by
Mimnermos for ancestral links between Smyrna antbptowon, on the one hand, and

Messenia, on the other, but it is certainly not asgble that some mythical links

® Apollo Karneios on Thera: Pind®ythian Odes.75-81:1G XII (3), 412, 508, 514, 519 line 3, 868,
869, 1294; 1G XlI (3) suppl. 1324 with Jeffery (1990: 319 n. 1@}; Taras: painted volute krater with
dancing boys and girls (possibly thkathalisko) (Malkin 1994: 157; Moret 1979: 31-33; Trendall
1967: plate 24); at Knido®E 74: 549 (race at the Karnei®EG34: 1745; Berges 2006; Kythera: it is
only very recently that a possible attestatiorhef ¢ult in the form of a ram’s head carved intolad!

of a separated space in an ancient stone quarryfoumsl. It has to be noted, however, that after
personal observation, the interpretation of a rah®@ad is somewhat speculative as the sculpture is
heavily worn and forms are very difficult to recimg The interpretation is possible and perhaps not
entirely surprising, but some caution is needegould like to thank Dr. Aris Tsaravopoulos for
showing it to me during a visit to Kythera in 20@ar an overview and references to other attestsitio
of the cult on the Greek mainland and the wider essgand Mediterranean, see Eder 1998: 122;
Malkin 1994: 157; Petterson 1992: 60.
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between Sparta and the south east Aegean mighagosomewhat further in time. In
this case, if Crielaard (2009: 66) is correct iguang that the establishment of the
Panionion should be seen in relation to or evempposition to the Triopion, it
becomes possible to suggest that the ancestraioredhip with Neleus claimed by
(some of) the members of the Panionion served datera (mythical) contrast with
the cult members at the Triopion at Knidos. In ttese, the links between the west
coast of Asia Minor and the Greek mainland in the-seventh century should be
seen in relation to competition between citieslmnwest coast of Asia Minor and the
formation of supra-regional identities in this mgifor which the struggles in
Messenia essentially formed a background rathem thare actually being a real

migration from Messenia to the west coast of Asiadvl

This process of ethnogenesis was further reinfoduethg the sixth century when the
Persians integrated the coastal cities into thei&epolitical system and connected
the region withlaman (Rollinger 2007b: 307). Although the term ‘loniansight
have primarily served to denote those living witthe Persian sphere of influence on
the west coast of Asia Minor, this does not exclideRollinger (2007b: 307) points
out, that also other people living in the Aegeanrevalso associated with the
ethnonymlamangja. In fact, he suggests that the term might haveaneed in use in
the Aegean and on the Greek mainland, especialiglation to Delos. It is, however,
unclear to what extent the term lonian was alrem&Bociated with the figure of lon,
who in the Greek genealogy is regarded as the epouay forefather of the lonians.
Already in Hesiod's Theogoneia dating to the early seventh century, a first
genealogical catalogue of the families of the gsdpresented, but it is only in the
HesiodicCatalogue of Womera posthumous continuation of thbeogoneiathat a
genealogy of the Greeks is laid out. It is stated tFrom Hellen the war-loving king
sprang Bros and Xouthos and Aiolos who fights from the atar(Cat. of Women
fr. 9 [Merkelbach/West], with West 1985: 36, 57)oDs and Aiolos were the
progenitors of the Dorians and Aiolians, respetyivéhe non-eponymous Xouthos
was the father ofoh (laon) and Achaios, who in their turn were therggmous

ancestors of the lonians and Achaioi (Achaians).

In its final form the catalogue dates to the sogntury, but it has been suggested that

it is not unlikely that it evolved by stages frorarleer local or regional genealogies
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(West 1985: 128, 130-136,164; see also J.M. HaI7142-44, 48-50). West (1985:
59, 144) suggests that the tradition concerninghhee sons of Hellen may have been
in oral circulation since the eighth or even niotntury. Edith Hall (1989), on the
other hand, argues for a direct relationship betwtn® origins of a pan-Hellenic
identity and the Persian Wars. This view is alsgmdly shared by Jonathan Hall
(2002: 205-220), who argues for a more aggregatedton during the Archaic
period, but also maintains that the doctrine of-Fatlenism essentially dates to the
middle of the fifth century. He even limits the ploenenon to Athens and argues that

pan-Hellenism is a culturally-based Athenocentation of Hellenicity.

If Jonathan Hall is correct, it is quite possiblaatt no link existed between the
lamanzja on the west coast of Asia Minor and the figurelad during the sixth
century. This link might have been created thoughhe wake of the Persian wars
when Athens started to carve out its own maritimgpiee and the first Delian-Attic
League was established. Because Delos was an emposanctuary with supra-
regional connotations as early as the late eigbtitucy and was one of the places
where the lonians held theparegyreis (assemblies), the site formed a perfect
location for Athens to link the lonian members lo¢ _eague and those on the west
coast of Asia Minor together through the Hellenengalogy and the figure of lon,
while simultaneously stressing the ethnic puritytloé Athenians and advertising
Athens as the most lonian city of all (Rollinger0Z6: 208). Furthermore, as
Crielaard (2009; see also Cobet 2007; J.M. Hall22068-69) shows, Athens
redirected previous migration myths to the wesstoé Asia Minor to Athens and as
such was able to employ these migration myths faypg@gandistic purposes,

especially to substantiate their leadership withanfirst Delian-Attic League.

1.3 Finding Late Bronze and Early Iron Age lonia

When looking at the overall picture, it can be doded that over time the lonians
formed a very fluid group to which different peomeuld belong depending on the
perspective of the observer. It also implies thatname ‘lonia’ might have referred
to different regions in the Aegean over time asl.wal fact, in his recent book on

lonia, Alan Greaves (2010a: xii) notes that evelaiar periods lonia cannot easily be
defined, because its landscape is large and diwrddhe limits of what was called

‘lonia’ in the ancient world do not appear to fallany clearly demarcated physical
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boundary. The consequence, however, is that iery difficult to define a clearly

demarcated region that could serve as the basthdqiresent study. For the purposes
of his book, Greaves (2010a) largely limits hiscdssion to the cities of the lonian
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dodecapolisthat are named by Herodotos (1.142) and which isided into four
groups by their dialects. Alternatively, in his papn the lonians, Crielaard (2009)
reserves the term ‘lonia’ for the coastal area betwthe rivers Hermos/Gediz and
Maiandros/Maeander and the off-shore islands ofdsaamd Chios. For the purposes
of the present study, this latter more geograptdeéihition of lonia is most sensible,
not only because it encompasses what is generatlgratood as lonia in modern
scholarly (and ancient) discourse, but also bec#usd ate Bronze and Early Iron
Age in this region is better investigated archagiclally than in the adjacent regions
of Aiolia/Troad and Karia. Consequently, in thigsis lonia is defined as the coastal

region between Phokaia in the north and the Milatesa in the souttiig. 1.1).

Phokaia

Excavations at Phokaia were first conducted byxF8hartiaux in 1913 and 1920
(Sartiaux 1921). After a long interval, Ekrem Akafgecommenced excavations in
1952 and regular campaigns continued until 1957oddhout the 1960s and 1970s
excavations only took place intermittently until @nOzygit started a new period of
excavation in 1989, which continues up till tod@gyigit 2003b; Greaves 2010a: 96-
97). Originally, it was thought that the city wasstricted to the peninsula by the
harbour, on top of which stood the Temple of Athdné the recent excavations have
revealed that the main settlement of the Archarmopgewas located on the mainland
and that it had fortification walls of more thamdikilometres in length, perhaps even
stretching to eight (Ozyit 2006b: 308). Furthermore, the 1991 excavatiatsted
the ancient theatre of Phokaia on the slope dfifdenli Tepe. It is dated to circa
340-330 BCE and is, therefore, supposedly the bldesnatolia (Ozygit 1993).

The importance of this area for the purposes o thiroduction is that the area
around the theatre revealed pre- and protohistentains. The most important ones
were discovered in the 2000 and 2001 campaigns wdreroval structure was
excavated immediately west of a seventh century B@faronhouse (Ozit
2003a: 342; 2005: drawing 12). Immediately undamdaoth structures second
millennium ceramics were found, suggesting a lawosd or early first millennium
date for the oval building. During the 2002 and 20fxcavations, another oval-
shaped structure was found in the same area sdutre anegaronhouse (Oz\it
2004: 442-43; 2005: drawing 11). Directly underhethie eastern part of this second
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oval-shaped structure were remains of a
\ E blacksmith’s workshop (Ozgit 2005: drawing
% 8; 2006b: 310; Yalcin and Ozji 2013). It is
suggested that this workshop is to be dated to the
(early) eleventh century. This is based on the
observation that underneath its foundations a

mix of second millennium pottery was found,

including Mycenaean pottery dated to the LH
IIAL-IIC  Middle period (Ozyigit 2005:
drawings 5-7, 9), which suggests that the
Figure 1.2. ‘Submycenaean’ amphora workshop was established some time after the
I{;’_’EE_ g()),kaia(redrawn after Ozt 2005 second half of the twelfth century. At the same
time, an amphora was foummd situ on the floor,
which is stylistically dated to ‘Submycenaeahig. 1.2) (Ozyigit 2005: drawing 10;
Yalgin and Ozyiit 2013: 241, fig. 6). This implies that the endtb& workshop is
probably to be dated to the middle or perhaps dkienbeginning of the eleventh
century’ If this is true, not only would this be the oldesicksmith so far uncovered
in the Aegean, but also the oval structures arbgpesr most likely to be dated to the

late eleventh or early tenth century (GgityR005; 2006b: 310).

Unfortunately, no additional datable evidence wawigled in the preliminary reports
to support the dates of either the workshop orotre structure§. That activity took

place at Phokaia during the eleventh and tenthudestBCE is clear, however, from
the Protogeometric sherds that have been founddmixevith second millennium

" Some remarks need to be made in respect to thik@na In a personal communication (April 2012),
Sila Mangal@lu-Votruba has mentioned to me that the scroll detoon seen on the amphora appears
by the end of the LH IIIC early phase, and is fremply used during the LH IIIC middle and late please
(for the stylistic criteria, see Mountjoy 2009b)n®of the important factors is its rim, which isssing
here. Most probably it is neck-handled. The serdiliring the LH IIIC middle and late phases are
somewhat bigger/wider than this, so this looks tadifferent in that regard. Also, this scroll looks
rather stylised compared to the LH IlIC ones. The IlIC middle-late examples usually have flat
bases, but this one has a ring base. Another teafurH 11IC middle-late ones is that most, but atf

of them have a painted ‘hook’ shape from the hagdighich this one does not have. Both the
decoration and shape can, however, be found ommBwan’ pottery from Crete (d'Agata 2007: 118;
Coldstream and Catling 1996: pls. 98.3, 106.1143-1 (decorative motif only), 112.38-39, 186.50-
51) which makes an early eleventh century datémpobssible.

8 Oval structures have also been found at, for mstaLimantepe/Klazomenai (Middle Bronze Age-
Early Iron Age; see below), Smyrna (late tenth egntAkurgal 1983: fig. 8) and Antissa on Lesbos
(tenth or ninth century; Lamb 1931-1932; Akurga839fig. 9). There is also an oval house at Phokaia
dating to the fourteenth century (Ogi2006b: 310).
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pottery in the fills of the Archaic Athena templezyigit 2006a: 74-75, drawing 2-4)
and the remains of a wall of a Protogeometric/Geomeval tower that was
incorporated in the stone fill of the podium of th@me temple (Ozgit 2007: 349).
This suggests that there might have been continoocigpation at Phokaia during the

late second and first millennium BCE.

Panaztepe-Menemen

The site of Panaztepe is situated thirteen kiloesetvest of Menemen, to the north of
the Gulf of Izmir. Excavations at this site havesbeyoing on since 1985 under the
direction of Armgan Erkanal and have revealed continuous occupfatomthe third
millennium BCE to the fifth century CEThe site is located on a natural hill at the
northern side of a group of hills called ‘The Sewlis’ on the delta of the Hermos
River (modern Gediz River). Currently, the sitdasated ten kilometres away from
the coast, but during the Bronze and Iron Agesai$ Yocated on an off-shore island.
Excavations at this site have focused on threesarBae first one is the acropolis
which is located on the hill atirca 71 metres of altitude and most probably is the
settlement area of the local authority. Remainshenacropolis are currently largely
confined to the Middle Bronze and the Archaic andsSical periods (Gunel 1999a:
168-169).

The second location is théarbor Townsituated on the eastern slope of the hill and
the third is the cemetery areas located on thehaortskirts of the hill (Cinerdali-
Karaaslan 2008: 58). There are two cemetery arettss region, one on the western
part of Panaztepe (Western Cemetery Area) and ortheonorthern part (Northern
Cemetery Area). Although the burials date to theosd half of the second
millennium, it is evident that the Western Cemetlrga was also used as a cemetery
during Roman and Ottoman periods, since gravelesiet periods are stratified above
the Middle Bronze levels and the “Workshop Distri¢Erkanal-Oktii 2008: 70;
Erkanal-Oktli and Cinerdali-Karaaslan 2010). The aP@mpe Late Bronze Age
cemeteries have two main phases, of which the ¥t characterised by a stone
paved platform with mini tholos, pithos, urn, stdme, cist, pit and composite burial
types (twelfth century BCE), and the second bydbland cist graves (fourteenth-

o For a recent presentation on Panaztepe by A BH@K, see

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xBzZA39XbiA [acced<sE3-07-2013].
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thirteenth centuries BCE) (Erkanal-Oktii 2008). Besi ceramics, the burials
contained a wide range of more than 5000 (ofteromep) ornaments produced from
steatite, carnelian, rock crystal, amethyst, limoest terracotta, gold, silver, bronze,
lead, frit, faience and glass, as well as organatenmls like bone and amber
(Cinerdali-Karaaslan 2012). A first full publicatioof the ceramics from the
cemeteries excavated between 1985 and 1990 waishedbby S. Ginel (1999a) and
another oneRanaztepe)lis apparently in press (mentioned in Cinerdalig&alan
2012).

In order to link the extensive Late Bronze Age cwmewith the site’s occupation
sequence, excavations were carried out inHagbor Townbetween 2004 and 2007
(Cinerdali-Karaaslan 2008; Erkanal-Oktu and Cirlettaraaslan 2006; 2007; 2008;
2009). As a result of these excavations five mdirowological phases could be
established: Ottoman, Late Roman-Byzantine, Ar¢ch@eometric and Late Bronze
Age. The Late Bronze Age phase consists of sixdimgl phases of which the first is
contemporary with Troy VIIb1 (LH IlIC Early) and Y2 (LH 11IC Middle and Late)
and the second with Troy Vlla (LH 11IB) and Vllb Bg (Cinerdali-Karaaslan 2008:
62-64). Until 2006, these Bronze Age layers werkodeed by two architectural
phases dating to the Geometric period that wereactexised by architectural features
and garbage pits filled with a variety of materig@snerdali-Karaaslan 2008: 60-62),
but the 2006 excavations unveiled a layer with yed&totogeometric material,
including rubbish pits, masses of pottery, slag amidhal bones below the Geometric
levels (Erkanal-Oktii and Cinerdali-Karaaslan 208®:24)!° The results of these
excavations are eagerly awaited, but it is cleat Banaztepe was an important site

that was continuously occupied during the secomtfiast millennia BCE.

Smyrna-Bayrakli

The next site on the west coast of Asia Minor isyBra-Bayrakli(fig. 1.3) (modern
Izmir). Excavations at this site started in 194&a3sint effort of Ekrem Akurgal and
John M. Cook. In the first excavations between 1848 1951 Akurgal concentrated
on the Protogeometric through Archaic strata, wi@ileok brought the temple of
Athena, published in 1998 (J.M Cook and Nicholl®8p to light (Akurgal 2006:

12 with the hindsight of Phokaia, the presence o sainteresting. Unfortunately, it is not clearath
kind of slag (iron?) was found.

17



373). In 1966 Akurgal recommenced excavations astte and was able to establish
an uninterrupted sequence of ten settlement phiasegeen 1050 and 300 BCE
(Akurgal 1983). Because Akurgal's excavations cotreged on ‘Greek’ Smyrna,

very little is known about possible earlier occupatlayers, but it seems that the site
was first occupied around 3000 BCE and remaineat $east until the first half of the

second millennium (Akurgal 1950: 54-58; 1983: IR)is date is largely based on the
absence of Mycenaean pottery and the parallelseoGrrey and Red Buff wares with
those found at Troy VI and Middle-Late Bronze Therom Lesbos. However,

Mellaart (1968: 188) notes that a handful of Mye=sra sherds came from the
excavations at Old Smyrna, but these were not foaritle Late Bronze Age layers
which only produced local West Anatolian ware. Rroptrata bearing Mycenaean

ceramics in stratified contexts were not encounltere
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Figure 1.3. A view of Smyrna-Bayrakli (Photo: autho).
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The first Iron Age settlement defined by Akurga®®B: 15-16, 20, 22) is dated to
circa 1050-1000 BCE. It is characterised by the preseavfcéarge quantities of
‘Aiolian’ Grey Wares (Akurgal 1983: pl. 6; see alBayne 2000) and the absence of
Protogeometric pottery. For that reason, Akurgglad that this first settlement was
established by the Aiolians. It should, however,nio¢ed that dates based on Grey
Wares are not unproblematic. Even though this kihgottery has a long history on
the west coast of Asia Minor, it has generally ree@ only limited attention (though,
see Bayne 2000; Hertel 2007; Pavuk 2002; 2007a7i200010) and is therefore of
limited use in terms of chronology. The argumentsaissigning this settlement phase
to the Aiolians is largely based on the textualdittan mentioning an Aiolian
migration shortly after the fall of Troy (see Rd&@08) and the notion that some of
the shapes are supposedly related to ‘Submycenamemhandled cups (Akurgal
1983: 20). Both these links are not indisputabld #ns possible that some of the

Grey Wares, and by extension the settlement, naigt to earlier periods.

In any case, it is noteworthy that, in addition ttee ceramics, some scanty
architectural remains in the form of some wallohging to a rectangular house were
found (Akurgal 1983: 22, fig. 3). For the secondtlement (1000-875 BCE),
however, more remains were found, including sonwedgeometric pottery (Akurgal
1983: 16-19, fig. 6, pls. 7-9). This period of ksattent consists of three sub-phases
dated to 1000-950 BCE, 950-925 BCE and 925-875 B8Kurgal 1983: 16).
Belonging to this second settlement is a well-pnes oval house (Akurgal 1983: 17-
18, figs. 4 and 8, pls. 4-5), not dissimilar togadound at Phokaia (see above) and
Limantepe/Klazomenai (Mangal-Votruba 2011), and some walls of rectangular
houses (Akurgal 1983: 22, figs. 3-5). In additiorthese houses, a horseshoe-shaped
hearth used for cooking was unearthed as well (@&ut983: 16-17, fig. 7). On top
of these Protogeometric layers many more phaséslatation were found, but for
the moment it is most important that even thougkarclevidence is lacking, it is
possible that there was continuous occupation agri@Bayrakli during the final

stages of the second and early stages of therfileinnia BCE.

Limantepe/Klazomenai
The lonian site of Limantepe/Klazomelfig. 1.4)is located on the south coast of the

Gulf of izmir, near the modern town of Urla. It occupiesnique strategic location
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between the Gediz (Hermos) and the Kig¢uk Menddfagstros) Valleys, and was,
therefore, one of the most accessible areas fréendnAnatolia. Also, being located
on the Urla Peninsula in the middle of coastal West Anatolia,
Limantepe/Klazomenai serves as a bridge betweendftbern and southern Aegean.
Archaeological remains dating from the Neolithicvands have been found at several
locations situated around a harbour (Moustaka.e2Qfl4: 15, map B). In addition to
the excavations on land, underwater excavations Haen carried out west of
Limantepe and off Karantina Island since 1999 (Rdtaand Artzy 2002: 380-383;
Erkanal et al. 2003: 430-432; 2004: 171-174; 208&halu 2010). Furthermore,
investigations aiming to reconstruct the ancierdastdine have been conducted as
well (Goodman et al. 2009).

Figure 1.4. View of Limantepe from Karantina Island (photo: author).

However, most important for the current purposes twe substantial prehistoric
remains found at Limantepe. Unfortunately, muclihef Late Bronze Age remains is
disturbed and often destroyed due to later strastand soil removal to lower the hill
in the 1950s, but the 2006 excavations revealeatifstd and preserved remains
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dating to the LH IIl period (Erkanal 2008; ManggioVotruba 2011; in press;
Erkanal and Aykurt 2008). This period is subdivideid three phases: phase 11.3 (LH
[11A2), 11.2 (LH 11IB), and 1.1 (LH IIIC), all of which contained various architectural
features. Belonging to phase 1.3 are streets, liiwvigdings, four pottery kilns and a
deep well (bottom reached at 1.75 metres belowesed) which contained examples
of both local Western Anatolian and Mycenaean ppt{&rkanal and Gunel 1995:
264; 1996: 307; 1997: 232-233). For the succeegdimage (I1.2) remains are limited,
but some of the streets and one of the buildinge @o-called ‘Pithos-building’)
remained in use. In addition to these, part of ildimg, a partially preserved silo and
an area paved with flat stones were found. BecAuserinding stones and pieces of
a spouted basin were also found in this area, st been suggested that this area
functioned as a wine workshop similar to an eadyelLBronze Age wine workshop
found in Ceme-Bailararasi (Mangakglu-Votruba in press; cf. Erkanal et al. 2009;
Sah@lu 2007: 314-315, figs. 1-2, 4-6). In the final eaBronze Age phase (ll.1)
structures were built directly on top of the rensaaf the preceding phases. All of the
buildings were rectangular, except for one whiabbably had an oval or curvilinear
shape. The ‘Pithos-building’ remained in use, baswe-arranged and probably lost
its storage function. Further interesting notes thed¢ east of this structure a hearth
was uncovered around which numerous examples afakked “Aegean style”
cooking pots, with either single or double handiese found (Mangalgu-Votruba
2011; in press), and that in the 1997 excavatiwws dhild burials were found with
examples of so-called Handmade Burnished Ware (@ike099: 327, pls. 3-4).

Although it had long remained unclear whether lailmh continued without break
into the eleventh century, recent excavations anadtepe have shown that
Protogeometric structures were built immediately top of Late Bronze Age

structures and that in at least one case they pocated Late Bronze Age walls
(Erkanal and Aykurt 2008: 225). At least three durear structures have been found
ranging in date from the early eleventh centuryhi Geometric period. The earliest
of these three structures was partly destroyednbytaamural child burial in which

an Early Protogeometric skyphos was found (Bakiralet2004: 103, figs. 3,5).

Furthermore, finds included an amphora with hangdraoncentric circles and a
cooking pot (Bakir et al. 2004: 104, figs. 4-5).eT$econd curvilinear structure was

originally located during the 1998 excavations antdsequently excavated during the
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succeeding campaigns (Aytaclar 2004; Bakir et@042 103, figs. 2,5). This structure
consisted of two phases of which the earliest oméld; based on the associated
ceramics, be dated to the late eleventh and fiedt &f the tenth century BCE
(Aytaclar 2004: 24). The finds belonging to thisfiphase mainly consist of storage
vessels and a range of spool-objects suggestirgptithaps some sort of textile
manufacturing took place inside the building (Ay@a@004: 20-22). There is reason
to suggest that there was a gap between the ficssacond phase of the building, but
how long this chronological interval would have beég unclear (Aytaclar 2004: 24).
The third curvilinear structure was found just $oat the second curvilinear building
and dates to the Late Protogeometric and Geonyagriods (Bakir et al. 2004: 102-
103, figs. 1,5). In addition to these three cunghr structures, a mid-tenth century
Protogeometric magazine with jars and several yaials dating to the same period
were recently uncovered. These burials containedsieletal remains but they did

produce two bronze bracelets and a typical Protog#ac pitcher with band

containing concentric semi-circles around the bihkanal and Aykurt 2008).

S T

Figure 1.5. Picture of the Early Iron Age kiln from Klazomenai (photo: courtesy of Klazomenai
Excavations: all riahts reserved)
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Protogeometric remains are not confined to Limagtelm recent years several
Protogeometric pithos and cist burials were ex@lainderneath and near the
entrance of the Archaic city wall, which was foudds the beginning of the seventh
century and encircled the Archaic and Classicdleseent (Ersoy et al. 2009; 2010;
2011). The earliest of these burials date to the faalf of the tenth century. But
perhaps the most important find in the area of Alnehaic settlement is a large
rectangular pottery kiln measuring 3.40 x 2.20 eeefig. 1.5) (Ersoy in press; Ersoy
et al. 2010: 190-191, figs. 7-9; 2011: 171-172,sfigB-4). Because of its
measurements, it is most likely that this kiln wesed for the production of pithoi
(Ersoy in press) or perhaps formed a communalkiln. terms of date, it is very
unfortunate that no wasters and very few (Middletégeometric) ceramics were
found in association with the kiln (Y.E. Ersoy petemm.)*?* However, a number of
burials were excavated around and directly on tbghe kiln. Just like the burials
found near the Archaic city wall, the earliest lné$e burials can be dated to the tenth
century, suggesting that the kiln probably belotg¢he early tenth or late eleventh
century. Without any doubt, then, it can be saidt thimantepe/Klazomenai was

continuously inhabited during the Late Bronze aadyElron Age.

Erythrai

The next stop on this journey along the west cadsfsia Minor is Erythrai.
Excavations were conducted here by Ekrem Akurgainfrl965 to 1984. In 2003
work resumed at the site under the auspices gki@oOzgiinel and KutalmiGorkay
of Ankara University, with surveys and preparatidos excavations. The Second
Ankara University Erythrai Excavation and ResedPcbject commenced excavation
in 2006, with the support of Ozgiinel and Gorkay ander the direction of Ag Gl
Akalin (Akalin 2008). Despite all these excavatioesy little is known about the pre-
Archaic periods at Erythrai. The earliest remainsfar excavated are from the
Temple of Athena, which dates from the eight cgnt@ome Mycenaean and Late
Protogeometric sherds, either from the site orhim hore general region around it,
and a possible Late Bronze Age settlement werertegpd¢Akurgal 1975; J.M Cook
and Blackman 1964-1965: 40; 1970-1971: 41; Melli$868: 134; 1976: 281), but

1 This is an idea suggested by Alan Greaves at &shop on western Anatolia at the end of the
second and beginning of the first millennium BC&4ghbul, 24-25 May 2013).

2 The kiln and the associated material were alssemted in a joint paper at a recent workshop in
Istanbul (24-25 May 2013).
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nothing is published and no ceramics have beerstidted. It is possible that
habitation at the site dates back to the seconi@milum, but this is far from certain

based on the current evidence.

Chios: Emporio and Kato Phana

Figure 1.6. View of the prehistoric acropolis at Emorio from the historical acropolis (photo: author).

Perhaps the best known site on Chios is Empdéiig. (L.6), excavated by the British
School at Athens between 1952 and 1955. The siteéded on the southern coast of
Chios in the territory of the modern village of dgtirand offers the only good
anchorage and landing place on the southern artdreasoasts of Chios between
Chios Town and Kato Phana, situated some ten tvévkdometres further west. It is
therefore no real surprise that excavations shoiwgabrtant prehistoric remains
ranging from the Neolithic to the end of the Lateofe Age (Hood 1981/1982).
Architectural remains dating to the Late Bronze Age limited to excavation Areas
D and F and were often badly preserved as a retelosion during the space of the
circa 1500 years separating the end of the Late Brorge fabitation at the end of
the twelfth century and the Late Roman occupationtloe western site of the
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acropolis on which the remains were located. Pgttérowever, was found
abundantly, including much imported and locally garoed Mycenaean pottery
ranging from the late fourteenth to the late twetfenturies BCE® At the end of the
twelfth century, the site on the acropolis seemshawe been abandoned. What
happened at Emporio during the Early Iron Age islear, but excavations on the hill
slopes of the Prophetes Elias uncovered an exenglage complex with houses, a
circuit wall on the crown of the hill, a Megaron IHand the sanctuary of Athena.
This village seems to have taken shape around T Boardman 1967).

Other Late Bronze Age activity on Chios has bedastdd by surface finds from
Leukathia and Nagos in the north of the island @H&681/1982: 7-8), a single kylix
foot from Chios town (Hood 1981/1982: 7) and theamwations at Archontiki on
Psara, a small islet positioned just off the nodbivcoast of Chios (Archontidou-
Argyri 2005)!* Early Iron Age activity is sparse. There are sobme and
Subprotogeometric burials excavated by the Greelch@eological Service
(Archontidou-Argyri 2004; Tsaravopoulos 1986: 12, 27), apparent stratified
Protogeometric layers at Agio Galla (Robertson 19389: 203) — though the finds
have disappeared from view (Beaumont 2011: 222je the major Apollo sanctuary
at Kato PhanaFig. 1.7) The latter site was originally thought to be sedrom the
ninth century BCE to the early Christian period wlaebasilica church was erected
over the ancient sacred spot (Lamb 1934-1935)ekcavations under the direction of
Lesley Beaumont and Aglaia Archontidou-Argyri (Beaant 2007; 2011; Beaumont
and Archontidou-Argyri 1999; Beaumont et al. 20@lackman 2001-2002: 130;
Whitley 2002-2003: 72; Whitley et al. 2005-2006:38; 2006-2007: 80; Evely et al.
2007-2008: 87) have established a continuous ceraedguence from the twelfth
century, and possibly even earlier, to the Archp&riod®® Unfortunately, the
ceramics generally come from mixed contexts anaktigtaphic layers dating to the
Late Bronze and early centuries of the Iron Ageehas yet, not been excavated.

Still, it seems likely that there was continuousivélty at the site during the final

13| was able to see a selection of this potteryhim storerooms of the Archaeological Museum on
Chios in November 2011. | am grateful to the BhitSchool at Athens for permission to study the
material and to the staff at the museum for theiph

14 Some of the finds from Psara are currently onrjseent) display in the Chios Archaeological
Museum, but have as yet not been published.

!5 The final report is scheduled to be published@a£by the British School at Athens (L. Beaumont
pers. comm.).
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stages of the second millennium and the earlieasgdhof the first millennium. Given
this apparent continuity at the sanctuary at KabarR, it is perhaps somewhat
unlikely that there was no habitation at all at Bmg during the Early Iron Age, but

this remains speculative.
st _‘ i i J ""MI"“ i _*ﬁ%:’: :

Figure 1.7. View of Kato Phana from the sea-side (wto: author).

Teos

Teos is situated on a low hilly isthmus between bags and it had a good harbour
area. Unfortunately, because substantial excavati@mve not yet been carried out,
very little is still known about this site, but swlings have produced evidence of
settlement from the Protogeometric to the Romamg@gid.M Cook and Blackman
1964-1965: 45; 1970-1971: 41; Mellink 1964: 163;689 157; 1967: 169). No
material has been illustrated, however, and no Mgean finds have been reported.
Teos, therefore, seems to have been founded someeduring the Protogeometric
period, but it is not clear when exactly this wobkilve been.

Kolophon
The first excavations at ancient Kolophofig( 1.8 organised by the Fogg Art
Museum of Harvard College in conjunction with thenérican School of Classical

26



Figure 1.8. View of the acroolis at Kolophon (phat: auth
Studies at Athens and directed by Hetty Goldman @ad Blegen took place in the
spring of 1922. The brief excavations revealed resitee traces of public and private
buildings on and around the acropolis of the Hedlim city (Holland 1944) and, in
addition, investigated sections of three surrougaiemetery areas with tombs of the
Mycenaean, Geometric, and Hellenistic periods @&l1974: 264; Holland 1944
94). None of these remains have been publishedofilyeexception for which some
information is available is a small tholos tombi{Bes 1974). The tomb lay in the
third necropolis, to the west of the city, in theea of the modern village of
Degirmendere and had its entrance facing the north@ast entrance wasrca 1.90

m. long,circa. 1.50 m. wide, and its walling was preserved beight of ca. 1.30 m.

No traces of a lintel, threshold, or differentiatltdmos are recorded, but it is possible
that two stones shown on the plan near the outktoéthe entrance are remnants of a
blocking wall. The chamber itself had a diameteB.87 m., and, when excavated, the
walls were preserved to a maximum height of 1.70abave the floor of the tomb.
Unfortunately, the tomb was robbed and only someaegmnt Creto-Mycenaean pot
sherds and bones, including a boar's tusk, werginatly found. Because the

excavators were forced to leave due to politicdlegvals at the time, the material
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was left in the village of D#rmendere and is now lost. There are, therefore;lear
indications as to the exact date of the tomb, biddes refers to a quote by Huxley
who noted “a late Mycenaean tholos tomb which, sesMsoldman informs me, was
of Mycenaean Il B or C date” (Huxley 1960: 39, tpob by Bridges 1974: 265; also
Bruns-Ozgan et al. 2011: 226). Bruns-Ozgan et 2011: 227) do not rule out,
however, that this tholos tomb dates to a lateioger

On the other hand, investigations in 2000 on thél Agsa Tepesi have revealed
Geometric and perhaps Late Bronze Age settlememtires Sahin 2008), although it
should be noted that the evidence for Late Bronge gettlement is essentially based
on two stone axes that are dated to the thirtesgrttury BCE based on parallels with
a similar stone axe from Klaros. Yet, this axe frharos does not, as Bruns-Ozkan
et al. (2011: 222 n. 96) point out, come from acleate Bronze Age context either
and is therefore a dangerous parallel. It is onlghie eighth and seventh centuries
BCE that clear evidence for settlement activityKaophon is available (Bruns-
Ozgan et al. 2011; Greaves 2010a: 100-$@hjn 2008). This is, of course, not to say
that earlier settlement is not possible. In fattisi not unlikely that habitation at
Kolophon itself dates back to the Late Bronze Agpe(also Bruns-Ozgan et al. 2011:
229), but this cannot be determined with any cetyabased on the present evidence.

Klaros

Figure 1.9. View of the Apollo sanctuary at Klarogphoto: author)
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In ancient times, the site of KlargBg. 1.9) was situated within the area of ancient
Kolophon, about two kilometres from the coastale sdaf Notion. Klaros was
particularly famous in Hellenistic and Roman times its Temple of Apollo.
Theodore Macridy conducted investigations ther&907 and 1913, and from 1950
the site was investigated by French expeditionpe@ally under the direction of
Louis Robert (1950-1960) and, more recently, Jitidiele la Geniere. Since 2001 the
site has been excavated by a team from Ege Uniyédesi by NurarSahin. The first
temple dedicated to Apollo was founded in the s#veantury, but there is extensive
evidence that activity at the site dates back tiezaperiods. Already the French
excavations uncovered a number of Protogeometrezdsh figurines and metal
objects (Mitchell 1989-1990: 98-100; 1998-1999: -14®; Gates 1995: 239-240)
dating to the tenth and ninth centuries. More rdgerthe excavations under the
direction of NuranSahin have uncovered not only additional Protogeameind
Geometric finds from underneath the tem@eah(in et al. 2008: 438-448ahin et al.
2009: 116-117), but also even earlier materialuitiog ceramics, figurines, pieces of
animal bone and bronzes (among thigmlae and arrowheads), that can be dated to
the (late?) thirteenth (LH 11IB) through eleventbnturies BCE (‘Submycenaean’)
(Sahin et al. 2010: 251, fig. 7Sahin 2011: 154-155, figs. 3-6, drawings 2-5).
Although clear stratigraphic layers are mostly migsthis suggests that, similarly to
Kato Phana and the Artemision at Ephesos (see hellogre was continuous (ritual)

activity at the site from perhaps as early as ldte) thirteenth century BCE onwards.

Metropolis-Bademgegi Tepe

The fortified site of BademgegliTepe is located north of Metropolis along the izm
Aydin highway and has been excavated since 199Rdwpep Meric (Meri¢ 2003;
2006; 2007; Meri¢ et al. 2006; Meri¢ et al. 2007erM et al. 2008; Aybek et al.
2009). These excavations have revealed severabfeb strata of which the earliest
(Stratum VI) is dated to Middle Minoan llI-Late Maan 1. This layer is followed by
another one (Stratum IlI-V) dated to the fifteeatid fourteenth centuries BCE. The
site appears to be abandoned during the thirtezamttury and again reoccupied in the
twelfth century (Stratum 1l). After the twelfth cemy, the hill was occupied once
more for a short period in the Geometric periodatdm 1) and then completely

abandoned. Of particular interest is, of courses twelfth century settlement.
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Figure 1.10 Pictoral krater from Bademgedgi Tepe (after Mountjoy 2007: fig. 14).

Unfortunately, the finds are almost completely aoed to ceramics, including local
LH HIC pottery (Meri¢c and Mountjoy 2002), and othemall finds, such as animal
bones and terracottas, which have not been publisNe architectural remains,
except for the fortification walls, have been foumdich means that most finds are
without context. The most interesting finds are ycbhaean animal figurine (Meric et
al. 2006: 250) and sherds of a pictorial krdtey. 1.10) (Meric et al. 2007: 244, fig.
3; Mountjoy 2005).

Further Bronze Age finds are reported from the Aol at Metropolis. Here Early,
Middle and Late Bronze Age pottery, including pathtpottery and so-called
‘Handmade Burnished Ware’' dating to the twelfth toeyy has been uncovered
(Meri¢ 2006), but none of it has been published/ets The same is true for some
Early-Late Geometric sherds and a shoulder fragrogat Protogeometric amphora
with sets of concentric circles which have recetben found (Aybek et al. 2010:
204). If their identification is correct, these siee could perhaps indicate that, even
though Bademgegi Tepe might have been abandoned at the end otwibHth
century, Metropolis was continuously inhabited bedw the twelfth and eighth
centuries, but nothing can be said with any ceaimhis may suggest that
Bademgedii Tepe did not primarily function as a settlemdmnif as a fortification.
Finally, it is noteworthy that, in addition to tleeramics, there is also a seal with
possible (imitation?) Luwian-Hittite signs on ititheough a precise identification is
difficult (Schachner and Meri¢ 2000). Schachner Bretic (2000: 91-92) suggest a
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date for this seal in the thirteenth century orhpes even later. They base their
arguments on the fact that similar seals have fmémd in association with LH [lIC

pottery in Greece and Egypt.

Ephesos (ApasH)

Figure 1.11. View of the Artemision with the Ayasulk Hill in the back (photo: author).

The famous site of Ephesos, which attracts almaetmillion visitors per year, is
located near the modern town of Selguk. Even thdbglsite is now situated several
kilometres inland, it was a coastal site throughoost of its history (Briickner et al.
2008; Kraft et al. 2000; 2001; 2005; 2007). Excenret at the site were first
undertaken by the British archaeologist J. T. W@atbod 1877; cf. Challis 2008:
114-139) and from 1895 by Austrian scholars. Algjounost tourists go to the
Classical through Roman site, the most importamaias dating to the Late Bronze
and Early Iron Age come from two locations: the sylak Hill and the Artemision
(fig. 1.11) The latter of these two was regarded as oneeoiitnders of the ancient

world and is located about two kilometres northilef Roman city in a swampy area

18 The website for the excavations at Ephesos cdaurel at_http://www.oeai.at/index.php/excavation-
history.html [accessed 05-04-2012].
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below Ayasuluk Hill (Bammer and Muss 1996). Remainsthe Ayasuluk Hill are
obscured by the Byzantine church of St. John afateadt citadel that dominates the
area today (Greaves 2010a: 101), but it has begredrthat it is here that the Bronze
Age settlement of ApaSa, known from Hittite sourcess located (Bammer and
Muss 2007; Buyukkolanct 1999; 2000; 2007; 2008k). the hill a possible Late
Bronze Age water sanctuary is found (Bammer andsVR@07) as well as a late-
fourteenth century tomb (Horejs 2008: 120Recent excavations under the direction
of Mustafa Buyukkolanci have also uncovered affodiion wall and some Western
Anatolian, Late Mycenaean, Protogeometric, Geomeamd Archaic pot sherds
(Buyukkolanci 2000; 2008a; 2008b; Kerschner 20@®&)3This suggests continuing
habitation throughout the twelfth through seventtntaries BCE, but further
stratigraphic evidence will be required.

A similar continuity can also be observed at tharbg Artemision where underneath
the Archaic and Classical Temple a large amoureodmics (Kerschner 2003; 2006;
2011; Forstenpointer et al. 2008), terracotta frggs (Forstenpointer et al. 2008;
Muss 2007b; 2007a) and animal bones (Forstenpo2@6d; Forstenpointer et al.
2005; 2008) have been found in a closed contexwtha stratified above a layer with
some (Late) Mycenaean pottery and sealed by austratonsisting of several
alternating thin layers of clay and ash (Kersch2@l1: 19; see also Bammer 1990:
141-142, fig. 6; Weissl 2002: 321-324, figs. 5Based on the ceramics, this context
has been dated by Michael Kerschner (2003a, 200Kl )2etween the late eleventh
and early ninth centuries. Unfortunately, a finablication of the pottery has not yet
appeared and is eagerly awaited. Late Bronze Aggsfiare scarcer and largely
unpublished, but they appear to include ceramiesn(Ber 1994 and terracotta and
ivory figurines (Muss 2001; 2004; 2007b). This @bauggest, as Sarah Morris (2001)
has argued, that the cult of Artemis Ephesia ateEpé ultimately dates back to the
Bronze Age. Once again, however, more data areiregiuio make any clear

judgement.

" A Late Bronze Age tomb, possibly to be dated léte fourteenth century (LH 111A2), has recently
been located near Halkapinar, a town about tweleenktres northeast of Ephesos (Horejs 2008).

18 Dr. Michael Kerschner has informed me that he usrantly working on the publication of the
Mycenaean sherds found at the Artemision in colation with Dr. B. Eder.
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Kusadasi-Kadikalesi (Anaia)

It takes only a short drive from Ephesos to thebbar town of Kyadasi, which
currently functions as an important harbour forisguships. Ancient remains have
been found at Kadikalesi, a name given to a Bymantastle built on the coast eight
kilometres south of Kgadasi to control the channel between the mainlartthae
island of Samos. This castle sits on top of a ngddtbnze Age mound that measures
250 meters in diameter and is 23 metres high. Tieehas been investigated with
survey, planning and excavations since 2001 untier direction of Zeynep
Mercangd6z and Engin Akdeniz (Akdeniz 2006; Mercandg@D03; 2008). The
excavations have revealed five different layergngai Byzantine and Ottoman times
(Level 1), Ancient Greek and Roman times (Leve] Uate Bronze Age (Level III),
Middle Bronze Age (Level 1V) and Early Bronze Adeeyel V) (Akdeniz 2006: 7).
No architectural remains of Late Bronze or EarlynliAge date have, as yet, been
reported, but there is much red ware, grey warkl gash ware, imported and local
Mycenaean pottery (Akdeniz 2006: 7-10) as well asotdgeometric,
Subprotogeometric and Geometric pottery (Mercang683: 128, fig. 7). It is
mentioned that locally produced painted (‘Mycendegottery forms the biggest
percentage of the total ceramic assemblage andhed is nothing obviously earlier
than LH [IIC (Akdeniz 2006: 8), but no clear datave been provided so far. In
addition to the ceramics, several figurines havenbi®und (Akdeniz 2006: 10-14),
including a bronze male figurine in Hittite stylAkdeniz 2006: fig. 17), a bronze
figurine with vulture-eagle head and winged humadyb(Akdeniz 2006: fig. 18), and
a terracotta female figurine head in Mycenaeanes(fikdeniz 2006: fig. 19).
Although full excavation reports are to be awaitidbe, ceramic evidence suggests that
Kadikalesi was continuously inhabited during theelfthh through eighth centuries
BCE.

Samos: Heraion and Pithagorio

The island of Samos is located just off the coemihfKadikalesi and is particularly

known for the Archaic Temple of Herdig. 1.12) and the Archaic settlement at
Pithagorio. The first trial excavations at the Hemnawere conducted by Joseph Pitton
de Tournefort in 1702 and in 1879 Paul Girard disced the statue of “Hera” of

Cheramyes (akore dedicated to Hera by Cheramyes). Excavations were
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recommenced by the Archaeological Society of Athart902 and 1903 and then by
the German Archaeological Institute under the dioecof Theodore Wiegand in
1910. Since 1925 there have been continuous excasdly the German Institute at
Athens, with a break in 1939 to 1951 (Greaves 201@3). So far, very little
evidence for activity before the Archaic period bagn uncovered, although Mitaj
(1961) found a prehistoric settlement below theditar and there is some evidence
for tenth century cult activities (Jarosch 1994@céntly, new excavations led by W.-
D. Niemeier (Morgan et al. 2009-2010: 156-157) &ated more Early Bronze Age
remains and investigated a tree stump associatédtiae paving of altar 3 (second
half of the eighth century BCE). These investigagichowed that the tree does not
belong to a tree that grew here but was deposgeil ldas no roots and bears axe
marks at the bottom. The temporary removal of gtusnp revealed a paving of flat
limestone slabs on which conical cups of Cretanddim type were placed upside
down. No further evidence for continuity at theeditom the Bronze into the Iron Age
has been uncovered, however. In addition to thaidey clear evidence for habitation
dating back to the tenth century have been uncdvweneerneath the modern town of
Pithagorio (Tsakos 2007). However, Protogeomeindsf are essentially confined to
some sherds and vessels, but there is quite somenee for Geometric activity in

the form of cemeteries and a settlement.

Figure 1.12. View of the Heraion on Samos (photoughor).
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Miletos

Figure 1.13. View of Miletos (photo: author).

Miletos (fig. 1.13)was perhaps the most important lonian city in timehaic period
and has a long history of excavation, starting 899 Like Ephesos, Miletos is
currently located inland, but in ancient times @sasituated along the shores of the
Aegean (Briuckner 2003). History at Miletos goeskbém the Late Chalcolithic
(Miletos I) when the site was situated on a nundfeslands (W.-D. Niemeier 2007a:
6-7), but the site seems to have flourished pdartuduring the later stages of the
Middle Bronze Age and the Late Bronze Age (Milet¥'s V and VI) when it had
strong Aegean connections. Niemeier has on vargmgssions even argued for a
Minoan and Mycenaean colonisation at the site gutirese phases mainly on the
basis that Minoan and Mycenaean pottery are sugposeomprise about 95% of the
total ceramic assemblage and that ‘Minoan’ and ‘&haean’ kitchen wares have
been found (W.-D. Niemeier 1998; 1999; 2002; 20280 7a; 2009). Also, several
pots inscribed with what appears to be Linear Apsdrave been uncovered (W.-D.
Niemeier 2007a: 12, pl. 4.1). It is, however, impat to note that in the earlier
excavationsthe ratio of recognisable Mycenaean forms, bothoxdded and
undecorated, to undecorated Anatolian forms wasremirded (Greaves 2002: 57-
58). Moreover,it is noteworthy thatUnal (1991) has claimed that the relative

proportion of Mycenaean pottery did not exceed fieecent of the total.
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Unfortunately, since no full publication of eithéne Mycenaean pottery or the
Anatolian wares (but see now, Kaiser 2009; Kaised &urbach in press) has
appeared as yet, there is no way to verify theaemsl Moreover, most prehistoric
layers have been excavated in only a small aramdrthe Athena Temple (Greaves
2002: 48). There are some further prehistoric resaelonging to Miletos V and VI
about 400 metres south of the Athena Temple betweehellenistic city wall and a
church, on the Stadium Hill, in the area of the €huof Michael/Dionysos Temple,
and the Delphinion (B. Niemeier and Niemeier 198/:D. Niemeier 2007a: 14), but
these are not very substantial. It is, howevegrdeat during Miletos V (second half
of the fifteenth to the end of the fourteenth ceyjtuhe site was an important
production centre of ceramics. Eight pottery kivexe found during excavations (W.-
D. Niemeier 1997; 2007a: 13) and chemical analyse® shown that Miletos must
have been an important production centre for Idydenaean pottery (Akurgal et al.
2002). It seems, therefore, that, unlike otherssde the west coast of Asia Minor,
there may be some reason to suggest that Mycenemtary dominated at Miletos.
Whether this also suggests Mycenaean presencegdbhern_ate Bronze Age (Miletos

V and VI) is a different matter.

In any case, Miletos V was destroyed at the ertlefourteenth century, probably by
the Hittite king Mursili Il who conquered MillawaadMiletos) during a war against
Arzawa and Ahhiyawa (Greaves 2002: 59, 70; W.-Dendier 2007a: 14}. The
most important features of the succeeding phasketddi VI are an ‘Anatolian’-type
defensive wall running east-west under the TempleAthena (W.-D. Niemeier
2007a: 15-16§° Furthermore, a Mycenaean-type corridor house veamd (B.

Niemeier and Niemeier 1997: 197-198, fig. 1) aslasla possible attestation of the

9 For the location of Arzawa, see Hawkins 1998. Bieation of Ahhiyawa is controversial at best, but
it has often been attributed to the Mycenaean raathl(see W.-D. Niemeier 1998). However, it is
perhaps somewhat more likely that it was locatetthénsoutheastern Aegean (Mountjoy 1998; Sherratt
2010b: 10-11). Alternatively, Steiner (2007: 596t50as recently suggested that the royal residehce
Ahhiyawa must have been on the Anatolian mainlanost likely in Karia, although he notes that it
must be left undecided whether some off-shore dslamere also parts of the state of Ahhiyawa. For a
full overview of the Hittite texts mentioning Ahldwa, see Beckmaet al (2011).

2 Note, however, that the date of this ‘Anatoliaypé wall is debated. Dates have been suggested
between ca. 1300 and the end of th& &&ntury (Niemeier 1997: 197-197, with further refeces).
Niemeier (1998: 38; 2007a: 15; 2007b: 83) suggestsa date in the later part of the"1@entury is
most plausible, mainly because this would fit thtitd take-over of the site.
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Linear B script on two pithos fragments (W.-D. Nigigr 1998: 37, pls. 13-14)and

a Mycenaean-type terracotta figurine of the Psetf{@chiering 1959-1960: 25, 30, pl.
18.1-2). Finally, there are some Late Mycenaean (ULB/C) chamber tombs on
Degirmentepe (W.-D. Niemeier 2007a: 15, fig. 1.1, pl5)# It is, however,
important that most finds come from the old excawvet — the only substantial
Miletos VI find context excavated more recently dswell, which among other
ceramic finds contained some (plain) Mycenaean étoalg wares (W.-D. Niemeier
2007a: 15) — and that the reason for highlightimgse finds and characterising them
as being of Mycenaean-type is essentially to supp@articular narrative of Miletos
as a Mycenaean coloiy.As long as no complete publication of all finddaheir
contexts has appeared, a certain degree of resgrves therefore advised in

interpreting the finds from Miletos.

The end of Miletos VI is not clear, but is usugbhaced some time during the twelfth
century (Mountjoy 2004; W.-D. Niemeier 2007a: 16thwfurther references). In a
recent paper, Niemeier (2009) has claimed, howetat, recent excavations have
clarified an uninterrupted sequence throughouttirefth through eighth centuries
around the Athena Temple and that, therefore, thve continuous ritual activity at
the Athena Temple from the beginning of the LaterBe Age (Miletos IV) to the
Archaic period. Unfortunately, contextual infornmatito substantiate this claim is not
provided. What this means for the end of Miletogs/linclear. Moreover, publication
of the actual data will be necessary to verify dt@ms, but it is noteworthy that
‘Submycenaean’ and Protogeometric pottery is knfnem the older excavations at
Miletos (Desborough 1952: 221; B. Niemeier and Naen 1997: 218; Weickert
1959/1960: pls. 50-53). Most of the material shiltaits publication though (Krumme
2003; in press).

2L Unfortunately,both inscriptions are fragmentary and the symbeksduare ambiguous and could
equally be Linear B or Hittite script (Greaves 2063).

22 The original publication was by Weickert (1940: B2Fhe finds from these excavations were
believed to have been lost during World War Il (M&¥8: 133), but have recently been rediscovered
in Berlin (B. Niemeier and Niemeier 1997: 203) amdselection of the material is now on public
display in the Altes Museum, Berlin (Greaves 2082).

% As argued by Alan Greaves at a workshop in Isthri#s25 May 2013.
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The Miletos-area: Assesos and Teichiussa

In addition to Miletos itself, two other sites wittate Bronze and Early Iron Age
activity have been identified in th&hora of Miletos. The first one is located on
Mengerevtepe (Assesos), seven kilometres soutbédditetos. Here, what has been
called, a “Mycenaean burial” (LH 1l1IB), which is gvably a chamber tomb, and a
sanctuary dedicated to Athena Assesia with rengatiag to Protogeometric through
Archaic times were found (Lohmann 2007: 364). Theepsite is Teichiussa (Sapli
Adasi peninsula, Gulf of Akbuk), which was origilyaldentified by Voigtlander in
the 1980s (Voigtlander 1986; 1988a; 1988b; 200492Gee also Lohmann 2007:
365-371). The site occupiesirca 1.5 hectares and was occupied continuously
throughout the second millennium. Furthermore, dy@dometric to Late Archaic
sherds come from destroyed tombs dug into the Babeze Age layers and walls.
Other Protogeometric sherds have been found at K&wési, which is located very
close to Teichiussa (Lohmann 2007: 364). As suchould be said that Teichiussa
and its surrounding region was most likely contimslg inhabited throughout the
second millennium and first half of the first mill@um BCE.

Cine-Tepecik

Cine-Tepecik HOylk is located in the Cine distrant, the Maeander River and 36 km
south-east of Aydin. It was originally located dgyifield surveys (Gunel 2003;
2006b; 2006¢) and has been excavated since 20@&t thddirection of Seving Glinel
of Hacettepe University (Gunel 2006a; 2007; 20083208b; 2009; 2010a; 2010b;
2011; 2012; in press). The site is located onent@me east of the Cine Cayi on the
banks of the Kalabak stream and occupies a stcapaggition in relation to various
routes of communication, especially those from amthe Aegean. The excavations
have shown that the site was continuously inhabftech the prehistoric to the
Karian-Geometric period and that it had close aostavith the Aegean world during
the Chalcolithic and the Bronze Age. Deposits @dptmthe later second millennium
are found in Levels Il.1 and 1.2 and there is evide for a fortification wall with
square towers (Ginel 2010b: fig. 4). Several aechiral features, including storage
facilities, were found that belong to Level Il.1hieh represents the latest period of
the Late Bronze Age settlement (Glnel 2010b: figgh; 2011: fig. 2). Ceramic

imports from the Mycenaean mainland as well as llipgaroduced versions of
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Mycenaean pottery dating to the late fourteentbugh late thirteenth centuries have
been found. During the twelfth century all paingattery was, as at several other
sites on the west coast of Asia Minor, locally proed, either on site or elsewhere on
the west coast of Asia Minor (Glinel 2010b). Thae some examples of figurative
kraters, but these have not yet been publisheddlGil1: 71-72§* Throughout its
appearance, painted pottery comprises, as at LeapantMangalglu-Votruba 2011;

in press), about ten percent of the total ceransgemblage (Ginel 2010b: 28).
Despite its somewhat inland location, Cine-Tepitherefore, seems to follow similar
developments to those sites located directly onctiest. This changes, however, at
the end of the twelfth century. There is evidenoe destruction by severe fire at
several locations at this time and it is unclearethbr the site continued to be
inhabited, but ceramic finds dating to the ‘Submmaman’ and Karian Geometric
periods point to habitation after the destructienel (Gunel 2008b: 133, fig. 7;
2010b: 42). If this is indeed the case, it is iesting to note that Protogeometric
pottery has not (yet?) been found at Cine-Tepefok,it suggests that Aegean
connections might have become less important. Taeires, however, further

information.

1.4. Outline of the study

With the introduction of the lonians and loniagttime to set out the principal aim
and outline of the present study. The overview gmeed in the previous section of
Late Bronze and Early Iron Age lonia shows the amhaaf work currently being
carried out in the region. Unfortunately, no attérhps yet been made to use the
information to write a synthesising archaeologicatrative of the region’s cultural
dynamics during an important formative period inthbdWestern Anatolian and
Aegean history. Without doubt, this is partly dwean overprivileging of Greek
literary sources at the expense of other formsvafemce (see Greaves 2010a; 2011,
2013) and partly the result of the fact that theent state of publication is limited at
best due to the working of a community of praciitdonia that values quality and
completeness of final publications over the prorapsnof their appearance (Greaves
2010a: 22-26); indeed, to date not a single congm&lie publication of the Bronze

and Iron Age remains has appeared for any of thiahosites. Despite this situation, |

2 For examples, see the following presentation byvifge Giinel on Youtube:

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1iAWPFto_ ak [acces$8-07-2013].
39




strongly believe that to enhance our understandihghe region it is of crucial

importance to try and piece together the infornmatiwailable into a more or less
coherent whole, while, of course, recognising thate are still many blank spots to
be filled in. Consequently, this thesis presents fibst synthesising study of Late
Bronze Age and Early Iron Age lonia based, on the loand, on a critical review of
the published archaeological literature and, onaotther, personal visits to the region,
two very brief studies of the ceramic material froklazomenai, and many

conversations with scholars and students workirtgerregion.

Because of both my own personal interests andoagtias towards ceramics in the
published reports, the chief focus of this studypmsceramics and in particular the
tendency in archaeological narratives to asso@atamic change with historical,
cultural and sometimes even ethnic change. Thiseqnalisation is derived from a
broadly (and often implicit) art-historical perspee, inherited from traditional
culture-history concerns and the pre-occupationLlafssical archaeology, that is
inclined to regard (particularly painted) pottery @ paramount ethnic, cultural and
historical significance (Sherratt 2011b: 260). Ina@ter 3, it will be argued that the
reasons and causes for material change and inoovaté much more complex than
this. In fact, rather than conceptualising his@ridynamics as a linear process, the
argument is made that change and innovation teruktanpredictable and are not
necessarily caused by or related to any socialerosc To be able to explore these
complex dynamics and come to a fuller understandingeramic change in lonia at
the end of the second millennium, Chapter 3 adesca fundamental shift in
perspective, away from material remains as selfained and inert objects that can
be described in minute detail and fitted into tygiwenological classification systems,
and towards an investigation of how ceramic stidée shape continuously as part of
an ongoing process in which localised and everymtagtices of making, using and
abandoning material things tie in with the dynanatsonnectivity and mobility.

Chapters 4 and 5 will depart from the current delwat the historicity of the lonian
migration in the sense that they focus on issuisgdan this debate. Particular focus
will be placed on the appearance of ‘Aegean’-stgeking pots at the beginning of
the twelfth century and the introduction of Protogeetric-style pottery in the mid-

eleventh century. It needs to be emphasised tkatrimary intent of the two chapters
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is not to either support or reject the argumentderfar a movement of people from
one side of the Aegean to the other during eitineraf those two periods. Instead, the
aim is to move historical and archaeological enguito a different direction by
proposing different lines of thinking that mightipén building up from the ground a
dynamic and practice-led picture of ceramic chaage innovation in lonia at the
very end of the second millennium BCE. Chapter b suummarise the results and
look ahead by briefly discussing a new analyticaigxt on Early Iron Age pottery at
Klazomenai. But first it is important to place tpessent study in perspective. As
Kostas Vlassopoulos (2011: 156) points out, thaingiof history is not a straight
line from darkness to illumination. It has followeértain paths, while abandoning
others; it has imposed certain ways of lookinghatpast, while pushing aside others;
it has accepted certain metahistories, while esitgewthers. It is, therefore, of
crucial importance not to dismiss past scholarsisigzimply redundant, but rather to
reflect on the practice and context of historicaitimng. This will be the goal of the

next chapter.
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Chapter 2

Tracing the lonians in modern scholarship

2.1. Introduction

Historiographical research for lonia is not comgligtnew. General studies detailing,
for instance, the background against which Germad British archaeologists
commenced collecting expeditions to the west cadstAsia Minor to acquire
antiquities for the various European museums ateuncommon (Greaves 2007;
Challis 2008; Bilsel 2012). Moreover, Alan Grea{@807; 2010a: 27-44), Naoise
Mac Sweeney (2011: 59-63) and Olivier Mariaud areh&h Eren (2006) have all
discussed various aspects of the contexts in wiieharchaeological and historical
investigation of the Bronze and Iron Ages in thgioa has taken shape. Despite the
extremely useful insights presented by these studiene of them, however, discuss
how modern perceptions of ancient lonia and théal®have changed over the past
two centuries or so and what the reasons or cdaséisese shifts were. This chapter,
therefore, intends to present a comprehensive atalled overview of the socio-
political and academic contexts in which the inigedton of the lonians and lonia
took place since ca. 1750 CE and how this shagealaty perception.

2.2 Dorians and lonians: 1750-1870

During the second half of the eighteenth centurgr@wing interest in the ancient
Greek world arose in Western Europe. In the finstance, this growing interest was
especially centred in Germany where, as a resulh@fEnlightenment, intellectuals
started to compare the contemporary German kingdwitts the freedom of the
independent city states in the Classical world. ©@hehe main characters in this
development was Johann Winckelmann. During his etainckelmann devoted
himself to studying Greek and Roman art on disglayltaly. Inspired by the
philologist Julius Caesar Scaliger's (1484-1558)sion of Greek literature into four
successive periods, he intensively studied insonpt and other dated works by
noting the stylistic threads. As such, he was abl@resent a stylistic analysis of
Greek art in his workGeschichte der Kunst des Altertur(l972 [1764]). Not
surprisingly, this analysis resulted in a four-stagevelopment from an old and
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primitive style, to a high style, a refined styledafinally a period of ‘imitation’ and
‘decay’ (cf. Trigger 2006: 57). Winckelmann was teerly not without his
predecessors, as Marchand (1996: 7) notes. By idecighteenth century Greek
antiquities were not rare items in Europe, and sé\W&ench scholars had developed
stylistic characterisations of ancient Mediterraneart comparable to that of
Winckelmann. However, what made Winckelmann souatitial was that he
associated the Greeks with nature, genius, anddregwhile at the same time he saw
the modern world as unnatural, overspecialised tgrahnical (Marchand 1996: 9;
Trigger 2006: 57-58%°

The admiration of the Greeks also resulted in avgrg interest in the texts of the
ancient Greek world, and especially in the HomEpas. Marchand (1996: 17) notes
that no fewer than six new translations of the Hoongoems were published between
1754 and 1793. But the most influential book on ltwmeric epics was written by
Friedrich August Wolf (1759-1824), a student of Gtian Gottlob Heyne (1729-
1812). Wolf was in large part responsible for thestablishment of
Altertumswissenschafa new academic discipline that especially focusectritical
analysis and the concept of tfelksgeistor spirit of the people, through the study of
language and textual sources. In 1795 he publishbdok calledProlegomena ad
Homerum® in which he demonstrated the fundamental impogaraf the
establishment of authentic texts for interpretaiarf their history, authorship, and
meaning. In this work the influences of Winckelmaand the contemporary
admiration of ancient Greece are clear in the sémse for Wolf, one of the most
important reasons for applying such an approach wa8nvestigate how far the
ancient evidence would take us in polishing thesgue remains [e.g. the Homeric
epics] of the Greek genius” (Wolf 1985 [1795]: 4lzike Winckelmann, Wolf praises
the genius of the Greeks throughout his entire wdmkfact, he argues that the
Homeric epics should not be regarded as the praifyast one poet, a view generally
held at that time (cf. Morris 2000: 79-84), but whe work of many different poets.
Wolf (1985 [1795]: 77-116) argues that, despite gle@ius of the Greeks, the epics

were too long for one man to remember without tekp lof written sources. Writing

% This chappter particularly deals with aspects @talled ‘Hellenism’ from a Western European
perspective. For a critical discussion of Greekétgém, see Hamilakis 2007, esp. chapter 3.

% The book was originally published in Latin, butlii85 an English translation was published by A.
Grafton, G.W. Most and J.E.G. Zetzel.
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may have already been introduced, but since Homesilent about it, it seems
unlikely, according to Wolf, that it was alreadydsly used. As such, Wolf (1985
[1795]: 92) states that, “those writers [e.g. Horaed Hesiod] were not writers but

singers”.

In addition to this, there are a few other poimsAolf's book that are of interest to
mention. One of them is that Wolf associates thwention of the alphabetic script
with the Phoenicians. He states that, “... both &iasi report and the form of the
Greek letters convincingly show that of these pesgl.e. Phoenicians, Egyptians,
Hebrews, and Latins], the first that I mentionedhe&i discovered this device
independently or so improved and spread it to opleeples, particularly the Greeks,
that they could be called and considered its imu&n{Wolf 1985 [1795]: 77).
Although it was certainly not shocking for mostteggenth century scholars, this idea
that the Greeks would have adopted something flemPthoenicians would, within
the context of increasing racist, or perhaps be#eti-oriental, feelings in the
nineteenth and early twentieth century, later bens&s absolutely absurd by many
scholars (cf. Said 2003 [1978]).The most extreme form of this rejection almost
certainly is Kossinna (1930), who argued that wgtwas a Stone Age invention.
However, even Wolf himself was not without any edeelings. In hidDarstellung
der Altertumswissenschgft869 [1807]) he argues, within a context of alseéuhg
existing wide-spread anti-Jewish prejudices thaback to the Middle Ages, that the
Jews were of a loweGeisteskultur(intellectual culture) than the Greeks and the
Romans. As Marchand (1996: 21) notes, for WolfRioean and effectively only the
Greek civilisations constitutedltertum (antiquity) as a whole, while other ancient

people were dismissed as ‘Barbari’.

Another interesting point that can be observed iolfW work is that, while he
extensively praises the genius of the Greeks\asllka he assigns almost all important
inventions and introductions to the lonians. It e lonians who, according to Wolf
(1985 [1795]: 82-85), introduced writing into theeBk world. Originally, this script
would, Wolf argues, have either been inscribed oonden tablets and boards when it

was for public matters or on cloths in the caserofate purposes. However, neither

270n the role of the Orient in German scholarly @iitibetween circa 1800-1820, see Marchand 2009:
Chapter 2.
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wood nor cloths would have been refined enoughritewdown thelliad. Therefore,
the lonians, whom Wolf sees as the producers of first refined poem, began to
scrape skins and prepare them for writing long teefeal parchment, the introduction
of which was also ascribed to the lonians, was mindieed, Wolf regards the lonians
as the most refined Greek people. Perhaps the expsitit expression of this view
can be observed in the quote thahe*making of the booKsriginal italics], among
both thelonians and the rest of the GreeKmy italics], was not earlier than this
period [i.e. the time of Pesistratos]” (Wolf 1985 P5]: 92). Interestingly, this view is
the complete opposite of what, thirty years laiar| Otfried Muller will argue in his
account of the Dorians. However, before moving talldt, it is first important to
have a closer look at political and intellectualelepments in Germany during the
first decennia of the nineteenth century.

The constant invasions of French armies into Gerrsntory during the late
eighteenth century and the ultimate defeat of tlus$tan armies by Napoleon in 1806
at Jena had a major impact on German society. Winil@eople like Winckelmann
and other German intellectuals like Herder and seshGoethe the comparison
between the Greeks and modern societies in gewagathe point that mattered, these
constant attacks created a new German culturadmadism in which the relationship
between the Germaviolk and the ancient Greek civilisation was especiadiptral
(Marchand 1996: 24). This resulted in a series edggogical and social reforms
during the years directly following the battle and. Education in particular came to
be one of the central aspects that had to représisntew national identity. Although
there were already several educational reformgtad by Enlightenment reformers,
such as Pestalozzi, Herbart, and Basedow, dureghind quarter of the eighteenth
century (Marchand 1996: 25 with further referencdbe real reforms and the
subsequent institutionalisation of neohumanist gedg were established between
1809 and 1810 under the driving force of Wilhelrmvdumboldt, the head of the
newly created Prussian Educational and Ecclestsfiffairs Section (Section fur
Kultus und Unterricht) (Rebenich 2011).

Like many of his contemporaries Humboldt was a igaelnirer of the ancient Greek

world and he believed that through the study ofaheient Greeks a new and better
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society could be created in the presgnin one of his essays, called ‘Uber das
studium des Alterthums, und des Griechischen imsike’ (‘'On the study of
Antiquity, and the Greek in particular’) (Von Hundb1961 [1807]), he argues that
only through the study of people in the past cab&lhighest form of humanity in the
present be reached. However, he adds that not eeeigty or nation is worthy of
study. The only nations that are worthy of studg #rose of which the available
remains truly reflect theiGeistand character, while, at the same time, the charac
possesses a multiplicity and unity, and is ricldiversity. Also, the character of the
nation should be of such a level that the charaatehe people at any level and
without any consideration of any individual diffaces is of secondary importance to
the character of the nation. In Humboldt’'s opinidris the Greeks, and in particular
the Athenians, who are the only people in Antiquiitst reached such a high level on
all of these points. Therefore, only through thedgtof the ancient Greeks could a
higher stage of humanity be reached. This view aB® even more explicitly
expressed in one of his later essays ‘Latium unidasl®@der Betrachtungen tber das
Classische Altherthum’ (Von Humboldt 1961 [1808i).this essay Humboldt states
that the Greeks had, just like Winckelmann had edguleveloped the most natural,
and for the time, the most ideal sculpture. Furtiee, they had poetry that like no
other had raised reality to ideality, and theirigieh was stripped of idolatry,
idealising man. They also had universally enviableres and a polity that fostered
good breeding and wealth without plunging itselfoiroligarchy and plutocracy
(Marchand 1996: 29-30).

This latter point about good breeding and wealtpagicularly interesting in respect
to the lonians. Although Humboldt does not mentio@ lonians explicitly, it seems
that he shared a similar view to that of Wolf. Aashbeen mentioned earlier, Wolf
regarded the lonians as the most refined of allek&eand, according to him, the
lonians were responsible for the cultural and disancial richness of the ancient
Greeks. Besides, in the ancient world lonian citesch as Athens or Miletos and
Ephesos on the west coast of Asia Minor, were fanfoutheir richness. By stating

that the Greeks as\lk had a polity that fostered good breeding and \wedlseems

% However, it needs to be noted that particularlyttia late 1820s Humboldt became increasingly
interested in the Orient, but this came too latkdwe any significant impact on Prussian instingio
(Marchand 2009: 72, 95-96).
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that Humboldt implicitly refers to the lonian Greelkt has to be admitted that since
Humboldt does not mention the lonians explicitlyere is of course no direct proof
that he made this link, but at the same time iukhaot be forgotten that Humboldt
was a close friend of Wolf and that he admired ftarchand 1996: 25). Moreover,
it is quite remarkable that it is precisely the liteaf the lonians that was, as will be
seen later, used by people like Muiller and Curtimsoppose the lonians to the

Dorians.

That Humboldt was indeed influenced by Wolf carobserved in the idea that, while
Humboldt argued that the Greeks agak had raised all the cultural elements to the
highest standards, he did not see them as repiegahiferent expressions of the
Volksgeist In ‘Uber des Studium des Alterthums’ (Von Humkol®61 [1807]), but
more specifically in ‘Latium und Hellas’ (Von Humldb 1961 [1806]) and his book
On language: the diversity of human language-stiwectand its influence on the
mental development of mankifMon Humboldt 1988 [1836]), Humboldt argues that
the key to understanding these different formsuifucal expression, and hence the
key to understanding the national character, lethe study of the Greek language.
Languages were not the product of God but of natioh native speakers. The
structure of these languages embodied each natibaiacter. Although all languages
were human-made, some languages remained closeattoe than others. Not
surprisingly, the Greek language, which, accordit,p Humboldt, exhibited
unparalleled transparency and universality, was aininem. It is this emphasis on
language that, as Marchand (1996: 29) has notedyssbklear influences from Wolf
and that also made Humboldt’s ideas different fimmtemporary ideas in which the
different cultural forms were regarded as differempressions of th&olksgeist
Because of this belief that the study of the phastugh language was the key to a
better society, it is not very surprising that svphilology which became the most
important aspect of Humboldt's educational refoians his newBildung However,

it should be noted that, as has been mentionetratiese reforms were also a
reaction to the defeat of the Prussian army at.J&harefore, the emphasis on
philology could also be regarded as a way to caliyioppose Germany to France
where education was based on mathematics and geres (Bernal 1987: 283-285).
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Together with the rise of Hellenism and the essdinient ofAltertumswissenschaft
the early nineteenth century sees, originally prilmabased on language (cf.
Marchand 2009: 124-130), a rise in anti-Jewish @néntalist feelings that came to
an initial climax during the Greek War of Independe (1821-1830). It was for
example Shelley (1821; quoted in Bernal 1987: 290}2vho argued that, “we are all
Greeks. Our laws, our religion, our arts all hakeirt roots in Greece”. From a
European perspective, the war was thus seen asgglst between European youthful
vigour and Asiatic decadence, corruption and cyu@ernal 1987: 291). For the
Greeks, too, the war was about a clash betweehsetvon and barbarism, but for
them the war had less to do with the general Ewopereotypes of the east and
more with ridding the classical lands from the @téms who had polluted it. It was,
in a sense, a continuation of the ancient warsnagée Persians, since the Ottomans

were constructed as the oriental other (HamilaRi372 78)*

This racial degeneration of the contemporary Easntially came to influence
conceptualisations of the past as well, the Phasamsan particular, by the end of the
nineteenth century. Although at the beginning & ¢entury both French and British
scholars identified with the Phoenicians at varitoges, as examples of mercantile
entrepreneurs and successful maritime empire-bsildeho additionally introduced
civilised aspects such as writifigthey slowly caught up with nineteenth century
growth of anti-Semitism in Europe, Germany in pmatar, by the end of the
nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuesa result, first the Egyptians
and then the Phoenicians came to be perceivedaemlly’ inferior and the Greek
legends of their having not only colonised but led ‘sacred Hellas’ became not
merely distasteful but paradigmatically impossif@&rnal 1987: 289-292, 338-339,
350-352; Marchand 2009: 27-28).

2 This purification can best be seen in the denwsigtiand clearings of basically all post-classiaab(
especially Ottoman) traces of activity on the AthanAcropolis starting immediately after the War of
Independence (Hamilakis 2007: 87-89).

%0 Nathan Davis (1812-1882), an American who excal&arthage for the British Museum between
1857 and 1859, argued that Roman art was cruddeamded from the Greeks. At the same time,
however, he also maintained that the Phoeniciame fuether advanced in artistic skills at the tithat
Carthage was founded, and that the Punics actoatlpnly taught the Greeks their artistic skilld bu
also taught the Romans how to make beautiful meg&iballis 2008: 93).
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It is, however, not just the Phoenicians that wpretured as racially inferior;
ambivalent feelings were also extended to the swidthe ancient Greeks. Some
Philhellenes started to argue that Slavs had éntieplaced the true Hellenes and
that, therefore, the contemporary Greeks couldbeoseen as heirs of the Hellenic
Volksgeist(e.g. Fallmereyer 1830: 143-213; cf. Morris 2000).4As such, it was no
longer enough to regard contemporary Greece adittiglace of Europeanness.
Instead, it was necessary to start searching ®mtire essence of Greece before it
was tainted by Oriental (and Slav) corruption (Bér&987: 292-294; though see
Marchand 1996: 44-51 for a critical note on thelaiaral focus of Bernal on the
influence of racism on the German educational systén this search for racial purity
in the past, a further element, the notion of blaedan ethnic marker, was introduced
under the influence of Johann Herder (1744-1808h time before the construction
of a field of genetics, ‘uncontaminated’ blood, ttieblood that has not been mixed
with blood from another ethnic origin, was seenrtapantics as the essence that lay
behind the notion of ‘racial’ purity. As such, begirof pure ‘blood’ became an
important element in the constitution of an ethgioup (J.M. Hall 1997: 7-8), even

though language continued to be the most impodiaatacteristic of an ethnic group.

The questioning by Philhellenes of contemporaryet&seas heirs of the Hellenic
Volksgeistduring the first half of the nineteenth centuryamiethat the origins of the
Greek language, which was still central to the wtafl ancient Greece, had to be
rethought. As mentioned earlier, it was already Halidt who saw the Modern Greek
and German languages as being pure and uncontachithgt foreign influences.
However, it was especially Ernst Curtius (1868:243-who argued that a language as
beautiful as Greek could not have developed inMueegliterranean, but must have
originated further north (cf. J.M. Hall 1997: 8; fBal 1987: 335). This idea of a
northern origin of the Greek language was basethemecent discovery that Greek,
just like German, was part of the Indo-Germanicw(ncalled Indo-European) or
Aryan language family. Because of this, the Greeésld have been part of an Aryan
Urvolk (Curtius 1868: 16). Although Curtius did not exfly link the origins of the
Classical Greeks with Germany, as a result of fes/\of the northern origin of the
Greek language, in combination with the generaldhview in the nineteenth

century that the character of telk was moulded more by its original homeland than
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by its current location (J.M. Hall 1997: 7), an){lmect link between Germany and

the origins of the Greeks and their language idiedp

It is also within the context of racial purity ththe work of Karl Otfried Muller on the
Dorians was important. As Jonathan Hall (1997: @hts out, his work set the stage
for the way in which the Dorians have been viewgdistorians even down to the
present day. Like Humboldt and others, Muller (18245-16; cf. J.M. Hall 1997: 8)
stresses the ‘nordic character’ and the ‘purenesshe Dorian dialect. The lonian
dialect, on the other hand, could only have be@meted and have degenerated from
this true dialect as a result of Asiatic influeit&his opposition in dialect is just one
of the many differences Mduller observes betweeniddsrand lonians. In fact, it is
especially through opposition to the lonians, @is@ated in the textual sources of the
Peloponnesian War period, that Miller characteribes Dorians. For Miller the
Dorian character represented the polar opposit¢theflonian character in seven
aspects: the Dorians defended a sense of freedoightfin a time-honoured tradition,
placed faith in the integrity of their manpowerjued tradition, acted cautiously and
after due deliberation, predicated their collects@sciousness on ancestry, and
preferred aristocratic forms of government, whertbaslonians were enslaved to the
ambitions of the state, took the cowardly optionfighting on the se€4, used their
wealth to buy support, welcomed innovation, acishly and impetuously, resorted
to ad hoccontingencies, and opted for democracy (K.O. Mill@24b: 5-8; cf. J.M.
Hall 1997: 9; see also Rawson 1991:. 323; Musti 198%8). However, it was
especially because of the lonian curiosity abouereal reality and receptivity to
external interests and impressions that they wenel@mned to foreign contamination
and premature dissolution (Rawson 1991: 323). Toexethe only people who can
stand as true Greeks must be the Dorians who, wsd®a(1991: 323) states, “place
man at the centre of vision, flee mystery and thek,dare] content with the here and
now, and confident in the gods”.

3L This anti-Asiatic attitude relates directly to tteong anti-Semite feelings in Germany at thaetim

32 Note that this point seems to be a direct referecthe underdog position of Germany in the
international situation during the nineteenth centWhereas the British and French had their owerse
empires, Germany did not possess any colonies el net otherwise involved in international
colonial activities, though Germans were omnipresem Dutch and Portuguese ships and were
involved in providing metalwork for the ships andgucing astronomical charts and excellent maps
(Marchand 2009: 28).
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It was, however, Muller’s pupil Ernst Curtius whmbght these oppositions between
Dorians and lonians to a subsequent stage by aydhat of these two groups only
the Dorians were real Hellenes. In his wolke lonier vor der ionischen Wanderung
(1855) and Griechische Geschicht€1868), Curtius argued, mainly following
Thucydides, that some time after the first Greddes had populated Epirus, a group
of people from the north moved into Thessaly. Tiigvement caused the Aiolian
Boiotians to move to the south, whereas other grompre pushed around. One of
these groups was the Dorians. Because of the moriheasion they moved from
Phthiotis to Hestiaiotis where they started the lRpoult, which was according to
both Miller and Curtius one of the basic elemerftdhe DorianVolksgeist and
mixed with the Herakleidai, the descendants of Kleg As one group they then first
migrated to the Pindos area before they moved sowthern direction and founded
Boion, Erineos, Pindos and Kytinion in Boiotia. Frahis area the Dorians were
responsible for bringing all tribes from Mount Olgos to the Corinthian Gulf under
one banner through the celebration of the cult pdld. The result was that a country
called ‘Hellas’ was formed, the inhabitants of whiwere known as the ‘Hellenes’.
After some time a divide emerged between north sodth Hellas causing real
Hellenic groups like the Dorians to move furtheutso This migration is also known

as the Dorian invasion or the Return of the Heiidkie

The implications of this reconstruction by Curtiaue clear. He sees the Dorians as
the founders of Hellas and the only true Helleffdé® lonians, on the other hand, are
regarded as closely related to the Pelasgiansripmal inhabitants of Greece before
the coming of the Hellenes, and therefore ethryaadl true Greeks. For Curtius one
of the main reasons for this argument is that tlaeesno stories that tell where the
lonians originally came from and when they hadlegton the Greek mainland.
Consequently, they must have migrated to Greeeetiate before the coming of the
Dorians (Curtius 1855: 4; 1868: 28). Based on @énggiment, Curtius (1855: 5; 1868:
36-44, 104-112) maintains that the lonians musehanginated from the west coast
of Asia Minor and the north-eastern Aegean whesy tivere originally divided up
into Pelasgians, Tyrrhenians, Thracians and DaadianiThese people were known as
East Greeks and were closely related to the seassdch rivals of the Phoenicians.
They followed the Phoenicians on their sea-routeswtimately landed in Egypt. By

the eleventh century BCE, the East Greeks hadkddtie complete west coast of Asia
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Minor and the eastern Aegean islands and were dcalemians’ or ‘laones’ in
Phoenician, ‘Javan’ in Hebrew, ‘luna/launa’ in Ransand ‘Uinin’ in Egyptian. They
quickly expanded their power in the Aegean andesktin other Aegean islands and
the Greek mainland. However, after the coming eforians to the Peloponnese, the
lonians were forced to move to Attica and from ¢éh@rack) to the eastern Aegean. As
such, Curtius (1868: 104-112) argues, the loniagration is nothing more than a
return of the lonians to their original homelancetréithey mixed with the local lonian
population in the already very old cities of, faxaenple, Miletos and Ephesos.
However, the newcomers from the Greek mainlanddirball the good from Greece

with them, creating a flourishing lonia.

The views of Miller and Curtius on the ancient Gseeere not without their critics.
Beloch (1913: 10) states that in their search lier ttue Hellenes they made history
out of myth and it was apparently not necessaryttiem to follow Muller's own
scientific model for the study of myths (K.O. Miill&968 [1844]). Beloch even
accuses Mduller of undermining history as a sciehleestates:

“Da er ein sehr gelehrter und auch scharfsinniganivwar, da ferner sein Lehrer Béckh fir die nétige
Reklame sorgte, ist er zur Autoritat geworden, an moch der heutige Philologe nicht ohne eine
Verbeugung vortbergeht; und so hat er den Karrengdechische Geschichte noch tiefer in den
Sumpf gefahren, in dem er schon steckte, so tia§sdwir ihn noch immer nicht ganz haben
herausziehen kdnnen. Es ist die Schuld der vorie@tiililler begriindeten Richtung, dass alle Arbeit
auf dem Gebiete der alteren griechischen Geschahtgut wie voéllig unfruchtbar geblieben ist, bis
gegen das Ende des XIX. Jahrhunderts Manner heatemt die auf dem Grunde weiterbauten, den
Niebuhr gelegt hatte” (Beloch 1913: 10-11).

“Since he was a learned and also perspicacious amhhis teacher provided a lot of publicity, he
came to be an authority with whom even presentglalplogists ally themselves without any critical
note; as such he has driven the wagon of Greekrhigtven deeper into the marsh in which it was
already stuck, so deep that we have still not te®a to pull it completely out. It is the fault tife
direction embarked on by Otfried Miller, that dietwork in the area of ancient Greek history has
remained completely useless until at the end ofiheteenth century men stood up who built on the

foundations laid down by Niebuhr” (my translation).

In respect to Curtius, Beloch also states thatbsk was full of admiration for the

aesthetic side of Hellenism, but had very little do with historical criticism.
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Furthermore, Curtius lacked any sense of politicaderstanding and did not pay any
attention to scientific developments (Beloch 191B). Despite these harsh criticisms
of Muller’'s and Curtius’ work, their ideas that tBerians were the only true Hellenes
and that both the Dorian invasion and the loniagration were historical facts
remained the leading view for a long period, to sogmtent even up to the present
day. Nevertheless, the excavations by Schliemasm the 1870s onwards at Troy,
Mycenae, Tiryns and many other sites added a newertBion to the investigation of
the ancient Greek world.

2.3. The lonians between 1870-1939

The excavations by Schliemann at Troy, MycenaeTarnghs from the 1870s onwards
brought a shock to the academic disciplines stugytime ancient Greek world.
Suddenly, it was shown that before the eighth egnanother highly developed
civilisation had existed in the Aegean that waspading to Schliemann, described in
the Homeric epics. This view directly challengec thenerally held opinion of
historians that the Homeric epics were essentiaigndary and had more importance
for the Greek national faith. Grote (1888: 290-384jor example, argues that the
Homeric epics supplied the Greeks with a grandiaedhaustible object of common
sympathy, common faith, and common admiration. igxdpinion, the Trojan War
was to be regarded as an expression of Greek-lembapposition in the eighth
century and, although the poems could give valupldtures or real manners, they

gave no historical facts.

As Morris (2000: 84) remarks, Grote’s views weratcoversial, but by the 1860s his
view had won over most British and German read8chliemann’s excavations,

however, heavily disrupted this view and scholdesitto challenge his discoveries by
guestioning Schliemann’s professionalism as weltiagnterpretations. For instance,
Jebb (1907) argued that Hissarlik (Troy), Mycenag &iryns were not the palaces of
the Homeric heroes but Byzantine fortresses. Desihis resistance, which was
especially strong in the German academic commupitlic opinion shifted towards

Schliemann and, as Morris (2000: 88) points ouy, 1914 most Homerists agreed

# The first edition of Grote'slistory of Greecavas published between 1846 and 1856.
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that the poems reached more or less their modemmsfaround 700, but described the

Mycenaean world which had ended around 1200".

The renewed interest in the Homeric epics as dtresarchaeological excavations
also triggered a renewed interest in the originsthef Greeks. The questions of
whence the Greeks originated and when they cam@réece became especially
important issues. Mainly based on the assumptian tihhe Mycenaeans were not
Greek-speakers, as for instance Tsountas had arfJwedintas and Manatt 1897),
J.B. Bury (1900), for instance, argued that theystthave been part of an ‘Aegean
Civilisation’, as he labelled it. Whereas during thineteenth century all research on
ancient Greece was based on texts and linguishiesarchaeological discoveries of
the late nineteenth century introduced a new dimendt became possible not only
just to illustrate the greatness of the Classicade®s, but also to address questions
such as when the Greeks might have come to thé soat where they might have
come from in some more detail. This is not to safy,course, that archaeology
suddenly took over the whole study of the anciemte®& world. In fact, it was
generally accepted among historians that archagatogld not investigate the true
nature of past societies. Most adamant about shiBeloch (1913: 2) who states that
monuments do not tell anything about the insidesadiety, only texts can do that.
Abbott (1888: 25-26) is a bit more careful, but to®@ emphasises that, although
monuments show that opulent and powerful tribeseanbabited Hissarlik, Mycenae
and Tiryns, they do not tell anything of the timewhich they were built or who built

them.

This view of archaeology was directly influenced the way archaeology was
operating at that time. Marchand (1996: 104-115ues that in the 1870s German
classical art historians turned away from Winckelmnia interests and toward a semi-
scientific model in which a more formalist analys$ style had great appeal.
Archaeologists soon followed them. As Morris (2088) notes, in the early twentieth
century the standard archaeological text came tthéertefact-centred monograph,
describing the architecture, sculpture, small finaispottery from a certain site. By
using a non-narrative account archaeologists coaldjn themselves with

Sprachphilologerand as such feel more scientific tiaachphilologerfor whom the

re-presentation in narrative was the highest fofrexplanation. According to Morris,
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this aim of archaeologists to win scientific staimmsnediately affected their right to
study the past in their own way. He states that plyducing ‘analyses’ rather than
narratives, Greek archaeologists won scientifitustdut surrendered the disciplinary
high ground — the right to shape the story of #lationship between the Greeks and
the west — in return for a small but secure nicliiav Hellenism” (Morris 2000:
53).34

It was, however, precisely the more ‘scientifialesithat made archaeology important
in actually attempting to illustrate and date thigjias of the Greeks. Some people,
such as Kossinna (1930), went as far as to arguelta Greeks were part of the Indo-
German race, which originated in north and cerfflope (mainly Germany) and

from there expanded further south to Greece, Itsbyth-eastern Europe and Asia
Minor around 2000 BC. Although Kossinna’s Indo-Gamt interpretations of

European prehistory and, to a large extent, hisstraxssumptions were generally
rejected, it was common practice in the historisalences to place the Greeks
somewhere in the Balkans before they moved soutimgiithe second millennium

BCE. Bury (1900: 36-41), for instance, argues thabughout the third and second
millennium Greeks moved in several tribal migraidrom the edges of the Aegean
Civilisation in northern and central Greece. Sorh#éhese tribes, such as the lonians,
Dryopians, Phokians, Abantes and Kadmeians, westt &wther south and mixed in

with the local populations. According to Bury, teegroups were, on the one hand,
able to impose their language on the local poputatibut, on the other, also

assimilated with them and ultimately became paudtors in the Aegean civilisation.

During the thirteenth and twelfth centuries, sorh¢hese early Greek migrants (e.qg.
lonians, Achaians and Aiolians) also expanded @ontbst coast of Asia Minor, which
lay outside the Aegean civilisation, bearing witherh the Aegean civilisation.
Interestingly, Bury (1900: 41-50) argues that tmgyration cannot be proven by
archaeological finds, since the sites on the weastcof Asia Minor were, although
newly founded, continuously inhabited from theiufdation onwards and, therefore,

overlaid the earliest remains. The only exceptiersées is near Mount Mykale where

% However, see Marchand (1996: 112-114) who pointstfee importance of trained architects taking
over the supervision of excavations, with the rethdt archaeological reports began to include more
measurements and discussions of building matdtials interpretations of objects or rhapsodies en th
splendours of ancient form.
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Late Mycenaean pottery had been found. Howeverjdea that lonians and other
Greeks had migrated already in the Mycenaean pé&ibdsed on Bury’s assumption
that the luxurious lonian civilisation of the higtal period must have developed out
of the Aegean civilisation, which on the Greek ntemad was ended by the final

invasion of Boiotians, Thessalians and Doriansrdutihe twelfth century.

Bury’s emphasis on lonian luxuriousness, in whiehirplicitly follows people like
Muller and Curtius in opposing the lonians to theriBns, acquired completely new
connotations towards the end of the nineteenthimnbe first half of the twentieth
century as a result of the early excavations imalgfirst by the British archaeological
explorers Charles Newton at Knidos, Halikarnas€®sd(um) and Didyma (1856-
1859) and John Turtle Wood at Ephesos (1863-187) then by German
archaeologists, most famously Carl Humann at Pengafh878-1896), Magnesia ad
Maeandrum (1891-1893), Priene (1895) and Ephest85f1 and Theodor Wiegand
at Priene (1896-1898), Miletos (1899-1911) and Didy(1905-1911). The prime aim
of these excavations was to bring back home lonsaalptures of mainly
Classical/Hellenistic date to Western European muse(Greaves 2007: 4-5; see also
Hogarth 1909: 13). This is particularly clear froime fact that between 1880 and 1886
a vast amount of antiquities excavated at Pergavamsent to Berlin, including the
entire Pergamon Altar (Bilsel 2012), but can alembserved in a passage in the diary
of Theodor Wiegand, the first German excavator dfetds, dated May 1908 in
which he states that “We have succeeded in padkmghe entire market gate of
Miletos, of which three-quarters of all the ancidréssed stones were found, with the
designation ‘architectural fragments’, without tharkish officials having the least
idea that they have given us a whole monument itee &f Constantine’s arch in
Rome” (quoted in Marchand 1996: 215).

Particularly in Germany the impact of the excavaiowvas significant. Mainly
because a much better reinforced antiquities laGrgece prevented antiquities from
the major excavations by Ernst Curtius at Olympi®876-1881) from being
transported to Germany, the tangible results ofehexcavations fell short of living
up to the expectations in Berlin. As Bilsel (2092) notes, for Prussiagymnasium
educated public, the most highly praised outcoma siiate-sponsored archaeological

expedition was the monumental sculpture it was etgaeto yield. Despite the first
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Ottoman Antiquities Law (1874), the German archagigkts working on the west
coast of Asia Minor were able to ship vast amouwftantiquities to Berlin. As a
result, in general, the procurers of the Pergamlbar Avere greeted with greater and
more nationalistic fanfare than the excavators binpia had received just a few
years before (Marchand 1996: 96) and as early 86 t& ‘Zeus Altar of Pergamon’
came to be identified with the glory of the unifi€drmanKaiserreich(Bilsel 2012:
109).

The success of the excavations in lonia not onlgdteto provide Germany with a
‘cultural legacy’ that allowed it to compete withridin and establish itself as a
legitimate heir to the classical world, but alsonsiated a wholesale change in the
reception of ancient lonia in Western Europe. Alijlo the Dorians were still
regarded as true Greeks by many scholars, then®miace more came to be regarded
as the cradle of Greek culture. For example, Hbgélr®09: 7) states that, “Even in
the face of the discoveries at Sparta, it may Ik wadhout hesitation that the Greeks
of western Asia Minor produced the first full bloavhwhat we call pure Hellenism,
that is, a Greek civilisation come to full cons@nass of itself, and destined to attain
the highest possibilities of the Hellenic geniuBhis view was also clearly supported
by Bilabel (1920: 1) who claims that,

“Und doch, wie sehr verschwindet die Bedeutung Athetwa im 8./7. Jahrhundert hinter der Korinths
oder der kleinasiatischen Kolonialstadte! Namehtliie letzteren waren es, das muld stark betont
werden, die die fihrende Rolle im griechischen t&sleben in den angedeutende Zeiten, ja sogar noch
friher, innehatten und im Middelpunkt der ersteledrischen Kulturblite standen. Unter ihnen wider

ragen die Stadte des begabtesten der griechiséhen&t, der lonier, allen voran Milet, hervor”.

In other words, it was lonia in which the foundatifor the organisation of Greek
society and the Greek state, as well as for phgbg@nd poetry, was laid.

Unfortunately, the increased archaeological ingesibn of ancient lonia did not
extend to Bronze and Iron Age layers. Despite balisgovered at for instance
Miletos at an early date (Greaves 2007: 5, witther references), these layers were
rarely considered of any interest, let alone forrtiedprimary aim or even an integral

part of investigation. Consequently, despite Samdien’s discoveries at Troy,
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Mycenae and Tiryns, the archaeology of the loniagration remained out of the
scope of archaeological enquiry. The study of taditions essentially continued to
be the only sources through which questions comnugrthe early history of lonia
were addressed. This does not automatically meamever, that the traditional date
of the lonian migration some time in the late etdhteor early tenth century was not
debated. Eduard Meyer (1915: 392) thought the toniégration to be a product of
Mycenaean times, whereas Caspari (1915: 179) peoptise eleventh century and
Beloch (1913: 399) a date between 1300 and 1000 Bi@bel (1927: 399) was
vaguer still and held that the lonian migration imhave taken place some time
during the end of the second millennium. Bolkes{il®13: 441) argued for a date
somewhere “in the end of the Mycenaean period” asdJongkees (1948: 71) notes,
these words perfectly express the thoughts ofhal 4cholars mentioned. Nilsson
(1933: 99), on the other hand, proposes a sligatgr date when he notes that the
lonian migration took place “not before the verygef and just after the Mycenaean
age”. Similarly, Hogarth (1909: 41) states thaboats from the west came over “not
far from the opening of the first millennium B.CAlongside these two lines of
thought, De Sanctis (1943: 171) occupied a plagtaple thought that the Dorian
migration took place “prima del fiorire della citdl micenea”, and that the lonian

migration, which he does not actually date, waseallprelated to it.

However, just after the Second World War two thimggnged. In the first place,
R.M. Cook (1946) challengd@lanionismusnd questioned the claim that lonia was in
the eight and seventh centuries BCE the infantsbskof Hellas. In doing so, he
exploded the chronological basis upon which thestarg view of the primacy of
lonia was based and, in particular, questionedeoatrattitudes to the ancient
chronology with regard to the dates for the fougdaf the lonian colonies. In his
opinion, lonia, whatever its position in literatumad thought, was late in developing
economically and socially. The second change wasrtioduction of archaeology
into the debate concerning the date of the loniaration. It was probably the Dutch
scholar Jongkees (1948: 73-75) who first introdutbedexcavations of several lonian
sites on the west coast of Asia Minor into his angat. Based on the evidence
available then, he observed that the earliest firmia Ephesos dated from Geometric
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times, and that also the temple of Artemis didgmfurther back than circa 700 BE.
Furthermore, the foundation of Smyrna was dateGjeystad (1937: 30) to the ninth
century®® At Kolophon, Miletos and Samos some remains datinthe Mycenaean
period had been uncovered at that time, but Jorsgke®18: 73) notes that a great
renewal and enlargement took place at every orikeske sites during the Geometric

period*’

A similar situation was also found at many othéesbn the west coast of Asia Minor
and it was on this basis that Jongkees (1948: ugested a ninth century date for the
lonian migration. In his opinion, the argument éomigration during the Mycenaean
period was unlikely as “the coast of Asia Minor lfeways attracted seamen; it is
even surprising that so few traces of Mycenaeatiesetnts have been found
(imported wares are more numerous, of course), edsethe South coast of Anatolia
and Cyprus tell a completely different story”. Hoxge the fact that so few
Mycenaean settlements had been uncovered at i@t ith combination with the idea
that the lonian migration resulted in “masses oéd€ks on the West coast of Asia
Minor ...[and]... comprised i.a. the foundation of Epbg, Colophon, Samos, and
Miletos asGreek towns” (Jongkees 1948: 75; original italics), abunly mean,
according to Jongkees, that the migration must taken place some time during the
ninth century when all these sites see substamidargements. It was this
archaeological date for the lonian migration thatld remain a widely accepted date
especially among archaeologists until new archagcdb discoveries of eleventh

century Greek pottery during the 1950s challengedain.

2.4 The lonians and their migration become visible..or not? (1945-present)

In the first decades after the end of the SeconddNW&ar, interest in the Greek Early
Iron Age steadily increased as a result of schplershe first place particularly
historians, becoming more and more aware thatiggne of many aspects typical of

the Archaic and Classical periods could be tracstk bnto the Early Iron Age, and

% More recent excavations and the study of the flmee shown, however, that the earliest phases of
the temple are to be dated to the ProtogeometriogheSee pp. 31-33 above.

% Here again, more recent excavations at Smyrna asevered much earlier material. See pp. 17-19
above.

37 At least at Miletos, the gap between the Late BeoAge and Early Iron Age has now almost been

closed and continuation from the Bronze Age int® Harly Iron Age is almost certain. See pp. 35-37

above.
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that the Homeric epics might also have their oggim this period (cf. Morris 2000:
88-94). In the 1950s also the first major monogsapbncerning the archaeology of
the period between ca. 1200 and 700 BC appearesb{@eugh 1952; Lorimer 1950;
cf. Morris 2000: 92-94). From that time onwardse tBarly Iron Age became an
increasingly studied period. In the first instanites increasing interest had no direct
consequences for the debate about the historifithieolonian migration. Although
Desborough (1952: 314) mentions the presence oékGPeotogeometric pottery on
the west coast of Asia Minor, he is very cautiobeu relating a supposedly major

event like the lonian migration to the very litdeidence available at that time.

In addition to the lack of archaeological remaities hesitation was probably also
caused by scholars such as Hanfmann (1948; 1958)bgheved that a migration
cannot be recognised by pottery alone, but shoelddtompanied by a study of the
architecture. In Hanfmann’s (1953: 7-8) opinione tiacts that there was a gap in
habitation at Miletos between 1200 and 1000 BCHt the earliest habitation at
Kalabaktepe started around 700 BC, and that Honwetioned that Miletos was a
Karian city, all pointed away from an early date thee lonian migration. He regarded
the oldest architecture on the west coast of AsiaoMat sites such as Old Smyrna
and the Heraion on Samos as dating to 900 and 88®E&E, respectively, and the
oldest graves at Kolophon as having a date of aBoQtBCE. It was because of this
that Hanfmann dated the earliest movements fronGiieek mainland to the western
coast of Asia Minor to the middle of the ninth agytand suggested that the earlier
Protogeometric pottery should be regarded as parianger process in which at first
only a few pots travelled. These pots were thelowad by traders who started to
settle in small groups and slowly took over theivgatsettlements. In the ninth
century, with the introduction of Early Geometriotiery”®, more substantial groups
arrived. It was this arrival of more substantiahthers of people, who also produced
Greek pottery locally, that could be equated wille tcoming of the lonians
(Hanfmann 1953: 11, 15; see also Hanfmann 1948144.

3 Interestingly, current scholars find it hard todiEarly and Middle Geometric pottery comparable to
that from Athens. Instead, the ninth and early eagimtury pottery is usually caught under the hegdi
‘Subprotogeometric’, because, as for instance dkdreli, the local lonian pottery remains very
‘Protogeometric-looking’ — that is, the continuingse of sets of concentric (semi-) circles as a
decorative motif.
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With this archaeological date Hanfmann subscribedhe already mentioned date
previously suggested by Jongkees (1948). Howeweingl the 1950s, the excavations
at particularly Ephesos and Miletos uncovered atreimsing number of Greek
Protogeometric sherds. Particularly at Miletos ¢heherds show a strong local
character, but there are some stylistic links Wtiodes, Dirmil and Attica (Weickert
1957: 121-125, pl. 36; 1959/1960: 52-53, pl. 51¥h Desborough 1964: 163; cf.
Lemos 2002: 212; Lemos 2007: 718-719; Krumme 20B8j. Desborough (1964:
163) the presence of this early Greek pottery dirednowed that, after a short break
during the twelfth century, re-occupation startédMValetos. However, it was the
stylistic links with Attica that made him suggesat this re-occupation was a result of
the lonian migration which, according to traditiament from Athens to the Aegean
islands and the west coast of Asia Minor. As altedloe lonian migration should,
according to Desborough, not be dated to the nomihtury, but to the eleventh
century (Desborough 1964: 254). This rather eaale dwhich was solely based on
pottery, was also accepted by scholars such aseMul966: 23-25), J.M. Cook
(1975) and Emlyn-Jones (1980: 12, 14), and, urrlywvecently, was the generally

accepted date for the lonian migration.

Before moving on to the more recent debate conegriie date and, in fact, the very
historical existence of the lonian migration, iingortant to note that by proposing a
date for the migration that was solely based ow irgte pottery, the arguments made
by Hanfmann that the study of a migration cannotbbeed on pottery alone but
should also include the study of architecture, wammpletely ignored. Of course,
architectural remains dating to the eleventh cenhad not been discovered at that
time — and have, with the exception of Limantepa#idimenai and Smyrna-Bayrakli,
still not been uncovered — but the argument thatappearance of Protogeometric
pottery could be linked to the arrival of Greekghtibe placed in the context of the
excavations at Al Mina, which had originally beearreed out by Woolley in the
1930s. Originally, the aim of this research wasrase connections between the early
civilisations of the Aegean, in particular thatMinoan Crete, and the more ancient
cultural centres of western Asia (Woolley 1938a: Wpfortunately for Woolley,
hardly any Bronze Age remains were fodfdn fact, the oldest layers (Level X-1X)

39 Some Mycenaean figurines and seals were foun84i and 1948 (Woolley 1948).
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found dated to the late ninth and eighth centuf¥solley 1938a; 19385 Based
particularly on pottery and graffiti on vases, ancomparison with other sites such
as Alexandretta, Woolley (1938a: 15-16) argued tAktMina must have been
inhabited by Greeks or Levantines of Greek orfgin.

Twenty years later, however, John Boardman (1988;atso Boardman 1965; 1990;
1996) made the argument that a small group of tampsd at Al Mina must have been
produced not just by Greek settlers but by Eubpmtters living at Al Mina. In other
words, the Greeks, and Euboians in particular, foadded a colony in the Levant.
Although this view has recently been heavily cisgd and alternative explanations
for the appearence of Greek pottery at Al Mina hiagen suggestéd,it is precisely
this equation between Greek pottery and the preseaicGreek settlers that is
important in relation to the lonian migration. Senpottery could show that Greeks
had founded a colony at Al Mina, a colony that vmag mentioned in the textual
sources, it was easy to apply a similar approadités, such as Miletos, where Greek
pottery was found and which the textual sourcedi@ip mentioned as having been
founded by Greeks. As such, Desborough and othmukl argue that the earliest
Greek pottery with its stylistic links to Attica sites in western Asia Minor could be

regarded as evidence for the arrival of lonianmféttica.

The theoretical equation between ethnicity andgpptat Al Mina was not something

invented by either Woolley or Boardman, but shduédunderstood within the context
of a much longer tradition. The origins of reseasohethnicity can be traced back to a
growing national consciousness which has its osigin sixteenth and seventeenth
century antiquarianism in northern and Western peird his national consciousness

was expressed by loyalty to a king or hereditargga. This early patriotism should,

0 For some examples of sherds resembling a Protogfeiorstyle, but dating to the Geometric period

(currently labelled as Sub-Protogeometric) and ioaing from Euboia and the Cyclades, see
Robertson (1940: 2-6, esp. fig. 1). See also Board(®990) who argues that, based on scientific clay
analysis carried out by R.E. Jones on pottery fta@fkandi and Al Mina (R.E. Jones 1986: 694) as

well as on stylistic grounds, most of these shardsEuboian.

“1 This view was, in Woolley’s opinion, also suppartey the fact that the harbours of North Syria are
so cut off geographically from the interior by tharrier of the Amanus (in spite of the passes ef th

Orontes valley and Beilan) that they have alwayslée to belong politically to Europe rather than to

Asia (Woolley 1938a: 15-16).

“2 For the debate on the early presence of Greekd Mina and in the eastern Mediterranean in

general see Boardman (1959; 1965; 1990; 1999); &#opf1994); Lemos (1992; 2005); Lehmann

(2005); Papadopoulos (1997b); Waldbaum (1997); L(#@03); Crielaard (1998; 1999); Coldstream

(1989; 1998); Sherratt and Sherratt (1993), Peltréb293); Hodos (2006: 37-41).
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according to political scientists, be distinguistieam the nationalism that developed
in Europe along with industrialisation. Nationalisism then defined as “an all-

embracing sense of group identity and loyalty tccaanmon homeland that is

promoted by mass media, widespread literacy, ammbraprehensive educational
system” (Trigger 2006: 212). This concept was adpob of the French revolution

and, in the first instance, was not linked to ethpj but gradually national identity

became equated with cultural unity and Europeatestaame to be viewed as
political expressions of ethnic identity that wasséd on history, language, culture
and race (Trigger 2006: 212).

This spread of nationalism also provided fertil®wd for a growing interest in

archaeological remains, and especially those resmdiat could be used to trace
ethnic or national origins back to a distant p&stt example Vocel and Montelius
developed a ‘direct ethnohistorical’ method to ¢éraertain groups of people back into
prehistory by using find associations and horizphsgger 2006: 223-232). At the

same time, other archaeologists were concernedakittnology and the definition of

ethnic groups in relation to archaeological materilarough the systematic

compilation of typical object types and their geag@rical distribution (S. Jones 1997:
15). These ideas were the basis for Gustav Kossiondevelop his ‘settlement

archaeology’. In this archaeology, cultures werineée on the basis of similarities in

material culture in a certain geographical regiod @ a specific time period. It was
also assumed that cultural continuity indicatechietttontinuity, which means that

major prehistoric ethnic groups like the Germahe, $lavs and the Celts could be
identified on the basis of culture provinces. Indial cultures, on the other hand,
were supposed to correspond with tribes, such @& #mdals and the Lombards (S.
Jones 1997: 16; Trigger 2006: 235-241).

Although Kossinna’s ideas never became very poputside Germany, the work of
Gordon Childe, whose work was of major influenceBritish archaeology (Sherratt
1989), shows many similarities with the work of Kwma. Although Kossinna’'s
Indo-Germanic interpretations of European prehystord, to a large extent, his racist
assumptions were generally rejected, it was compraatice in British archaeology,
for example, to track down the historical Doriang ‘the appearance and steady

development of culture, distinguished by objectspoftery and bronze, known as
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geometric” (Casson 1921: 212). What Childe, in casttto Kossinna and others, did,
however, was to consider material assemblages tadve important than individual

artefact types. In other words, this meant thattucal boundaries had to be
established through considering the whole asserabdagilable rather than by just
looking at individual types (S. Jones 1997: 17-18).

This contrast, however, did not remove, as Slaes¢h997: 24) notes, the principal
assumption of Childe’s culture-historical approatttat bounded, homogeneous
cultural entities correlate with particular peoplethnic groups, tribes and/or races.
This assumption was based on a normative conceeptioulture that maintained that,
within a given group, cultural practices and baliggdnd to conform to prescriptive
ideational norms or rules of behaviour. Such a epha@lisation of culture is based on
the assumption that culture is made up of a sshafed ideas or beliefs, which are
maintained by regular interaction within the groapd the transmission of shared
cultural norms to subsequent generations througlhptbcess of socialisation, which
purportedly results in a continuous cumulative walk tradition. This culture-
historical approach was rejected by the ‘New Archhagy’ in the 1960s and 1970s,
but in Classical archaeology the more traditiongdraach towards studying ethnicity
remained. It is then also as a result of this gfrivadition in Classical archaeology, in
combination with a strong Hellenocentric point oéw, that the arguments for a
direct relationship between Greek pottery and tlesgnce of Greek settlers should be

viewed.

Although an eleventh or early tenth century datetli@ lonian migration based on
pottery is still accepted by many scholars (e.g.rsklener 2006; see also
Vanschoonwinkel 2006; Forstenpointral. 2008; Herda 2006; 2009; 2013; Herda
and Sauter 2009; W.-D. Niemeier 2005: 21; 2007b:9@7 see for linguistic
arguments, Finkelberg 2005), some scholars hawentigcquestioned not only the
date, but also the very existence of the migratiomespect to the date, Irene Lemos
(2007) notes that the actual numbers of Greek ‘Sglemaean’ and early
Protogeometric sherds found on the west coast @ M#or are very limited. Such
low numbers of Greek pottery appearing throughdw# Aegean, Lemos argues,
would be very difficult to associate with the larggale lonian migration of the texts.

Besides, she notes that the historical situatiomainland Greece and especially at
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Athens by the end of the ‘Submycenaean’ and theinhaw of the Early
Protogeometric periods does not offer a reasonabl@o-political or economic
context in which a major migration could have tal@ace. She wonders why the
Athenians would have decided to start a long joyreastwards when most of the
Attic countryside was not yet exploited to any gredent. In fact, the first evidence
of occupation in the Attic countryside dates to émel of the Protogeometric period
(cf. C.G. Thomas and Conant 2001: 78-80).

Based on these two observations, Lemos arguesittinaiuld be very difficult to
accept the traditional date of the lonian migratld® years after the Trojan War (i.e.
somewhere at the end of the eleventh or early teatitury) as a historical fact.
Instead, she argues that it would be more likedy Greeks migrated to the west coast
of Asia Minor shortly after the fall of the Myceraepalaces on the Greek mainland.
In her opinion, this collapse, in combination wiltke collapse of the major empires in
Anatolia and the Near East, would have createdrgegb of uncertainty and social
unrest that prompted people to move to other pldwaswvere thought to be safe for at
least a short period of time during the middle stafj the LH IlIC period (Lemos
2007: 723). She supports this hypothesis by argthagin this period, “the islands
and the Asiatic coast produced a distinctive pgtstyle and the number of burials,
including rich warrior burials, increased on NaxB$odes and Cos” (Lemos 2007:
723-724). But then more destruction and abandonméngettiements followed.
According to Lemos, these new destructions and ddranents at the end of the LH
lIIC period might have initiated more movementspebple. As such, she suggests
that a massive migration of peoples, as descrilyethé traditions, may have taken
place in a relatively short time in the decade®fing the collapse of the Mycenaean

citadels.

Jan Paul Crielaard (2009), on the other hand, &aently rejected the very existence
of the lonian migration altogether. On an archagickd level, Crielaard (2009: 55-
56) notes that excavations at Miletos have yieldechitecture, pottery and tomb
types indicating that the site was inhabited by Bhaeans or, at least, that it had very
close links with the Mycenaean world (W.-D. Niemel®98; 1999; 2007a; 2007b),
while at Ephesos, the Ayasuluk hill (Blyukkolan®0Z, 2008) contained a fortified

settlement that is supposed to belong to a populatvith a mixed Anatolian-
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Mycenaean material culture. Also, below the latetefision at Ephesos, Crielaard
points out, traces of Late Bronze Age occupatiomewsought to light, including a
cult place with Mycenaean traits (Bammer and M8861 Forstenpointer et al. 2008:
33; Mountjoy 1998: 38; see Crielaard 2009: 55, 80 iwith further references).
Furthermore, painted pottery found on the eastarge@n islands and the west coast
of Asia Minor shows close contacts with the Aegeamld (Mountjoy 1998). After
the fall of the Mycenaean palaces on the Greek lam@ihand of the major Near
Eastern empires at the end of the Bronze Age, sigesh as Samos,
Klazomenai/Limantepe, Ephesos (both Ayasuluk hildl ahe Artemision), Miletos,
Assesos and Teichiussa in the area of Miletos paxsdibly also on Chios, at Erythrai
and Kuadasi all show either only a very short gap in Iloitaéion or even direct
continuity (for bibliography see Crielaard 2009; 56135; see also Chapter 1 above).
Because a similar situation of continuity also &x@n the Greek mainland (Crielaard
2006), Crielaard (2009: 56) suggests that during Bronze-lron transition the
western and eastern Aegean were parts of the saltneat area in the sense that new
pottery styles, house types and burial customs wecked up more or less
simultaneously. As such, there is, in Crielaard®nmn, no reason to argue for a
migration based on archaeological evidence. In, faet suggests that the lonian
migration myth is a construct of the Archaic peraod that the formation of an ethnic

lonian identity did not take place before the sizmtury?*

Jonathan Hall has argued for a middle way betwkertwo extreme points of view.
He, too, sees the appearance of Greek potteryemwdst coast of Asia Minor as a
result of the arrival of Greek settlers (J.M. H2002: 92-93), but he also regards the
lonian migration myth, and in fact lonian self-coimgisness, as a construct of the
Archaic period (J.M. Hall 2002: 67-73). One of kimsy arguments in suggesting that
the development of an lonian ethnic identity isoastruct of the Archaic period, is
the origin of the name ‘lonians’. He argues tha generally agreed that the ethnikon
‘lonian’ is connected to theraw(a)nayamentioned in a number of Assyrian
documents dating to the later eighth century (cfinlBBnan 1989; Kuhrt 2002;
Rollinger 2001) and is employed to designate akeRs, lonians or otherwise (cf.

AramaicYwn HebrewYawan; Egyptian demotidVjnn, Copticweyenin Old Persian

3 Greaves (2010: esp. 222-225) makes a similar aggunfFor similar critical re-evaluations of the
lonian migration tradition, see Cobet 2007, Mac &vey 2013.
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Yauna modern Arabigaznanz; Turkishjinan). However, it was also used for denoting
non-Greeks on the Anatolian seaboard such as thgaldz Kunzumpiya and
LaBBunu listed as guests of the Babylonian coutha sixth century (cf. Brinkman
1989). Based on this, Hall (2002: 70) suggests ¢nat option is that “... the name
[lonian] was originally derived from the loniansoper of Asia Minor and then

applied indiscriminately to all populations of west Anatolia”.

At the same time, he also sees a second proballdysuggests (2002: 70-71) that
the ethnonym ‘lonians’léneg must have been contracted from the compound noun
Paniones However, iflonesis derived fromPanionesthe former term can, according
to Hall, hardly function as the ethnic realisation which the latter is based,
especially when one takes into account that the fa&nioneswas not intended to
denoteall lonians but only those on the west coast of Asiadvliand the offshore
islands of Samos and Chios. This exclusion of lmiautside these areas seems to
infer that the meaning dPanionesis in fact “all those who dwell in lonia”. Hall
(2002: 71) states that, “This would explain pelfeethy all the inhabitants of the
Anatolian seaboard, Greek or not, might be ternfesvanaya but it might also
suggest that those who would eventually call théwesdonians ultimately drew their
name from a territory which had itself been nametl oy the Greeks, but by the
Assyrians and perhaps even the Hittites before ‘th&he apparent acceptance of a
non-Greek name by the Greek settlers may suggesirding to Hall (2002: 71), that
“the first Greeks of Asia Minor were seeking inctrs and a sense of belonging

within the ethnic mosaic of the Near Eastern waoffd”

*4 There is quite some debate as to whom the ethriikaians’ might have referred. Crielaard (2009:
43), for instance, notes that in an Assyrian teted between 735 and 705 B@w(a)nayaare said to
have raided the Phoenician coast. According to &urid984: 17-18) these lonians were West lonians
from Euboia (cf. Luraghi 2006: 34-35, 41 for lorsafitom Euboia, the Cyclades and Asia Minor).
Crielaard adds to this that Euboians were probaltBady active in the Eastern Mediterranean in the
tenth century with a peak in the second half of ¢fghth century. This would imply that what the
Assyrians meant was not people from the west amfadsia Minor, but people from the west side of
the Aegean. On the other hand, in for example tegyAan and Babylonian documents dating to the
seventh and sixth centuries as well as referengethé Old Testament, it seems that the term
Yaw(a)nayeor Yawan was associated with the Aegean as well as with @ypnd Cilicia (Brinkman
1989: 56-61; see also Crielaard 2009: 42 with &rrtteferences)This implies that the lonians were
not necessarily related to a single geographiogibreor a single group of people. As hinted at in
Chapter 1, for the Assyriansaw(a)nayaand Yawan probably denoted different people than for the
Babylonians or Egyptians.

68



2.5 The current debate in perspective

This brief survey of the current (archaeologicalpate regarding the lonian migration
reveals that basically three different lines ofuflot can be distinguished. As Alan
Greaves (2010a: 10-11) points out, there are tldse accept the tradition at face
value as being essentially factual and seek toyagmghaeological evidence to prove
the truth of these myths. Secondly, there are tiadsereject the lonian migration and
instead seek to develop an understanding of looidture based principally on
independent archaeological source material. Finaligre are those who take a
particularlist approach and seek to nuance therstateling of the mythic tradition to
find individual cases where it can be reasonabignad with the archaeological
material. These three schools of thought do natreresent different ideas about the
lonian migration though. When looking at the twareme viewpoints, it can be
observed that they largely seem to be occupiedohythe one hand, German or
German-speaking and Turkish scholars (most notaklyrgal 1961: 8-9; 1983: 15-
26) and, on the other, British or Anglo-Saxon atgehscholars. In order to understand
this divide it is important to make a few remarks the recent history of Classical

archaeology.

Classical archaeology has often been regardediag bature-historical centred with
a special focus on the archaeological artefachasbgect of art and with limited or no
interest in theoretical discussions in other adaarchaeology. Indeed, as lan Morris
(2006: 253) remarks, classical archaeologists hang rarely mentioned the most
influential works of the 1960s and 1970s Processemblution. For that reason, the
classical archaeologist has often been caricatasesitting with his back to the rest of
the archaeological community and general public deoimg what the noise behind
him was about. Morris criticises this view and aidhe points he makes is that, far
from wondering absent-mindedly about the prehiat@i noise, classical
archaeologists looked down on these others witmsand slight regard, addressing a
higher message to the more educated sectors ofgéneral public. Classical
archaeologists gave themselves the mission ofalesiiig Western art and saving
modernity from itself. Next to this, prehistoriarsttivities deserved little attention
(Morris 2006: 256).
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But things started to change in the 1970s. In eedd Biafra, Belfast and My Lai, the
guestions new archaeologists asked about food wug@mography and exploitation
appeared more relevant than glorifying a unique térasaesthetic and moral
superiority that students and many members of theigno longer felt. As a result,

classical archaeologists, particularly those of Haly Iron Age (Snodgrass 1971,
1977; 1980), started to highlight state formatiadapting systems theory, neo-
evolutionism, model-building, and quantitative tegt (Morris 2006: 262). This

refocusing of classical archaeology was furtheoea®d with the introduction of post-
processual archaeology in which questions of itigniileology and power came to
form the major focus. As Morris (2006: 263) notefassical archaeologists had
already been asking these questions for some titi¢has gave them the opportunity
to join the debates. Once again, students of thiy BEan Age took the lead (e.g.

Morris 1987; Morgan 1990; Whitley 1991; Osborne 6,99.M. Hall 1997; Shanks

1999), but students interested in slightly lateriqus of Greek (e.g. Osborne 1985;
1987) and Roman periods (e.g. Alcock 1993; Woo#8)9vere also involved.

However, classical archaeology did not simply fallprehistorians, but as of the late
1990s also took the lead in a number of areas.dtige main issues in both Greek
and Roman archaeology was the Greek colonisationhef eighth and seventh
centuries and Roman imperialism from the late thaehtury BCE onwards.
Traditionally, this debate was focused on the cptseceof Romanisation and
Hellenisation that pictured the Roman and Greetluoes as superior to the colonised
populations. This perception changed quite dramlyias of the late 1990s when
various studies started to appear that, influerimegost-colonial theory, dealt with
issues of cultural contact and hybridisation, af a&of neutral engagement, such as
the ‘middle ground’ (Blake and Knapp 2005; Burgarsd Crielaard 2007; Dietler
1997; 2010a; Van Dommelen 1997; 2002; 2005; 200& Yommelen and Knapp
2010; Christopher Gosden 2004; Hodos 2006; 20099pKn2008; Malkin 2002;
2004; 2005; Woolf 1998).

Hodos (2009: 222) remarks that basically hybridisatrefers to the social
interactions and negotiations that take place betweolonists and the colonised
(Knapp 2008: 57), and relates actively and diretdlyhe social agents, negotiations

and interactions involved in a contact situatiorafvVDommelen 2005: 116-118;
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Knapp 2008: 59-60). The medium through which theesere interactions take place
is called the ‘middle ground’ (White 1991). Thisddie ground provides a neutral
ground where value systems are united and a workilagionship between colonists
and colonised can be created. These negotiatides m#sult in new sets of meanings
and interactions over time, which in turn may dffebe conventions of the

contributing parties imparting long-term changeghe local cultures (Hodos 2009:
222). In arguing that during the Bronze-lron tréinsi the western and eastern
Aegean were part of the same cultural area and theattradition of the lonian

migration was a construct of the Archaic periodiefaard implicitly argues for a

process of cultural hybridisation, but instead ofoaisation and the subsequent
interaction and negotiation between colonists asldrised, he sees maritime trade
and communication as the main motor behind thisges. He remarks that, “With the
archaeological information we have today, it wobkl overdramatic to cling to the
picture of the eastern Aegean as ‘a potentialladually hostile shore’, separated
from mainland Greece by ‘a hundred of miles or mameoss dangerous seas”
(Crielaard 2009: 56). When this process of culthsddridisation is supposed to have

started is not made explicit though.

It is interesting, however, that German and Turlgsholarship seems to have long
been largely unaffected by this ‘post-colonial’ reawvent in British archaeology
(though, see now UIf 2009; Panagiotopoulos 20121320Stockhammer 2012a;
2012b; 2012c). There are a number of factors teatiio be taken into consideration.
Of course, Germany does not really have a colqraat like the United Kingdom and
the Netherlands and this might partly explain whghsa ‘post-colonial’ movement
might not have taken place in German scholarshipp p8rhaps more important is that
German scholarship has a long history of archaézdbgxcavation on the west coast
of Asia Minor. Excavations at Miletos, Didyma andr§amon already started at the
end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twemteenturies. As was already noted
above, those excavations were mainly driven byutige to show the lonian cultural
supremacy in the archaeological record and bringk lculptures of this mainly

Classical/Hellenistic lonian culture to Western &rgan museums.

*> However, in various personal conversations Crielgaces the origins of this process as far back a
the Middle Bronze Age when Minoan and later Mycemastyle pottery starts to make its appearance
at various sites in the eastern Aegean and theasest of Asia Minor.
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Certainly, Marchand (1996: 219-220) remarks thathwhe deeper penetration of

archaeologists into the Orient, leaving the Greelorues on the coast, German
ambitions had settled on outstripping other natiamsthe number, scale, and

‘scientificness’ of their digs, and their celeboais of their finds had come more and
more to rest on the historical, rather than aesthémnportance of the objects

uncovered, but this does not escape the pointdbadlan Greaves (2010a: 33) notes,
the responsibility for the publications of sitekeliMiletos, Samos, Priene, Didyma,
Myous and Ephesos (the last by the Austrian Arcloggcal Institute) remained (and

still is) with scholars of a relatively small nuntbef universities in Germany and

Austria. Naturally, in combination with the philkestic origins of the excavations this

situation has provided fertile ground for strong@@mic dynasties and traditions to
develop and the excavators’ awareness of this histgry of archaeological research
and their role as inheritors of that tradition lEs0st certainly played a significant

role in the current position of German (and Ausiyiarchaeologists regarding the
historicity of the lonian migration.

However, there is also another factor that needsettaken into account. Particularly
in post-war Germany archaeology has, as Greavd®&34) points out, placed great
emphasis orWissenschaftThis approach separates theory from method aed th
context of discovery of an idea from its context edfaluation and seeks to find
explanations that can be generalised, are testaie are independent of value
judgements. In the first place, final publicaticstsould therefore be devoid of any
‘trendy’ archaeological theories which may pass ofitfashion and with that
invalidate the overall work. But perhaps even morgortant is that in this search for
scientific facts both historical records and arcihagical evidence are regarded as
objective sources of evidence about the past tbahat require interpretation or
analysis. The result, however, is a fairly straigivward and traditional interpretation
of both the textual and archaeological records thdargely devoid of any recent

theoretical developments in Classical archaeology.

The most interesting element of the current debateerning the historicity of the
lonian migration, however, is the position of Twtkischolars, who generally seem to

accept the historicity of the lonian migration thalugh it should be noted that things
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are slowly changing. Particularly in the wake of #arly years after the First World
War in which the Greeks claimed the Smyrna (Turkighir) region partly based on
the claim that this region had already been Graekesthe times of the lonian
migration (Davis 2000: 88-89), one would maybe hexpected a complete rejection
of this tradition. In order to understand this segly ambivalent attitude towards the
lonian migration, it is important to understand tbé of archaeology and the Greek
past in the establishment of the Turkish Repuldienediately after the First World
War Greeks, Armenians, Kurds and other ethnic corapts of the defunct Ottoman
State allied themselves with European powers naijjodi a new political map of the
Near East. The Treaty of Sévres signed on 10 AutR2d between the Allied Forces
(excluding the United States) and the Ottoman Eenganfirmed these claims. One of
those was the recognition of Greek claims on thdidprovince which, at that time,
housed a substantial Greek-Orthodox populationimmnehich Izmir, one of the most
significant commercial centres in the Eastern Mmdinean, was located (Davis
2000: 83).

It was also at this time that large-scale archagoéd projects started in this region
carried out by the Greek Archaeological Service aftdn sponsored by the Athens
Archaeological Society as well as by various faneagchaeologists operating from
the foreign schools in Athens in order to ‘protdbe European cultural heritage that
was previously neglected by the Turks (Davis 2@387). The very presence of the
activities of the foreign schools based in Athebayis (2000: 88) suggests, would
have telegraphed to the world their acceptancén@fsbvereignty of Greece in this
region and its right to control the cultural resms of the lands it occupied. However,
the Turkish War of Independence, through the lesidprof Mustafa Kemal Ataturk,
the chief commander of the war and later the firssident of the Turkish Republic,
resulted in an unexpected victory and the signinthe Lausanne Treaty on 24 July
1923 by the Allied Forces and the Grand Nationadehsbly of Turkey. This treaty
drew up the borders of the new Turkish Republic putdan end to any claims by the
various ethnic groups (Atakuman 2008: 216-217).

With the signing of the Lausanne Treaty a geogahinity was created, but the
Republic was far from being a homogeneous ethnity.un fact, as Atakuman

(2008: 217) notes, statistical studies indicat@wrwhelming linguistic and religious
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variety existing within the borders of the Turkistate in 1935. In response to this
situation, the Kemalist regime favoured a discowfsan ethnically united nation and
for that employed a particular understanding ofrkishness’ which was set out in the
so-calledTurkish History Thesiand basically encompassed political unity, lingais
unity, geographical unity, genealogical unity, bigtal ties, and moral ties
(Atakuman 2008: 217). For the purposes of this t@raghe historical ties are of most
interest. In respect to this it is significant tote that the Republic set out to emulate
the Western civilisation from the very beginningeWously, the Ottomans had
attempted to adopt and adapt various European tiovsnand innovations to improve
their Islamic traditions and institutions, notabiythe military and bureaucratic fields.
By contrast, the Republic’s leadership chose tandba the cultural idiom of Islam
and to opt instead for the civilisation of the West Turkey's structural and

intellectual framework (Erimtan 2008: 142).

To make such claims was not as easy as it looksmiuse, while embracing western
science and modernity, the early Turkish Repubbs wonfronted with centuries-old
European stereotypes about the ‘terrible Turk’tbe ‘'sick man of Europe’. Although
the Turkish History Thesisight have had questionable and pseudo-scientdims,
one of the major goals was to set the historicabne straight against these western
claims (Ergin 2010: 15). The key element in thisw@show the Turkish capacity for
civilisation. For this, th& hesiscreated a deliberate break with the recent pagieof
Ottoman Empire and the perceived backwardnesdarhland its Ottoman defenders
and promoted an alternative historical reality imeh a genealogical relationship was
created with European nations that was expectedside in the racial and linguistic
origins of the Turks and Europeans, which wereeelil to be located in the steppes

of Central Asia.

The agenda behind these claims was to disprovéartage of Turks as a secondary
Mongoloid race. Th&@hesisargued that the Turks in Anatolia were relatedhaeito

the Mongoloid race nor to the other Near Eastercesabut in fact were a
brachycephalous race, just like the Europeans (e 2008: 219). From Central
Asia, the Turks had been moving westward, in ragulaves across thousands of
years, civilising the rest of the world in the pges. Turning to Anatolia or Asia

Minor more specifically, th&hesisexplicitly states that the population of Asia Mino
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are Turks who have been made known with names ssciHittite and other
comparable ones (Erimtan 2008: 143). As such, nbt was a direct genealogical
link created between modern Turkey, its westernoregand the Hittites but also
primacy was given to Turkish origins in civilisatial accomplishments.

At the same time, however, while emphasising theitels as a rival to and more
ancient civilisation than that of the Greeks, Tskkischolars could not afford to
relegate ancient Greece, which was at that timardegl as the cradle of civilisation
by many Europeans, to oblivion, especially in antputhat was striving to establish
cultural and historical superiority in European £yErgin 2010: 26). The solution to
this dilemma was found not just in providing therkauwith a common origin as the
Europeans located in Central Asia, but also in iagyuhat founders of other
civilisations all migrated from or passed througha#olia, resulting in an

archaeological heritage that is richer than thgioal centre of each civilisation
(Ergin 2010: 26-27). Against this background, ihcat surprising that the well-known
Turkish archaeologist Ekrem Akurgal (1911-2002¢éch the origins of Greek art to
the Near East and the (neo-) Hittite empire inipaldr (Akurgal 1961; 1968).

Although this provided Greek civilisation with Amdian roots, the Greeks were also
held responsible for the collapse of the Hittitepgen and the associated cultural life.
Akurgal (1968: 162) argues that, “The Aegean migraglso ruined the cultural life

of Anatolia, where the Hittites had maintained aagrindependent culture for almost
800 years”. This Aegean migration is not so muahltmian migration as related to
what is known as the ‘movements of the Sea peog@ssivell as the arrival of

Thracians and Dorians in western Asia Minor (Trand the Greek mainland,
respectively. Yet, elsewhere Akurgal (1961: 2) rtaims that “Die eigentliche

Urheber der &gaischen Wanderung sind die Griechenim Anschluss an sie, die
Thraker gewesen. Die Griechen hatten bereits inddlerthundert in Milet festen Fuss
gefasst und dort in Stdionion, wie wir aus den itistihen Quellen des 14. und 13.

Jahrhunderts erfahren, wahrscheinlich das Reictlieijawa gegriindet*®

“ The issue of the kingdom of Ahhijawa has been tienaf dispute for a very long time and still is a
unresolved riddle. See W.-D. Niemeier 1998 for aergiew of the varying views as to its location and
Sherratt (2010b) for a recent revival of the issue.
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Despite the Mycenaean influence, it was, accortingkurgal, only with the arrival
of the lonians that the Greeks established stalgiény in coastal Asia Minor:

“Die anglo-turkischen Grabungen, die vier Jahrglanter Leitung von John Cook und dem Autor in
Bayrakll (Alt-Smyrna) durchgefiihrt werden, habemzarsten Male einwandfrei ergeben dass die
Besiedlung Kleinasiens durch die Griechen friih&r,naan bis heute allgemein annahm [see above],
eingesetzt hat. Besonders wichtig ist, dass bei@bungen in Alt-Smyrna schichtenweise g0
Hauserquartiere freigelegt wurden, so dass diggfiébhischen Kulturreste zuverlassig beobachtet und
studiert werden konnten. Von den ans Tageslichtragpditen Funden verdient vor allem die mit
schdnen Beispielen vertretene Keramik des protogé&isuhen Stiles erwadhnt zu werden. Das
Vorkommen der protogeometrischen Keramik in Bayrhklsagt, dass die Griindung der griechischen
Kolonie Smyrna bis ins 11. Jahrhundert zurickgehd wlamit das von Eusebios fiir Myrina
angegebene, aber selbstverstandlich auch fur Smgiitige Grindungsdatum, das Jahr 1046,
annahernd bestatigt worden ist. Smyrna und Myrilad sStadtenamen, die in Form von
Nebenbildungen ein und demselbe Worte entstammeneurer vorgriechischen altkleinasiatischen
Sprache angehéren. Die Vorfahren der Griechen habéhals einzelne Kaufleute diese Stadte schon
seit dem 14. Jahrhundert bewohnt. Aber die endgiiesiedlung wird, wie die von uns freigelegten
Kulturschichten deutlich vor Augen fuhren, erst matie Eroberung von Troja zustande gekommen
sein” (Akurgal 1961: 8).

It is apparent in these quotes that with the arfahe ‘Aegean migration’ and the
arrival of the lonians the Hittite Empire and asated cultural life came to an end
and the era of Greek occupation began. Yet, detptéact that Akurgal has had and
still has an immense influence on Turkish archagdio it seems that particularly his
nationalist views on the lonian migration are noger shared by most of the Turkish
excavators working at various sites on the wesstcofiAsia Minor?® At the same
time, however, the issue of a migration from the&krmainland to the west coast of
Asia Minor is still very current, although efforere increasingly focused on the

“" See, for instance, the recent rather laudatorguataof Akurgal by Cgkun Ozgiinel (2010).

“8 However, Fahrisik (2009; see alsasik 2007) has recently not only rejected the histoyriof the
lonian migration, but also argued that the loniam&e their gods and goddesses, their script, their
cultural and intellectual achievements to Anatadither than Greece. His argument is first of afidua

on the notion that the tradition of the lonian ratipn was fabricated over centuries in Athens. lde a
refers to the late fourteenth century BCE inscniptfrom the Temple of Amenhotep Il in Egyptian
Thebes published by Hourig Sourouzian and Rainaedebtnann (2005) and mentioned in Chapter 1.
He regards this inscription as evidence that tmalts and the lonian identity already existed aste
two hundred years before the supposed lonian nugraFurthermore, he emphasises the Anatolian
‘roots’ of simple styled terracotta figurines, afai buildings and Anatolian Grey Wares. Although
most of his arguments are in many ways sensibdeatiount has a very nationalistic undertone. This
becomes particularly clear in his agreement withurglel’'s notion of the artistic and cultural
superiority of the Eastern Greeks/Anatolians ovesstrn Greeks.
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developments taking place at the beginning of wedfth century rather than the mid-

eleventh century.

One reason for this persistence might perhapslatdeto the history of archaeology
and its role in the establishment of a nationaionys In respect to Greece, Hamilakis
(2007: 100) argues that the main epistemologicaicfie that Greek archaeology
followed throughout the nineteenth and twentiethteees, and still is, despite the
changes, extremely influential to the present @aghat of empiricism or positivism.
According to this principle, it is not conjecturespinion or interpretations that
archaeological writing should be about, but itéswaacy and precision above all that
matter. The material traces of the past shouldepeoduced with almost religious
fidelity. Once this is done, they should be allowedspeak by themselves and, by
their mere presence, tell the story of the pass iBha view that also comes very close
to the German approach. In early Republican Turkeghaeology formed, as Ergin
(2010: 217) notes, an important supporting disaglior assisting in the recovery of
documents, providing evidence for other discipljreasd ultimately contributing to a
historiography that gave more primacy to the Turkpast. In the early days of the
Republic, a number of influential Turkish archaepéts were sent to be educated in
Germany (Greaves 2010a: 34). One of them was Elkkuongal whose work and
influence on archaeology in Turkey, and lonia intipalar, have already been noted.
It is therefore not a real surprise that archado@gwvork in lonia has been firmly

grounded in the ‘Great Tradition’ of Classical sienship.

At the same time, it should be realised that thisgsm to be changing slowly. This
has become particularly clear to me in conversatidmad with a number of Turkish
doctoral students and scholars over the past farsyéut it can also be observed in
the claim by K. Gorkay (2010: 196) that “Archaeatg of my generation, those
younger than I, or even students of archaeologpulshtake on the issue of
formulating the future of their fields themselvi#ge should decide for ourselves what
kind of a professional environment we want and egibuild it, instead of leaving
things to the previous generation, the state, erpttocess of accession to the EU, or
the hope thereof”. The remarks made here are,ftrerenot an attack on the more

traditional approach to archaeology in Turkish aBdrman archaeology and a
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defence of the theoretical approach in Anglo-Anariarchaeology; they merely

serve to understand current scholarship.

2.6. Final remarks

To reflect on the socio-political and intellectdrckgrounds against which academic
discourse has taken shape over time is not onlgiario scientific practice in
general, but also helps to place recent debatesnitext. This chapter has but started
to unravel the long and complex history of schglamterest in lonia and the lonians.
It was shown, however, that through time scholdibgourse has portrayed lonia and
the lonians in often contradictory terms, from lgeithe cradle of ancient Greek
civilisation to the complete opposite of what Greeklisation was supposed to stand
for. It was also argued that the clear divide icerd debates between scholars
accepting the lonian migration as a historical fand those who reject its very
historicity should be seen against this historibalckground and the particular
(theoretical) developments in archaeological pcacin the UK, Germany and Turkey
over the past few decades. The aim has not beentitise or support either of these
traditions; rather the intent was to provide adrisel and intellectual background that
would help to ground the present study. In the bzpter, this intellectual basis will
be further substantiated through the developmentaoparticular (theoretical)
perspective on what stimulates or causes matehahge and innovation. This
perspective will then form the lead in proposindfedent ways of thinking about
material developments on the west coast of AsiaoMiat the end of the second

millennium BCE.
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Chapter 3

Theoretical and methodological considerations

3.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, it has become clear tiatagological narratives tend to be
written from a particular Hellenocentric perspeetthat portrays ‘peripheral’ regions,
such as the west coast of Asia Minor, as rathekwai and veritable new worlds,
there for the taking of enterprising and migratiGgeeks. In response to these
narratives, the concept of ‘cultural hybridity’ hlasen used to argue for a much more
gradual and dynamic process of cultural interactiogtween the ‘Anatolian’
communities and the Aegean. Although this respasise many ways justified, the
persistent use of latent ethno-cultural labels éscdbe and characterise material
objects and social practices tends to reinforcéerathan dissolve the Aegeo-
Anatolian divide. Instead of seeking to categonsserial objects and social practices
along ethno-cultural lines and use this to deteenthre level of ‘Anatolianness’ or
‘Greekness’ of the lonian communities, this chapt#ically reviews current trends
in archaeological theory to develop a particuladarstanding of the concept of
‘material entanglement’ that makes it possible wvenbeyond this simplistic binary
and come to a much more complex understanding ef cthitural and material
dynamics on the west coast of Asia Minor at they\erd of the second millennium
BCE. First, however, it would be useful to make sgmersonal remarks as to the use

of theory in current archaeology and how it hasbeggplied to lonia.

3.2. Theory: some critical remarks

What does it mean to be theoretical? Asking sughestion is highly relevant given
that in ‘post-processual’ archaeology empiricisnoften met with scepticism as it is
argued that social structures were put into pradbg actors, who manipulated the
rules of the game, and in doing so either repldtate indeed renegotiated or
transformed the social structure. Because this puation took place with reference
to social meaning, meanings that were not direotigervable but hidden inside
people’s heads, the implication is that an objecsgience of human society based on
‘observables’ was simply not possible. Therefotds iargued that, if the aim is to
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understand the archaeological record, it will beessary to refer not simply to what
processes led to certain patterns, but to peofi@sghts and intentions, which are
held to be central to understanding how the ardbgeml record was created

(Johnson 2009: 81). To gain insights into theseghts and intentions archaeologists
have often borrowed concepts and theoretical fraonesvfrom other social sciences.
Indeed, basically all theoretical concepts curseritishionable, such as ‘agency
theory’, ‘theory of materiality’, ‘theory of persbonod’, ‘post-colonial theory’, are one

way or another borrowed from sociology, anthropglagd philosophy.

Of course, there appears to be little wrong witis.thn fact, it highlights the
interdisciplinary nature of archaeology. At the satme, however, it also implies
that essentially archaeology as an independeniptirszis denied the ability to come
up with meaningful theoretical perspectives itsélis underestimates and neglects
the power and nature of the archaeological diswplivhich is after all about things
(Olsen 2010; Olsen et al. 2012). Moreover, theeevarious problems to note with
the way theoretical frameworks are selected andespkently applied. One of them is
that archaeologists tend to be very selective ¢kipg out only those elements of an
original concept or philosophy that can easily lseoaxmodated to their data or
expectations, while conveniently forgetting abothen fundamental elements. In
addition, concepts that made sense in their odiginafiguration are all too often
taken out of their original context and appliedatecompletely different situation and
dataset, assuming that the same truths will crassptinary and contextual divides.
Furthermore, it could be argued that studies teHtconsciously privilege ‘theory’
tend to talk about everyday and mundane activitiesather abstract and obscure

terms which mystify rather than clarify the message

Sue Sherratt (2011a: 15) argues that this mystidicas a by-product of the agonistic
arena in which theoretical discourse tends to dpeead essentially: “the more
incomprehensible a piece of writing or a lecturethe more profound it is suspected
of being by those who are afraid to admit they db understand it”. Bjgrnar Olsen
(2010: 6) adds to this that, “the closer one mdweethe sacred inner circle of theory-
building and systematic empirical generalisatiadhg, more devoid of things social
science become”. One could even go one step fuaierargue that theorists do not

just tend to talk about everyday life in abstraetrts, but do not talk about everyday
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life at all. All too often, they rather seem to peeoccupied with revealing some
abstract and invisible social forces that nobody énger seen but that nevertheless are
supposed to influence, if not drive, human behavioom behind the scenes. This
latter point is very well expressed by Bruno Lat@@05: 22) who states that when
“[scholars] pronounce the words ‘society’, ‘powefstructure’ and ‘context’ [and
‘social’, ‘agency’, etc. may be added to this], yheften jump straight ahead to
connect vast arrays of life and history, to mobilgigantic forces, to detect dramatic
patterns emerging out of confusing interactionssée everywhere in the cases at
hand yet more examples of well-known types, to aébehind the scenes some dark

powers pulling the strings”. But if these forcesmat be seen, do they really exist?

But perhaps most problematic is that theoreticakepts often tend to be approached
as if they were complete and sufficient explanaionthemselves both for their own
existence and for the archaeological phenomenavifich they are held to account.
There usually is no sustained analytical or reag@tmpt to show what allowed the
material patterns observed to emerge. This poinbines particularly clear in the
current debate concerning the historicity of th@da migration. As pointed out in the
previous chapter, there are currently three maintpaf view with respect to the
historicity of the lonian migration. First, thereeahose who accept the texts at face
value and argue that the appearance of Protogecnpeitery on the west coast of
Asia Minor is the ultimate evidence for an accudtion process which was brought
on by the influx of people from the Greek mainlasscond, there are those who
reject the historicity of the lonian migration alsdggest that the appearance of
Protogeometric pottery is the ultimate reflectidnam ongoing process of cultural
hybridisation. Third, there are those who accem tbnian migration as a real
historical event, but try to find individual casedere the textual record can be

reasonably aligned with the archaeological evidence

Despite their obvious differences, these diffeiatdrpretative frameworks share one
major problem. In taking as their ultimate referempoint either the textual record or
other currently popular theoretical concepts, satsohctually set up valid hypotheses,
but instead of testing these hypotheses by makmgirecally visible how the
processes worked, they use them to explain oftarfusing and ill-understood

patterns and interactions observed in the matex@rd. Concepts such as migration
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and acculturation or contacts and cultural hybaiiis are approached as if they were
complete and sufficient explanations in themselaed therefore do not require
further explanation or investigation. It is hereatthproblems with the artificial
dichotomy between theory and empiricism can clebeybserved. It is one thing to
use a theoretical framework to search for and spEsgly explain patterns in the
archaeological record, but it is another to acjuatiderstandvhat was going on. The
aim of this chapter, therefore, is to set out apective that might help in moving a
step closer to understanding material, and in @&#r ceramic, change on the west
coast of Asia Minor during the twelfth through gaenth centuries BCE.

3.3. Instable stability

A first step in finding a way to merge theory witmpirical data is to start with a
particular characteristic of the current debateceomng the historicity of the lonian
migration. When looking closely at the various fiosis in the lonian migration
debate, it can be observed that one of the keyezlenthat both separates and binds
the various perspectives is a particular view @rge and continuity in which change
is directly associated with radical, event-orientedolutions. Indeed, implicit in the
arguments used by those in favour of the lonianratign is that changes in the
archaeological record represent a clear break poihistory and can, therefore, be
associated with some radical event (i.e. migratidimpse rejecting the historicity of
the lonian migration, on the other hand, obseraglar changes, but they do not see
them as warranting the label of radical change eaodsequently, find explanation in
concepts like cultural hybridisation that allow forore gradual evolution to take
place.

The link between change and revolution is a redédyivecent phenomenon. During
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the tevolution applied to the cyclical

movements of astronomical objects and changes rturfe rather than political

rupture, and the termévolutionexpressed disorder rather than a programme afracti
to achieve a goal that consciously created a bnetikthe past (Clark 2003: 41-51;
Gamble 2007: 15). It is only with the major revabus of the late eighteenth through
early twentieth centuries (the American Revolutimri776, the French Revolution in
1789 and the Russian Revolution in 1917) that hysteas essentially transformed

from a cyclical to a linear narrative that couldtipgologised into stages, each of them
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SORRY. characterised by a revolution

%Bﬂ'-_lrg? 3 (Gamble 2007: 15). In archaeology,
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ENDED AT MIDNIGHT
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ALL THIS 1S el _ becomes first apparent in the kind of

WORTHLESS Nowt /|| eighteenth century art history of

1 Johann Winckelmann and others, but

this changing perspective on time

is more firmly formalised in the

introduction of the three-age system
by Christian J. Thomson in 1836 in
his aim to organise the collection of
prehistoric and protohistoric artefacts
of the Royal Commission of Danish

Ancient Monuments in Copenhagen.

Figure 3.1. Cartoon by Bill Whitehead Whereas classification had originally
(http://www.creators.com/comics/free-range/70578. nl . . . .
[accessed 14-11-2013]). involved the organisation of entities

on a synchronous grid, it now became
connected wittsequencdJ. Thomas 2004: 37). As a result, history waslogised

as a “series of replacements” (Olsen et al. 2022: 4

In the course of the nineteenth century, the tlagesystem of stone, bronze and iron
ages was further refined and subdivided, and irb186 John Lubbock, in his book
Pre-historic Timeshad separated the earliest into an Old and Newesage, or
Palaeolithic and Neolithic. However, as Clive Gam{®#007: 12) notes, these terms
no longer just denoted a certain period of time, tmw marked the difference in
technology between hunters and farmers. This notias further enhanced by the
early work of V. Gordon Childe. Gamble (2007: 12marks that Childe was as
enthusiastic as the next archaeologist about rgfirthe three-age divisions and
adding geographical as well as chronological detmdugh excavation, but by 1935
he had lost patience with mere cataloguing. Incéute to the Prehistoric Society he
cried out: “What then is to become of the hallowedns Palaeolithic, Neolithic,
Bronze Age, Iron Age?” (Childe 1935: 7, quoted bgn@hle 2007: 12). His answer
was as simple as radical: “I should like to beli¢vat they may be given a profound
significance as indicating vital stages in humaagpess. | would suggest that the

classification of Old Stone Age, New Stone Age, &® Age and Iron Age represent
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real revolutions that affected all departments wihkn life” (Childe 1935: 7, quoted
by Gamble 2007: 12). As such, to Childe, the varistages represent periods in
which people adopted radically different ways &#.lIAs Witmore (2007: 555) puts it,
“Within one temporal box inhabiting the Mesolitrace hunter/gatherers; in another,
settling down in the Neolithic, are agriculturadisand pastoralists — humans of

‘nature’ on one side and humans of ‘culture’ onatteer” fig. 3.1).

Over the past century, time has come to be cutimi@asingly thinner slices, even to
such an extent that in a recent contribution toskeond edition oArchaeological
Theory Today(Hodder 2012a), Bjgrnar Olsen argues that in ctregohaeology,
“Time is not allowed to be ‘flattened’, mixed orbndized, but has to be cleansed
and sequenced — in short, ‘unlocked’. Through evere fine-grained dating methods
and advanced stratigraphical and typological segjugnprehistoric settlements and
sites are cut into increasingly thinner slicesimigt cleansing them from the historical
conditions that grounded these presents” (Olsei2:2P16). The idea behind this way
of thinking is that stability is the rule and chantfpe exception. But is stability really
so self-evident that it does not require any furtke&ploration or explanation?
According to Bjgrnar Olsen (2010: 140), social 8iighis essentially enabled by the
stability, concreteness and security produced lyg#) because it is through the
interaction with things that habits and actionsdmee standardised and predictable,

producing what can be thought of as (social) stmest and institutions.

Yet, as lan Hodder (2011: 160; 2012b: 4-5, 65, 6B+btes, material stability may
often appear true in the short time-span of etheq@igc inquiry, but from an
archaeological perspective things seem transiemiaya changing, problematic,
unbounded. They are always falling apart, transiiogmgrowing, changing, dying,
running out (see also Olsen et al. 2012: 119-12@) instance, the walls of the houses
on display at Catalhdoyik may appear solid and @s®lafter all they have stood for
9000 years. But, as Hodder (2012b: 65) points thig,appearance of permanence is
an artifice of the massive use of chemicals, cadaots and grouts inserted by the
conservators who are involved in an endless dailyggle to keep up the mudbrick
walls that have been excavated. Unfortunatelys itery unclear when problems will
emerge and repair and innovation are required. vgs@t, much human life would be

less a case of careful planning and more one ofawigation and situational problem
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solving (Hodder 2011; 2012b; Ingold 2010; 2013;dlklgand Hallam 2007). Tim
Ingold (2007a; 2008) refers to this fundamentatpss as ‘human wayfaring’

The consequence, howeverthat change and innovation are not preformedfian
occur in the moment, are unpredictable, and forenrthe rather than the exception.
This process is by definition open-ended and damsimtend to go anywhere in
particular. Yet, at the same time, it is hard tcape the idea that there is some
directionality to it. Witmore (2007: 556-557), fanstance, notes how throughout
western Europe segments of a network of Roman ragslwtill direct the flow of
people’s lives today. To change the roads is exhemiifficult, because once built a
road connects to other roads, and to buildingsfacitities along roads. Furthermore,
depending on which side of the road one drivess wvall have to be adjusted, road
signs replaced, and so on. In other words, a whaleastructure has become
dependent on the Roman road network — which inlfitaas already largely
dependent on the underlying topografhyThis has the consequence that roads
cannot be changed without having to change the evimftastructure. This does not
mean that it is not possible, but it usually isieaso find solutions to certain
problems within the existing situation. A similasrin of directionality can also be

seen in archaeology. As Hodder notes,

“When | excavate at Catalhdyik | dig a trench ohade in the ground and from long and bitter
experience | know that the hole | dig restrictedadctions. For example, as | dig | decide where to
place the earth from the hole. If | place the earth large heap on one side of the trench it besom
very difficult to expand the trench in that directi— | would need to expend much labor and costs
moving the heap of soil before | could dig underlit any case, as the trench is made deeper, any
expansion sideways at the bottom involves movirigt af earth at the top. And then there are our
efforts to deal with the unruliness of things. Aat@lhdyuk we follow UK Health and Safety
regulations so that we do not dig straight downdtep in the trench gradually as we go down. So the
trench gets smaller and smaller as we go down $e the deposits we have dug through shift and
collapse on the excavators. So expanding sidewapsadl distance at the bottom of the trench invelve
expanding much larger distances at the top ofrrech. Archaeologists very much dig themselves into

holes so that earlier material decisions constedér action” (Hodder 2012b: 104-105).

“9 See further the interesting discussion by Gavicasu2012) on the concept of the palimpsest.
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Figure 3.2. An excavation trench at Bargin Hoyuk, Tukey, in 2007 (photo: author).

Both the examples of the Roman road system andrtii@eological trencHig. 3.2)
show that decisions made in the past have a dimggact on the present and the
direction in which future action is headed. In aywthe past bumps up against the
present in a non-linear way. Gaivin Lucas (200bgrefore, argues that time is like
space, a multi-dimensional entity. Alternativeiyné can also be compared to a wave
thatis constantly changing shape and character asks pip, incorporates or lets go
elements whilst on the move. In either case, heweshange is not only the rule
rather than the exception, but also does not forbmeak with the past. In fact, in
dealing with the consequences of past decisiotisepresent, the tendency is always
to find solutions that work within what is alreathere. This is, as Hodder (2012b:
169) points out, not because people are inher@uihgervative but because it is in
their interest to do so. Consequently, rather tinging to come up with evemore
fine-grained dating methods and advanced stratigecapand typological sequencing,
it would be more fruitful to explore the fundamdrmeocess of human wayfaring and

figure out how this process brought forth matecteinge and innovation.
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3.4. Making stability

Under the influence of the growing importance ofcatied ‘material culture studies’,
many archaeological studies have increasingly begmmoccupied with consumption
practices rather than with productidtockhammer (2012c: 11), for instance, argues
that, “A focus on consumer decisions is most promgisn order to demonstrate the
power of objects that force people to act”. A tdonconsumption during the late
1980s and 1990s was, as Michael Dietler (2010bwshgart of a critique of
production-focused studies that failed to take iatwount of the ways in which
people enrol things in everyday social practiceswebler, instead of restoring the
balance, this turn to consumption has itself coméatgely neglect the making of
things. In a recent article irchaeological DialoguesTim Ingold, therefore,
criticises material culture studies, including aeblogy, for focusing too much on
consumption rather than on production itself andash valuing the materiality of
things over the very materials of which these thirge made (Ingold 2007b).
Similarly, Olsen (2010: 32-34) argues that sinae ldte 1990s consumption studies
have become more and more narrowed toward shopiieggexchange of goods, the
desire for things, their aestheticisation, andrtieglia image of them, rather than their
uses and the ways material objects are lived Wity little is said about the dull,
ordinary, and inconspicuous materiality that peamastantly engage with, such as
walls, streets, fences, parking spaces, fishingigie and gas stations. Even less
attention is paid to making. As Ingold (2007b: @sit, “[...] such studies take as
their starting point a world of objects that hasjtavere, already crystallized out from
the fluxes of materials and their transformation. this point materials appear to
vanish, swallowed up by the very objects to whisbyt have given birth”. Ingold’s
plea, therefore, is to once more take material®wgy, since it is from them that

everything is made.

In a response to Ingold’s paper, Tilley (2007) afider (2007) argue that materiality
differs from mere ‘materials’ or ‘matter’ in its ¢lusion of the social. In particular
Tilley claims to be more interested in materials foeir social significance and,
therefore, argues that the term ‘materiality’ hosthvantages over ‘materials’ (for a

recent discussion of materiality, see Knappett 20But what is meant by ‘the
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social’? Bruno Latour opens the introduction to bk Reassembling the Social

with the following remark:

“[...] when social scientists add the adjective ‘sddio some phenomenon, they designate a stabilized
state of affairs, a bundle of ties that, later, rb@ymobilized to account for some other phenomenon.
There is nothing wrong with this use of the wordl@sy as it designates what is already assembled
together, without making any superfluous assumpioout the nature of what is assembled. Problems
arise, however, when ‘social’ begins to mean a tgpenaterial, as if the adjective was roughly
comparable to other terms like ‘wooden’, ‘steely'biological’, ‘economical’, ‘mental’,
‘organizational’, or ‘linguistic’. At that point,he meaning of the word breaks down since it now
designates two entirely different things: firsthavement during a process of assembling; and second

a specific type of ingredient that is supposeditferdfrom other materials” (Latour 2005: 1).

It is this second meaning of the social that Milerd Tilley have in mind, but
Ingold’s position comes much closer to the firstamiag, which is also Latour’s view,
that the social is a gathering. Ingold maintainat th thing is not a self-contained
object, but is made from materials that have prgserof their own and are not
necessarily predisposed to fall into the shapesimed of them, let alone to stay in
them indefinitely. It takes people, who have to m#e most of their own skill and
experience, to bring these materials together antbine or redirect their flow in the
anticipation of what might emerge (Ingold 2010: 38-Ingold and Hallam 2007: 3-
4). For Ingold, then, people do not “take a backt'sKnappett 2007: 23), but are at
the heart of things. In fact, it is exactly through ongoing engagement with and
manipulation of materials and things that peopke avle to adapt to the conditions
they find themselves in. In this light, the soegaformed by the mix of materials and
people rather than being some superorganic dimersfowhich the life of people

exceeds their organic life.

This perspective sheds a different light on howndhi take shape. Traditionally,
people are seen as the makers of things. For gesta#&ifred Gell (1998: 16) argues
that “agents initiate ‘actions’ which are causedttymselves, by their intention, and
not by the physical laws of the cosmos”. In thissse as Ingold (2010: 95) points out,
the intention is the cause, the action, and bynsibe the object, the effect. This is
also what Panagiotopoulos (2013: 48) seems to imawend in his discussion of the

tension between a thing’s material and its desigemarguing that a ‘design’ is “the
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plan which lies behind the construction of an adif. Ingold (2010; 2013: 20-21)
refers to this way of thinking as the ‘hylomorpimodel’. This model is problematic
for two reasons. First, although people are invblirethe process of making things
and they may even have some idea in mind as to mhtdrial form they want to get
at or even have an object in front of them, crafiim a creative activity in which not
so much the idea but the actual engagement witkrral allows things to take shape
(Ingold 2013: 101-103). How this engagement unfolds not necessarily
predetermined. After all, things go wrong all tired, with the result that the material
forms taking shape as part of the making processairnecessarily a direct reflection
of the initial idea. Perhaps the best exampleshisf tan be found in the way the
involvement of children in, for instance, the paigtof pottery may result in what
appears to be unskilled or unconventional decagachemes or elements on vessels
that were otherwise of good quality in terms of pghaand overall decoration
(Langdon 2013). Second, it has already been ndtatlthings are always falling
apart, transforming, growing, changing, dying, nagnout. To maintain continuity
people will have to intervene by either repairifgngs or making new ones.
Consequently, rather than being the cause, peageiraolved in an ongoing

correspondence with materials and it is in thixpss that things take shape.

When looking from this perspective, it could bewsg that the aim of making things
is not to reach a terminus in the form of a fintblwdject, but is all about generating
the right (material) conditions for everyday lifeaptices to be sustained (Barrett
2012). As Tim Ingold (2010: 92) puts it followinge painter Paul Klee, “form is the
end, death; form-giving is life”. In this light, €#n (2010: 140) might be correct in
arguing that social stability is enabled by thinigst because things are not inert it is
up to people to find ways to maintain the stabibifythings. At the same time, to
examine the processes from which, for instanceyneess and ceramic styles emerge,
it is not necessary to confine oneself to the stofdgroduction. Usually, production
and consumption are studied as two separate entitég follow each other in time.
Dietler, for instance, starts a paper on consumptio the Oxford Handbook of
Material Culture Studies(Hicks and Baudry 2010) with the remark that
“Consumption is a material social practice invotyithe utilization of objects (or
services), as opposed to their production or tistion” (2010b: 209). Definitely,

there is certain logic to this. After all, thingeed to be made first before they can be
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used. However, to exchange a study of consumptioorie of production is to move
from one extreme to another. Although it will oftea difficult not to unconsciously
fall back on the production-consumption dichotontymight be useful to ask how
certain innovations might have helped to keep thimging in terms of both

production and consumption.

3.5. The local and the global

In trying to create or maintain material stabilifgrafts)people not only bring together
materials but are also constantly on the look-outiriformation and knowledge that
might help them in dealing with the specific chatfes they are faced with. An
important point to make, however, in respect to ftth@wing together and
manipulation of flows of information is thatformation does not move by itself. The
flows of information people tap into can origindtem basically everywhere, cut
across many different scales without break of caily, and can take any form, but
they do not move magically. Information may flowpaople’s skills or as part of the
attributes of devices or other material things. Mohb thus, plays an essential role in
the movement of information. In discussing issuemobility, network images have
become commonplace across a broad spectrum opliied, including archaeology
(Gamble 2007; Knappett 2005; 2011). Tim Ingold @00806) has argued, however,
that the proponents of network perspectives focushe first place, not on things,
organisms, or persons but on the connections battheen and thereby adopt what is
often called a relational perspective. Such a @atsge, Ingold notes, allows for the
possibility that, with any pair of connected emrsti each can play an active part in the
ongoing formation of the other. Relations, it ipgased, are mutually constitutive.
The consequence is that before a connecting linkbeaestablished things already
have to exist. However, as both Latour (2005: 284 Ingold (2007b) maintain,
movements and displacements come first, placeslamoes second. For Latour, then,
a network “is not made of nylon thread, words oy ather durable substance but is
the trace left behind by some moving agent” (Latd005: 132). Networks in this
sense are about movements not connections. It ighifo reason that Ingold (2007a)

prefers to substitute the typology of the networthwhat of the ‘meshwork’.

Movement is restricted to neither spatial nor teraposcales. The flows of

information people draw on in finding ways to ceeataterial and social stability can

90



have moved both long and short distances, butimgimg together and mixing the
various flows they all become both local and glodtathe same time. Making in its
widest meaning, therefore, is not just a local pecac but incorporates both the macro
and the micro without there being a difference leetwthe two. This ability of people
to operate across different scales, from the lax#he global, is often encapsulated in
the term ‘glocalisation’ (Maran 2011; Knappett 2010). Furthermore, information
not only moves through space but also through tmimth a literal and metaphysical
sense. Because time does not stop, every movehrengh space is simultaneously a
movement through time. But perhaps even more imapoiis that in their everyday
life people always draw on the past. Innovationsidbjust occur out of nothing, but
emerge from people being creative in bringing tbgetand manipulating already
existing flows of materials, energy and informatidime most vivid example of how
past information still pertains today is, of coyrgee extent to which the modern car
is indebted to the invention of the wheel in thartb millennium BCE. In a similar
way, novices draw on knowledge and information fribrair tutors in growing into

knowledge, even though they do have to find thein comfort in doing things.

What strands of information will be picked up on m®t something that is
predetermined. People are not robots faithfulljofwing some rigidly choreographed
templates that have been passed down from genertigeneration as part of a
scheme or code of conduct which more or less desiis recipients to replicate the
same sequence over and over again. For instancewiriean evolutionary
archaeology holds that information which has leduocessful decisions in the past
becomes encoded and available to future generatomshat because individuals are
different and variation is constantly being genedlathe possibility exists that novel
forms of action will be favoured by selection iretfuture, at the expense of existing
cultural practices (Shennan 2012: 17). At the same, however, if change and
innovation are about fixing holes in the dyke, amiaintained in this chapter, then the
information that is selected to deal with thesebpgms is not so much selected for its
reproductive fitness, adaptive resource acquisition replicative success in
transmission, but rather for, what Hodder (2012tapter 6) calls, their ‘fittingness'.
By this he means that traits may be adopted bectnese help to create material

coherence and as such afford social continuityetanhintained.
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Certain things, however, it better at differeimnes. Hodder (2012b: 114) notes, for
instance, how the recent introduction of the Hawle Bystem in professional tennis
came forth out of a need to limit the impact ofufee in human judgement (i.e. the
referee) in the game due to there being increasimgich at stake as a result of tennis
becoming a mass spectator sport with increasingn@iml benefits for successful
players from advertising and prize money. At theesadime, he also notes that such a
system would not make sense in a local club, oauatdn a friend’s back garden or
even fifty years ago when there was much lessakestSimilarly, a concert piano
would not fit in with a Mesolithic hunter-gathergite. This is not so much because
the piano was not yet invented, but because, adéto®012b: 4-5) remarks, it
requires highly specialised skills to play, it iasled on a specific western 12-tonal
system, and it uses a cast iron frame and highetengre that only became available
in the Industrial Revolution. At the same time, ided (2012b: 126-132) shows how
the piano and the different types music that cdaddoroduced with it are caught up
with particular ways of life at various stages istbry. People in the Mesolithic could
not understand, hear, and make a grand piano, ethey did not have the factories,
ships to import the materials, the imperial redtie, organisation of labour, or the
ideas about music that made the piano possible pildr® fitted a particular context
that was simply absent in the Mesolithic. As sutie, reason why certain forms of
information are selected and incorporated or indegetted is not the result of past
success, but is because they cohere in particotdexts and as such help to generate

the conditions that make reproductive fitness fssi

In bringing together and combining materials, egeagd strands of information,
dynamic mixtures (sometimes in the form of things being created of which the
original elements can or can no longer be idemtifidgs Mol and Law for instance
note, “For though a sugar solution may crystallind the kidneys separate urine from
blood, the egg and the oil in mayonnaise are in®ly altered when they are mixed”
(1994: 660). The consequence of the creation ol suxtures is that it might or
might not be possible to break down artefacts int@at are supposed to be their
constituent components and subsequently trace dhgiris’ of the individual
components. Yet, to find the origins of certain pdmena is central to many
archaeological studies. To a large extent thishis ¢consequence of the modern

perspective on change as discussed above. Gantlilé: (2), for instance, notes that,
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“Archaeologists will tell you that they were put tns earth to explain change. What
they usually mean by that is their unflagging skdor the evidence of origins; the
fieldwork quest for the oldest. And once found #hesigin points, like well driven

tent pegs, secure the ropes to explain the chahgeked in the first place to the point
of origin”. The problem, however, is that changesloot necessarily have an origin
and neither does information. Certainly, flows mfiormation might start out at some
point, but in their movement they, like a wave, stantly pick up, incorporate or let
go elements and as such might be transformed ipeshad character to such an
extent that at some point the ‘original’ piece aformation do no longer exists
anymore or can no longer be recognised as suchiefbine, rather than trying to pin

down a point of origin, it will be more useful tamore how people tied themselves
in with information flowing along the lines of a twe@r meshwork of movement. As
such, it is less important to figure out where dlyacertain strands of information

might have originated from and more important te kew people were able to find

and subsequently manipulate flows of informationtfeir own purposes.

3.6. Investigating material change: some thoughtsica methodology

So far, it has been argued that change and cotytinuioduction and consumption,
and local and non-local are not necessarily opgosoncepts. Humans are social
beings and social stability arguably is enabledHiygs. However, these same things
are not inert, but tend to fall apart, wear out @ngimble. As a result, people are
involved in a continuous process of, for instano@king repairs to their houses or
producing or importing new ceramics to replace brolkones. For this they bring
together and combine materials, information andgné¢hat may originate from a
potentially wide range of places. Local practicésmaking, using and abandoning
material things are, therefore, inextricably tiadwith the strands of a wider web of
movement. Consequently, to understand the compéaises and processes that
stimulated material change and innovation, it Ve important to investigate the
working of this dynamic entanglement. This is diéddily not an easy exercise. For one
thing, the need to transverse scales is a problenssue. Social scientists have
suggested a wide range of typologies to be abthitdk beyond traditional scales of
analysis. Mimi Shellar (2004), for instance, wotk®on the notion of ‘gel’, whereas
Annemarie Mol and John Law (1994) suggest the qunaffluid space’. Tim Ingold
(2008; 2009) combines the typology of fluid spactwis idea of the ‘meshwork’. In
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archaeology, lan Hodder (2012b) has recently pregpdbe idea of a sticky web.
However, Carl Knappett (2011: 32) notes that thedks for the recognition of fluid
social typologies do not appear to be accompanyea $et of methodologies. It will,
therefore, be necessary to look for alternativesibagies.

Perhaps the question that needs to be askedsfingtether one believes that change is
primarily triggered by forces of extra-regionalgn or that internal processes form
the main stimulants. This is a question that hésnaked to controversy between two
contrasting schools of explanation for innovati@rscultural change: one which
favours evolutionary or autonomist explanations,d aone which prefers an
interventionist or diffusionist approach emphagisithe spread of innovations
(Rahmstorf 2011: 100-101; Sherratt 1993: 1). Ofrseuneither purely autonomist
nor purely diffusionist explanations are fully cosetgnt to explain all forms of
cultural and material change; rather, it is mogpiastion of emphasis on either one or
the other. For instance, proponents of what isgesitather awkwardly called ‘world-
systems theory’ might emphasise the role of exteior@es (for a discussion, see
Sherratt 2010a), but based on the arguments matesiohapter, my personal answer
would be that localised processes definitely camuwate change, including
seemingly abrupt shifts. To this must, however,adeled that, at the same time,
people make use of and are influenced by theitiogis.with others. Ideally, then, the
suggestion would be to start from an essentialiglised perspective that investigates
the local practices of making, using and abandgnirgch, in turn, may help to gain
insights into how people experienced and constdudiee social’. Through this
examination, evidence can be detected that makessgible to explore further the
web of movements in which the particular communitgs entangled and chart

connections and continuing trajectories acrossespad time.

Unfortunately, such a study requires a very intensind detailed empirical study,
which is often not feasible due to constraintsimet and finances or the state of
archaeological investigation. This is particularye for the west coast of Asia Minor
at the end of the second and beginning of theriilennia BCE. As an alternative, it
might be useful to follow Knappett (2011) in higgament that one shoutécognise
trans-scalar continuities and find means of engutiat these are respected while also

using categories such as micro-, meso-, and maale-sto facilitate analysis.
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Although one of the weaknesses of Knappett's baothat, despite its supposedly
rigorous methodological basis, it does not effadjivliink the different scales of
analyses together such as to offer a coherentrpictine analyses of local practices
(micro), on the one hand, and macro-regional patef exchange and interaction, on
the other, definitely offer opportunities to stuthe interplay between the local and
the global. In this case, one would first examioeal practices and how these might
have stimulated change and then, in addition, éotla¢ community within a wider
web of human and material mobility and place tlealaevelopments within a wider
context of macro-regional patterns of exchangeiatadlaction such as to examine the

interaction between internal and external causeshange.

In either case, however, a practice-led and esdgnéimpirical approach would form
the basis of analysis. This call for a practiced@groach is not new. For instance, in
their discussion of the issue of ‘hybridity’, Petglan Dommelen and Michael
Rowlands (2012) argue that hybridity cannot be n@adrchaeological artefacts, but
takes place in practice. They therefore advocataxtical perspective’ that takes
material culture seriously, redirects attentiontiie activities that involved material
culture, and does not distinguish between practoekobjects. Philipp Stockhammer
(2012b; 2012c) makes a similar argument. A probleawever, is that these models
focus primarily on how people adopt, adapt, orategpecific non-local elements from
a consumer’s perspective. It is essentially conssnmeho decide what will be
incorporated into local practices; producers doapgear to play an active role in this
process. Moreover, they (implicitly) see externaimsli as the main causes for
cultural and material change and as such ignoreltlsveness of material things and
their role in stimulating continuous innovation. @@ other hand, they also make the
important observation that things do not reflecagtices, but help to make them
possible. For instance, Stockhammer (2012c: 26sBbyws how the function of the
kylix in Mycenaean Greece differs from its functionthe Levant. Similarly, in the
Aegean amphoroid kraters were most likely used itowmne with water, but in the
Near East these same kraters might have been asadcbmpletely different act of
drinking: i.e. with straws directly from a largessel which probably contained beer
and not wine (Stockhammer 2011: 289; 2012c: 23-PB@se observations make clear
that objects do not necessarily form direct windomte past practices; rather they

make practices possible.
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However, if objects do not reflect practices, ham ¢hese practices be studied? The
answer to this question is probably to be founthepoint that an advantage of action
is that it makes a difference and as such poténtiehves a material trace. This
notion essentially forms the basis for the forersiences, but is also a useful (and
widely accepted) notion in archaeology. To invesdighe many causes and processes
that stimulated material change, it will be necgss$a detect and follow these traces.
Indeed, the archaeologist is often portrayed asumtel who engages with his
surroundings while following the trail of an anim@dgeworth 2012: 78; Ingold
2013: 11). As Andrew Jones (2009) rightly points$, aachaeology is a hybrid subject
and few other subjects range as widely in the spoéaheir disciplinary interests. As
such, the archaeologist has a wide range of diftaresthods in his or her possession
and can search around for usable methods, or bispaeces thereof, that may be
reassembled with others to form the most apprapresearch tools to approach the
specific materials at hand (Olsen 2010: 13). Twiol®some guidance in studying the
everyday practices in which ceramics were entangletie past, Peter Tomkins (in
press) has developed a practice-led charactemsatifo ceramics, called ‘Total
Integrated Characterisation’ (TIC). This approadarts by grouping ceramics
according to a combination of macroscopic obsemnatand petrographic thin section
analysis of their fabrics. Based on this groupiother variations in terms of
morphology, surface treatment, firing, techniqudsfaming and finishing, use,

fragmentation and taphonomy will be recorded.

The advantage of Tomkin’s approach is that fabriegresent a more sensitive
indicator of technological variation and allow ws itlentify discrete traditions of
production without distorting the cultural connatas often inherent to stylistic
labels. Moreover, it explicitly draws attentiongooduction as well as other practices
in which people and pottery were entangled, suatoaking, storing, serving, giving,
receiving, fragmenting, discarding etc. and mak@®ssible to study effectively how
one micro-variation at any one stage of the ove@lination process relates to
another. As such, it moves beyond a mehlaine opératoireapproach that is
essentially concerned with reconstructing the ptajssequence of operations and
bodily gestures ancient technicians employed toenake and repair objects (Dobres

2000; 2010). Also, the approach is cost-effectv@arious methods are all employed
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strategically, with the high-resolution techniqube last to be used (if at all) rather
than the first. Unfortunately, to fully implementis approach requires access to
primary source material, which is unavailable fog present study. Nevertheless, the
approach is useful in the sense that it focuseshenmaterial characteristics of
ceramics and the engagement between people andatzate the formation process
of ceramics. This focus not only has the potertbagain insights into how people
experienced and constructed ‘the social’, butsballlows one to get a grip on the
internal processes and causes that may have steadutzaterial change, which is the

basic aim of this thesis.

At the same time, it has already been noted thataddition to this localised
perspective, it will be necessary to investigate lmo their practices people may have
been influenced by their relations to others. Thedations may include direct or
indirect contacts with other communities in theioegas well as further afield
through traders and itinerant craftspeople, redioaatres, (religious) festivals, large
periodic fairs and small regular market-circuitsgd ao on, but may also involve direct
interaction between, for instance, different cyadtsple within a single community. In
particular the role of itinerant craftspeople anckct interaction between different
craftspeople in the diffusion of styles, technoésgand ideas is often noted in Aegean
archaeology (e.g. Papadopoulos 1997a; 2009; Er809;2Doonan and Mazarakis
Ainian 2007). Also, the relation between ceramiewskmorphism and long-distance
trade in, for instance, metals and textiles is dones pointed at (e.g. Sherratt 1999:
181). In all cases, the level of influence thederarctions may exert on local material
developments tends to be associated with the posdf sites in relation to local,
regional and supra-regional routes of trade andnesonication. This point is actually
one of the basic and in many ways very useful pgemiof world-systems theory.
Consequently, where necessary or appropriate ttieydar position of a site within a
wider web of human and material mobility will beaexined in this thesis to explore,
on the one hand, how external forces influencedli®ed practices, but, at the same

time, also stimulated regional patterns to emerge.

3.7. Final remarks
Material change is often conceived of as ‘episqQdisomething (at least

retrospectively) conceived of as bringing somethimeyv to things themselves or
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society at large (Olsen 2010: 163). This concepisoparticularly clear on the west
coast of Asia Minor at the end of the second millam BCE, where stylistic changes
in ceramics have often been regarded as signalltogning point in social history. In
response to these episodic narratives, scholdtended by postcolonial theory have
come (often implicitly) to use the concept of ‘hglity’ to accommodate the
increasing evidence for continuity in the regiond aargue for a more gradual
evolution driven by cultural contact and interacti¢e.g. Crielaard 2009). One
problem with the concept of ‘hybridity’ is that is mostly used as a political
metaphor in postcolonial discourse and has a pejerabiological background
(Stockhammer 2012: 89), but even more importantyynopinion, is that the concept
is all too often used as a means to detect, desanld explain patterns emerging out
of confusing interactions without actually undenstimg the working of the everyday

mechanisms and processes that stimulated thernmattetake shape.

To be able to gain insights into these dynamicsaltarnative theoretical perspective
was developed in this chapter. The basis of thisgeetive is formed by the notion
that stability and change are complementary phenameather than opposing
concepts. In fact, change and innovation are akeuired to maintain continuity in

the sense that things are not inert and endure dfferent temporalities and as such
need constant maintenance or replacement. Conggguinmaintain the material

conditions for everyday social practices to be aunstl, people are involved in an
ongoing process of bringing together and combinffgvs of materials and

information from a potentially wide range of sowcelo study this particular

entanglement and gain insights into how it stimedataterial change, a practice-led
approach was suggested that tackles the interpiween, on the one hand,
essentially localised practices of production aodscimption and, on the other, wider
patterns of exchange and interaction. In the neatahapters, this approach will form
the basis for a reconsideration of the materialettlgwments at the beginning of the

twelfth and then in the eleventh centuries BCE.
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Chapter 4

Ceramic innovation in lonia at the beginning of thetwelfth century

4.1. Introduction

In her account of the historicity of the lonian maijon, Irene Lemos (2007) argues
that the collapse of the Mycenaean palaces, in g@atibn with the collapse of the
major empires in Anatolia and the Near East, cteatecontext of uncertainty and
social unrest that prompted people to move to opieres that were thought to be
safe for at least a short period of time duringrthiddle stage of the LH IIIC period.
She supports this hypothesis by arguing that & pleriod the islands and the Asiatic
coast produced a distinctive pottery style andrtbmber of burials, including rich
warrior burials, increased on Naxos, Rhodes and. Hbss claim that the Asiatic
coasts produced a distinctive pottery style is geshcorrect, but cannot be regarded
as evidence for population movements. As Penelopanijoy (1998; 1999: 45-46,
967-969; 2013; in press) has argued on varioussomts, the LH 11IC painted pottery
from the west coast of Asia Minor and the adjacAegean islands shows an
extremely homogeneous style that develops orgdyifraim the local LH IlIB style
and, therefore, at least to Mountjoy (1998: 60)ygasts continuity of inhabitants.
There are, however, some notable changes. Firgipried LH I[lIA2 and 1lIB
Mycenaean pottery (mostly Argive), which used tanpose only a very small
portion of the ceramic assemblages, all but disaqgpeéSecond, there appears to be a
tendency towards a general worsening in the ovsuatlce treatment of the pots. The
surfaces become less well polished and the slgkéhiand more unevenly applied
(pers. comm. D.S. Mangallu-Votruba). Also, matt paint seems to take ovemnir
lustrous paint around this time (Mountjoy 2013: b7Fhird, the twelfth century sees
the appearance of ‘Aegean’-style wheelmade coofotg. The aim of this chapter is

to investigate the possible causes and processestimulated these innovations.

4.2. Imported pottery and local production

In Central Macedonia, a decline in the quality wfface treatment at the beginning of
the twelfth century is interpreted as a reflectidrspeedier and greater production of
painted wheelmade pottery (Andreou 2009). To ingatt whether a similar situation
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might be postulated for the west coast of Asia Mirtowould first be useful to look
at how pottery production was organised. The best to investigate this is through
fabric analysis as this makes it possible to idgmiiscrete traditions. Unfortunately,
no systematic project has yet been carried outanrégion and it is not possible to do
this as part of the present study. Evidence wéle¢fore have to be gathered through
more general observations of ceramics and ceraaveldpments. A useful point of
departure in this is that the potter’s wheel wasaaly introduced in Western Anatolia
as early as EB lISahaslu 2005) and as such formed a well-establishedtioadby
the time that imported Mycenaean pottery arrivedhie region by the end of the
fourteenth century (Mountjoy 1998). Because of,thigs hardly a surprise that very
quickly after imports began to arrive on the Asiathores local potters started to
produce a local form of Mycenaean-style paintedgpgt Initially, this local pottery
shows clear affinities with the ‘Anatolian’ plainanes (and vice versa) in the sense
that similar shapes were produced in both Anatohad painted form(fig. 4.1)
(Mountjoy 1998; Zurbach 2011). However, Mountjo@98) notes that these mutual
influences slowly disappear in the course of thiaanth century and that the painted
pottery develops into a very homogeneous groupgchvishe has coined the ‘East
Aegean koine’ (Mountjoy 1998; 1999: 45-46, 967-9@9press).

Figure 4.1. A painted and a Grey ware jug from Panztepe-Menemen (after Giinel 1999a: pl. 167.1 and
166.1).
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Unfortunately, little is known about the developriseof the ‘Anatolian’ wheelmade
wares during the Late Bronze Age due to a lackysfesnatic (published) research,
but an apparent decrease in the continuing fudig@ioted and unpainted wheelmade
forms in the thirteenth and twelfth centuries magticate either that potters learned
how to produce shapes proficiently in multiple tti@ads or that different specialists
were producing different shapes in different wai®scause the technology of the
wheel had already been known in western Asia Miaocenturies, and because there
is little reason to assume major differences inféshioning techniques used for the
plain ‘Anatolian’ and painted wares (Zurbach 203Q@), there would seem, at least in
that respect, to be no clear reason why potterglaoat have produced in multiple
traditions. On the other hand, however, it is qumg that the different wares (grey,
reddish-buff and painted wares) probably requirdternt firing conditions, and
hence different forms of knowledge, to achievertlspiecific characteristics. This is
an assumption largely based on the fact that geegswmnecessarily require a reducing
atmosphere in the final stages of the firing precesereas both painted and red-buff
wares require oxidising conditions. In theory |ttiserefore, possible that painted and
red-buff wares could be fired in the same kiln loddwever, it is interesting to note
that one of the collapsed pottery kilns datinghe kate fourteenth century found at
Limantepe/Klazomenai was filled with mostly localddish-buff coloured unpainted
pots (Mangalglu-Votruba in press)’ Although this observation does not rule out the
possibility of potters being able to produce infeliént traditions, it is perhaps more
likely that individual households/workshops spese&d in the production of certain
wares and perhaps even specific shapes.

This is not to say that these different pottingliians were spatially separated. In
fact, there are several examples of painted log&ahtolian’ pots(fig. 4.2) which
suggest at least a certain degree of interactibmdas the various traditions. To place
this latter point into a wider perspective, it setul to refer briefly to the situation at
Tell Kazel in Syria. Here, two chemical and petegdric analysis programmes (Badre
et al. 2005; Boileau et al. 2010a) have shown thdhough apparently locally
produced, pots classified as ‘local Mycenaean pgttethat is, those local products

0 It is, however, puzzling that Grey Wares and cogkpots were also found in the same kiln-load
(pers. comm. D.S. Mangdllu-Votruba, May 2013).
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that are deemed to follow Aegean developments lgldgeing 2012: 105) — were
made of a different and much more standardisedcfaban the other ceramics for
which a series of different petro-fabrics and chehigroups were identified that
clearly reflect the geological heterogeneity of fikar Plain (Boileau et al. 2010a:
fig. 2). The apparent high level of homogeneitytlodé local Mycenaean pottery in
chemical and petrographic terms indicates a conscitay selection by the potters
(Jung 2011b: 127; 2012: 109) and may suggest lileaketceramics were produced by
different people than those producing all the otteramics found at the site (see
further pp. 128-131 below). In addition to the natnSyrian-type and local
Mycenaean ceramics, there is also a type of cematha combines Aegean and local
elements in their shapes, decorations and techicalofgatures. Pots belonging to
this category feature a whitish slip and red paintl are basically represented by
amphoroid kraters and piriform jars (Jung 2012:)1@hemical and petrographic
analyses have shown that these ceramics are glissgbciated with a petrochemical
group that includes a range of Syrian-type vesgatfjding trefoil-mouthed jugs, jars
(‘Canaanite jars’) and bowls (Badre et al. 2005:3P9figs. 4-5). This situation is in
many ways reminiscent of the few examples of pdinéaatolian’ wares in lonia.
However, the main difference between the situatibell Kazel and on the west
coast of Asia Minor is that, as elsewhere in theado, the production of ‘local
Mycenaean’ pottery at Tell Kazel only commencedh&t end of the thirteenth or

beginning of the twelfth century.

Figure 4.2. Painted ‘Anatolian’ bowl from Bakla Tepe(after Ozkan and Erkanal 1999: fig. 12).
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If there is indeed some truth to the suggestionttiavarious ceramic wares found on
the west coast of Asia Minor were produced by défi¢ potting traditions working

alongside one another at the same production isite,important to consider that
mostly preliminary reports suggest that during thte fourteenth and thirteenth
centuries painted pottery, including small amowftsmported Mycenaean pottery,
comprised about five to ten percent of the totabioec assemblage (Gunel 1999a:
183, Gr.1 and 9; 1999b; 2010b: 28; MangaleVotruba 2011; in press; Erkanal
2008; Kerschner 2006: 367-368; see also Troy, Mowr2006)>! If indeed correct,

these numbers would not only provide an importamtection to the emphasis that
has often been placed on these ceramics (Grea#h2882-884), but they also
make it plausible that only a few workshops, peshapt more than two or three per
production site, produced these ceramics, althotngh needs, of course, to be

confirmed by further analysis.

In this light, it may be important that John Papgamldos (1994: 481; 1998: 115 n. 38)
remarks that many ethnographic studies of tradaliomodern potters have shown that
craftsmen, especially those who are highly skilligald it difficult to keep up with
market demand due to factors such as the seasoodlihe work (Vitelli 1977,
Blitzer 1990: 679, 698), the health of the potteBhtzer (1990: 679) notes that
potters mentioned that chronically aching hands faetl and rheumatism during the
cooler months played a role in their schedulesnd, the internal organisation of a
potter’s establishment — at Koroni in Messenia,ifistance, the potter laboured, most
commonly, with two assistants, which means thatoskehop was formed by three
people of whom the potter was the true centre witlnehom the workshop could not
function (Blitzer 1990: 679, 698). Certainly, itdsficult to find any clear evidence,
but assuming that at least seasonality of potesvity is plausible for Late Bronze
Age pottery production on the west coast of Asianddj it could be postulated that
this may have put up restrictions to the pottebditst and flexibility to respond to the

changing circumstances under which they had ty @ar their work.

*1 Imporant to remark is that these numbers genesakyn to be based on a careful consideration of all
the ceramics and their contexts rather than a rasgimation to support a certain argument, as has
been the case at Miletos where, depending on theveent made, estimations of the relative proportion
of Mycenaean-type have varied from just five petasirthe total to the majority of it (Unal 1991: 22
24; Niemeier 2005: 12, respectively).
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In the light of these observations, it is of instréo consider briefly whether the
growth of local painted ceramics was stimulated tbg decreasing numbers of
imported pottery reaching the East Aegean or whethencrease in local production
displaced the imports, as is arguably the case ppruS (Sherratt 2003). One
characteristic of the growth of Cypriot Painted Wineade Ill ware is that it increases
steadily in LC 1IC until it forms a significant poon of the overall assemblage in the
earlier part of LC IlIA when it makes up an average68 percent of the fine and
decorated pottery from Enkomi Level llIA and an i@age of 38 percent of the total
pottery from Kition Floors IlIA and 1ll (SherrattO43: 624, with further references).
On the west coast of Asia Minor, however, as alyeaoted, locally produced and
imported painted pottery combined generally doesappear to exceed five to ten
percent of the overall ceramic assemblages duhegdte fourteenth and thirteenth
centuries. Intriguingly, this number does not seemchange during the twelfth
century, although at that time the painted pottieryully produced in the region
(Gunel 2010b: 28; Meri¢c and Mountjoy 2002: 83; Maloglu-Votruba 2011; in
press)? This would suggest that the increase in produatias more likely caused by
the demise of imported pottery than that it stirredait. On the other hand, however,
it is also possible, and perhaps even plausibla, dring the second half of the
thirteenth century the two processes tied in tagretimd stimulated each other without
there necessarily being a clear cause. In that tdaseeplacement of imported pottery
by locally produced painted ceramics would haveetiaglace gradually over a few

decades.

In either case, however, the apparent increaseomiuption on the west coast of Asia
Minor at the end of the thirteenth and beginninghaf twelfth century may not seem
too substantial from an archaeological point ofwyidut for a potter it meant that
more pots had to be produced in roughly the same. tCertainly, this was probably a
somewhat gradual process and one workshop workiitly & fast wheel would

already be able to produce large amounts of veddelsever, if indeed potters were

often struggling to meet the market demand duétanstance, the seasonality of the

2 An exception appears to be g@aasi-Kadikalesi where it is claimed that locallpquced painted
pottery forms the biggest percentage of the tatshmic assemblage in the twelfth century (Akdeniz
2006: 8), although it should be noted that cleatisttcs have not yet been provided.
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work and if also only a limited number of potterasainvolved in the production of

painted pottery, an increasing demand for locatlydpced painted pottery and the
associated extra time and effort needed to make pats may have forced potters to
compromise in the care they invested in the indialdpots. Although somewhat

speculative given the evidence available at presemh a situation would definitely

provide a plausible context in which one might sasthe surfaces of painted pots to
show a tendency to become less well polished aadslip to be thicker and more

unevenly applied®

4.3. ‘Aegean’-style wheelmade cooking pots: evideméor migrants?

With the establishment of a potential link betwelea disappearance of Mycenaean
imports and a general worsening quality in surfmeatment of the locally produced

painted pots, it is time to turn to a highly contcsial issue. At the beginning of the

twelfth century a new type of (‘Aegean’-style) cauk jug/amphora appears at least

at Limantepe/Klazomendiig. 4.3) (Mangal@lu-Votruba 2011: 47, fig. 2b; in press),

-

Figure 4.3. Wheelmade ‘Aegeanstyle cooking pots from Limantepe/Klazomenai (redrawm after
Mangaloglu-Votruba 2011: 69, fig. 2b).

%3 The observation that lustrous paint is replacedhhit paint is something that is much more difficul

to explain due to the possibility that it could bavyeen caused by a number of factors. The lustrous
appearance of Mycenaean pottery was probably asthidwough a combination of the use of a fine
fraction of the clay slip enriched in illitic clagninerals; this process is reflected in the chemical
composition of the paint layer by an increase spbtassium content (R.E. Jones 1986: 791-792). R.E
Jones (1986: 791-792) also remarks that the opteoaditions require a firing temperature not
exceeding 850 degrees Celsius. Under these comslitiinimal morphological changes in the clay
minerals on the surface of the pot occur with #®ult that the paint layer is more permeable tegas
and as such achieves its smooth, lustrous, blaickgobsurface.
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Figure 4.4. Wheelmade and handmade cooking pots fmo Emporio, Chios (after Hood 1981/1982: pl. 127;
reproduced with permission of the British School atAthens.

and apparently also at Cine-Tepiclk A similar type of cooking pot in both
handmade and wheelmade form is also found in thdllGlevels of Emporio on
Chios(fig. 4.4) (Hood 1981/1982: 617-618, fig. 280, pls. 127, 182, The pots are
produced on the wheel and characterised by an dadg, a wide mouth and either
one or two vertical strap handles. These wheelncad&ing pots have a wide range
of parallels both in the Aegean and the Easternitdednear(fig. 4.5). Interestingly,
where and in whatever quantities these cooking ppfear outside the Mycenaean
heartland, they tend to be regarded as evidendhdaarrival of Mycenaean refugees,
mostly on the basis that these pots are supposedptesent a different cooking
tradition and have little commercial value. Parfaely in the Levant and Cyprus these
cooking pots are often linked to the arrival ofilgtine’ immigrants from the Aegean
(e.g. Janeway 2008: 134-135; Dothan and Zukerm&4:245; Ben-Shlomo et al.
2008; Killebrew 2005: 222-224; Yasur-Landau 201@4-138, 227-241, 263;
Spagnoli 2010).

Some general remarks need to be made in resp#tstassumed relationship. In the
first place, these cooking pots are turning upratngreasing number of sites in the
Eastern Mediterranean and the ‘peripheral’ zongkermAegean (i.e. the west coast of
Asia Minor and Central Macedorita and it is hardly feasible that all of them
represent Mycenaean refugees. Second, the fociyyoenaean refugees fleeing and
settling in other parts of the (Eastern) Mediteeam is the result of a very strong

Aegeo-centric perspective first introduced by Tgaanin the 1890s, which

> This is based on a paper delivered by Seving Géingle RCAC in Istanbul on March 27, 2012 in
which she showed some examples. None have beerslmdblso far, however. There are also two
examples from Comlekgi in Karia, but these are sspf to date to the late twelfth/early eleventh
century (Boysal 1969: pl. 36.7-8).

% Personal comment by S. Andreou.
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particularly on Cyprus has become entwined with emodoolitical history (Knapp
and Antoniadou 1998; Given 1998; Leriou 2002). d@hithere is the question of
whether the ‘Mycenaean’ cooking pots from Cyprusllyederive from the Aegean.
For instance, the tripod cooking pots of the LaterBe Age Aegean do not appear on
Cyprus or in the Levant. Moreover, the wheelmadekow pots of LC IIC-IIIA
Cyprus are arguably merely wheelmade versionseoht#mdmade cooking pots which
can be seen on Cyprus since at least the MiddleZéré\ge, but which, until Webb
published an article on these p(fig. 4.6) (Webb 1994), had rarely been discussed or

illustrated (E.S. Sherratt, pers. comm.).
* N7 [ Q-

, Y,
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== Enkomi
Lefkandi (Greece) (Cyprus)

)y

Emporio (Chios) Tell Kazel (Syria)

Tell Tayinat (Amug Plain, Turkey)

Maa-Palaeckastro (Cyprus)

Figure 4.5. 'Mycenaean' cooking pots from the Aegeeand Eastern Mediterranean (1: redrawn after Evely
2006: fig. 2.8.3; 2: redrawn after Jung 2011a: fig4.6; 3: redrawn after Hood 1981/1982: 618, fig. 282949;
4: redrawn after Janeway 2011: fig. 3.7; 5: redrawrafter Badre 2011a: 166, fig. 9c; 6: after Karageahis
2011: 27, fig. 1; reproduced with permission by VKarageorghis).
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Figure 4.6. Late Bronze Age handmade cooking potsdm Enkomi (redrawn after Jung 2011a: figs. 1.1 and
1.4).

In addition to these points, there is the questibthe extent to which the difference
between rounded bases, characteristic of mosteoliotal handmade cooking pots on
Cyprus, and the articulated bases of the ‘Mycena=auking pots are actually related
to cooking practices at all. Jung (2011a: 61) asghat “[...] new motor habits came
along with the flat-based Mycenaean cooking potlsi¢tv are] suited to a horizontal
movement on a flat surface that is close to the'.fiHe, therefore, sees a link with
new ‘Mycenaean’ hearth constructions formed by fptats of mud or plaster,
frequently with a sherd layer underneath (Jung a0TQ; Karageorghis 2011: 22-23).
However, first of all, the implication that the mog of cooking pots in relation to the
fire is related to motor habits that are culturallgtermined is problematic at best.
There is no reason to believe that the bodily mamminvolved in moving around
and using round-based and flat-based pots reqoysecific motor habits. To put a
pot on the fire is as easy or as difficult as mguinon a flat surface close to the fire.
Second, the slight differences in shape, includjlodpular vessels with short, everted
rims and articulated bases, and ovoid shapes witinded base and continuous
profile, may actually be a reflection of continuopsofiles being more suited for
hand-building techniques, while the articulated dsasf Mycenaean-type cooking
ware would have resulted in fault lines if retairedhandmade vessels (Strack 2007:

137). Third, there is no reason to suspect thatrd@ded handmade cooking pots
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would signify any significant differences in coogipractices, because if they were
provided with lids or covers, they could be useddoiling and equally well for slow
baking in embers or in an oven without much adddldiquid, producing ‘casserole-
type’ dishes (Kanta 2003: 176). Finally, recentdsta show that the ‘Mycenaean’
hearths are already in use on Cyprus in the tmtteeentury (lacovou 2013: 612;
Knapp 2008: 260-261; Fischer 2006-2007) and as atelunlikely to be associated

with the arrival of newcomers around 1200 BCE.

Because of these points, there is, at least foEdstern Mediterranean, every reason
to question a direct link between the appearanc@agean’-style cooking pots and a
supposed arrival of newcomers from the Aegean., fiasever, brings into question
the mechanisms behind the appearance of this typeoking pot on the west coast
of Asia Minor. Can they be assigned to newcomemn fthe Greek mainland or is the
situation more complex? The contextual evidenceeatdly available is limited at
best. At Limantepe/Klazomenai, several examplethe$se cooking pots were found
around a (‘Aegean’-type) hearth paved with cerapstsiated east of a curvilinear
building of which only the southern part was ungede showing that the building
had an entrance in the eastern wall (Manglakvotruba 2011: 47; in press). The
location of the cooking pots in relation to the tikeandicates that they were most
likely used for boiling or for keeping (semi-) ligis warm by the fire. Unfortunately,
no residue analysis has been carried out yet andpuoblished) information is
available about possible soot marks or about astsati ceramics and other
archaeological materials, such as animal bones;hwtwuld shed more light on the
kind of activities that took place around the hieahd what role the cooking pots

might have played in these practic@s.

Important, however, is that this type of cooking mas certainly not the only type in
use. At Aphrodisias (Joukowsky 1986), Beycesultderllaart and Murray 1995) and

% As for the residue analysis, several studies u€inganic Residue Analysis have recently been
carried out, which included a study of cooking p(se studies in Tzedakis et al. 2008). The results
are, however, ambiguous as, not surprisingly, noogtking pots, or at least pots that have been
classified as such, appear to have been used fitipladoodstuffs and purposes. In terms of possibl
soot marks, S. Mangattu-Votruba told me that soot marks appear to besgmeon the sides of the
cooking pots from Limantepe, which indeed suggéisty stood next to the hearth. See also Ben-
Shlomo (2011), Evely (2006: 207) and H.W. Catlia§E9: 424-431) for soot marks on cooking pots
from southern Israel, Lefkandi and the Menelaiage 8lso a paper by Gur-Arieh et al. (2011) for some
experimental work on soot marks on pottery.
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Panaztepe-Menemen (Gunel 1999a) the local repestoomprise an extensive range
of cooking utensilsfigs. 4.7-4.10f" Assuming that this situation is representative for
other lonian sites as well, the remark can be nthag even if not all of these local
pots were in use simultaneously or used primawoly dooking activities, the wide
variety of shapes and sizes makes it highly unfikkeat the few ‘Aegean’-style pots
found along the coast had any significant impacthiaoverall cooking practices in
the region, particularly as the function of theséspseems to have been very basic. In
fact, one could even wonder what advantages or ltlevein terms of cooking

practices these pots provided when compared tottter cooking wares.

— r

Figure 4.7. Cooking pots from Late Bronze Age Aphroiias (redrawn after Jouwkowsky 1986: pls. 489.15,
490.27, 491.8, 491.12, 492.6, 493.22).

" In a recent presentation at a workshop in IstarfMdy 24-25 2013), Sila Mangajlu-Votroba
showed some wheelmade Anatolian cooking pots frammahtepe, which appear to be close to those
found at Panztepe-Menemen.
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Figure 4.8. Kitchen utensils from Late Bronze Agdeycesultan (Level 1), cooking pots (2, 8-9), bakg
plate (7), colanders (3-4), spouted pot (1), and aated bowls (5-6) (redrawn after Mellaart and Murray
1995: figs. P 28.2-3, P29.1-7).
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Figure 4.9. Coarse ware cooking pots from Late Brare Age Panaztepe-Menemen (redrawn after Giinel
1999a: pls. 79.2, 80.4, 82.4, 85.6, 84.1, 84.46891.4, 94.3, 90.4, 92.1)
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Figure 4.10. Coarse ware cooking pot from Panaztegdenemen (after Gunel 1999a: pl. 163.1).

At first, this observation would seem to suppod ithea of the arrival of small groups
of migrant people who brought the tradition of gsthese cooking pots with them.
But if this was the case, it would also appeardabthat these newcomers should
have produced these pots themselves. Yet, unlegsbtlought their own specialised
potters with them, the fact that these pots areelmh@de makes it likely that they
were produced in a specialised (workshop) envirarimdnere both the required tools
and skills were available to throw pastes that weese enough to withstand thermal
expansion. Fabric analysis will have to determinkeetiver the pots represent a
completely new tradition of potting or whether thegn be associated with any
existing potting tradition, but it is noteworthyathat Tell Kazel on the Syrian coast
one of the ‘Mycenaean’ cooking pots was made ofsdrae calcareous fabric as the
finer and coarser vessels of Mycenaean type (J0&g:2109). In the East Aegean, at
least at Limantepe/Klazomenai, the cooking potsstidferent quantities of mica in
the clay, which are not dissimilar to the varietieghe clay of painted ceramics. It
should, however, be noted that the ‘Anatolian’ wsaré&o, are often mica-rich
(Mangal@lu-Votruba pers. comm.). It is, therefore, not polgsto make any firm
statements as yet. In fact, one cannot even betlsair¢he pots were produced on-site
(see further below). Even so, if a similar situatio Tell Kazel is, at least for the
moment, postulated for the west coast of Asia Miaad it is assumed that the

cooking pots were produced by potters normally imed in the production of painted
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pottery, the consequence would be that the cogbagvas introduced within already

existing traditions.

When looking from this perspective, it is signifitahat recent research at Ephesos
and Miletos has indicated that there is a remagkabhtinuity in the use of certain
clay pastes for the production of various (fineyegafrom the Bronze Age through to
the Archaic period and beyond. Based on a macras@o@lysis of wares found at
Ephesos, spanning a period of over one thousand y&mn the Late Bronze Age to
the Hellenistic period (including the Protogeoneaind Geometric periods), Michael
Kerschner (2005) has found that the fabric is réwadaly homogeneous throughout,
indicating that the same clay beds were used andl&#ly processed consistently in the
same way throughout that time. This observatioal$® confirmed by the Neutron
Activation Analyses carried out by M. Akurgal et 2002; see also Kerschner 2005;
2007; Kerschner and Mommsen 2009) on Late Bronze &gl especially Archaic
painted fine wares from Miletos. These analyseswshitat, at least at Miletos,
chemically speaking there is little to tell the Aaic material apart from the Late
Bronze Age pottery. Interestingly, Akurgal et aR0Q2: 46-47) argue that this
apparent continuity over several centuries is @hilbecause of the supposed cultural
changes that took place at the end of the Late Z&r@xge and during the Early Iron
Age. A similar continuity is also expected for Lintape/Klazomenai as well as other

sites, but not yet proven.

Because the numbers of ‘Aegean’-style cooking fmisd at the various sites along
the Asiatic coast are (still) small, it is certgiplossible that local potters produced the
cooking pots for migrant families, but there is theestion as to why they would have
been prepared to do so. Ethnographic studies sugjggissmall to medium large
cooking pots last somewhere between one year ({FA$@€0) and 2.5-2.7 years
(David 1972). By comparison, at least accordingDtvid (1972), bowls have an
average life-expectancy of 2.7 years. Of coursesdHigures need to be approached
with caution, but if there is any truth to themmeans that cooking pots have a life-
expectancy similar to, if not shorter than, modiléawares. Consequently, even
though the number of cooking pots appears to bdl,soree may ask why potters

producing painted pottery would have added yet lmrotype to their repertoire,
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particularly given that they were probably alreagtyuggling to make a sufficient

number of fine table wares, as has been suggelstee a

Furthermore, one wonders why these
putative immigrants relied on local potters
to produce the pots for them when, for
instance, handmade versions could
essentially fulfil the same functions and
are potentially easier to make at a
household level, as they do not require the
specific skills and knowledge required to
operate the wheel (cf. Walberg 1976).
These handmade versions were not

uncommon on the Greek mainland (and

on Chios) during the twelfth century, even
Figure 4.11. Early Iron Age handmade cooking pc

fom the Aremision at Ephesos (after though they only became particularly
fvﬁLsfg‘r?;ﬁ‘;‘;?Jnegya;_fi’gﬁ;ﬁ;‘érﬂg' 14 reproduce popular in the Protogeometric period
when they also occurred in a standard
shape that varies little from site to site (Lem@&92 85; cf. Reber 1991; Strack
2007). For instance, at Kalapodi, right from thgibaing of the LH IlIC sequence in
Horizon I, handmade and burnished cooking pots fammd together with their
wheelmade counterparts (Rutter 2007: 292; Jacakekel996: 73-78, pls. 24.35,
26.67, 27.77, 30.142, 31.156, 32.175, 35.224),0aih they only become really
popular in the Early Iron Age. The same is trueTwyns (Kilian 2007; Stockhammer
2008) and Mitrou, where handmade and burnishedhandled cooking pots occur
together in LH IIIC Middle contexts with wheelmaded unburnished versions of the

same basic form (Rutter 2007: 292)On the west coast of Asia Minor, however,

%8 At other sites, the situation is less clear. Tadiest examples of burnished wares from Asine tate
an advanced stage of LH llIC (Santillo Frizell &t2986), but the material is mostly too fragmentar
to deduce whether these include cooking jugs. Tlearest examples of handmade one-handled
cooking pots date to the early eleventh centuryiiia Frizell et al. 1986: figs. 9, 13, 19, 22,,3B-

35, 37, 39), although it also noted that therefi@gments which indicate that the Mycenaean trauliti

of making wheelmade cooking pots was still a livorge in the later stages of LH 1lIC (Santillo Ftize

et al. 1986: 82). At Mycenae, wheelmade cookingesatontinue to appear until at least LH IlIC
Middle (French 2007: 177, 179), but French (198®:fiy. 3) has also illustrated a handmade cooking
jug which was supposedly found in deposits datinthé latest stages of the LH 11IB period. Fina#y,
Corinth Rutter (1979: 371, 399-400) notes the preseof both wheelmade (with smoothed surfaces)
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handmade cooking pots have so far only been fonndarly Iron Age contexts at
Ephesodfig. 4.11) (Forstenpointer et al. 2008: fig. 14) and Limant&tezomenai

(personal observation), but have not (yet?) beentified in earlier contexts.

Finally, there is the issue that pots, even cookiots, do not reflect practices, but
only make them possible. As such, the same typeooking pot could potentially
have been used for different purposes and typesaking. Given the wide range of
cooking pots already available on the west coasfAsi Minor, this raises the
guestion why the putative newcomers could not hesesl local pots that were widely
available for their own purposes and why they ndetlte use their own pots.
Consequently, when taking together all the obsemat made so far, it can be
postulated that it is perhaps not very plausibk the ‘Aegean’-style cooking pots
can be seen as a direct reflection of the arrifalesvcomers. This is not to deny the
possibility of migration, but the point is that ppeven cooking pots, do not equal
people. But if this is the case, what possiblera#itve explanations are there?
Because there is a lack of published material adss to primary source material, it
is not aimed here to develop a well-defined and-pvoof model; rather, the intention

is to offer two possible alternatives that coulthica basis for future research.

4.4. '‘Aegean’-style cooking pots in lonia: a techrlogical perspective

The first alternative model focuses primarily omiaintepe/Klazomenai and works on
the assumptions that the ‘Aegean’-style cooking petre produced on-site and were
not imported from elsewhere in the East Aegeanthatthe production of these pots

was somehow linked to the production of paintedqugt

Issues of technology

The first point to be made is that it has alreadyerb suggested that ceramic
production was organised around a number of difteanerkshops, each with its own
tradition and specialisation, operating alongside another at a single production
site. Preliminary and rather rapid macroscopic ols@ns on a small selection of the

Early Iron Age painted ceramics from Klazomenaiimigitwo brief visits in 2011 and

and handmade burnished cooking pot ware in LH déposits assigned to his LH 11IC Phase 4, which
is equated with Lefkandi Phase 2b (later stagetbfIlC Middle).
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2013 suggest that at least a number of discreticfgloups can be identified. The
most obvious differences between the various grarpsthe amount of silver mica
(much, little or none) and differences in colounftitunately, no data are currently
available for the Bronze Age ceramics, but Sila §#oslu-Votruba (pers. comm.)
notes that the local painted pottery from Limantepems to comprise at least two
fabric groups, one with much mica and one with lessa. This may suggest at least

two discrete traditions and possibly two workshops.

With this in mind, it would be interesting to lo@t other characteristics of these
traditions, particularly in respect to the shapiteghnology used. Archaeologists
usually tend to divide their pottery into two maroups, handmade and wheelmade,
but there are a number of intermediate techniqeéwden the two (Knappett 1999;
Gosselain 2000). The most important of these inteiade techniques is one that can
be carried out on slower rotary devices and is lhsuaferred to as the ‘wheel
shaping’/‘wheel fashioning’ (Courty and Roux 199%pux and Courty 1998) or
‘handmade and thrown’ (Knappett 1999: 117-118) neqlre. This technique starts
with coiling a roughout — that is, a hollow volumdich does not present the final
characteristics of the pot — which can then benthihand shaped with the help of a
number of techniques in which rotative kinetic @yel(RKE) generated by the
spinning of the wheel is applied only at certaiagss in the process (Roux and
Courty 1998). The skills required for both wheetothing and wheel shaping are
essentially the same, and consist of two-handeateldl control, stability of the
forearms, regularity and constancy of pressure,utabidn of pressure according to
clay plasticity, speed of the wheel and fashiomapgration (Roux 2003: 18; Roux
and Corbetta 1989; Roux and Courty 1998: 750). Hewewhereas the wheel
throwing technique requires a number of differeperations to be carried out in
synergy, the wheel shaping technique consists sdres of essentially independent
operations (Roux and Courty 1998: 748; Knappett420D59). This does not
necessarily make the wheel throwing technique rddfieult or more skilful than the

wheel shaping technique, just different.

* A more intense and systematic study involving bothcroscopic and petrographic analyses is
planned to commence in 2014.
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It should be noted that the wheel shaping technidoes not constitute a single
technique, but rather is an umbrella for a rangpasisible sub-techniques. Roux and
Courty (1998; see also Jeffra 2013) have identib¢deast four different wheel-
shaping techniqueffig. 4.12) The first technique entails the building, joiniagd
thinning of the coils by means of discontinuoussptge without the help of rotative
kinetic energy (RKE) generated by the turning @& wWheel, which is only introduced
in the shaping of the body. The second technique muild and join coils by means
of discontinuous pressure and without the help WERand to use RKE to thin and
shape the body. The third technique uses RKE mrjgithe coils and thinning and
shaping the body, while the coils are built by drstnuous pressure. Finally, there is
also a fourth technique in which forming and jogihe coils as well as thinning and
shaping the body is done with the help of RKE. Agyetrical platform is fashioned,
upon which the next coil is laid, once the wheed bppped. Joining the coils is done

with the help of RKE.

Figure 4.12. The four wheel-fashioning methods (afteRoux and Courty 1998: fig. 1).
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In terms of skill, Roux and Courty (1998: 750) ndtat Methods 1 and 2 are the
easiest since RKE is applied on pots made of ajrganded elements, which therefore
do not split apart when the centrifugal force iplagg. Method 3, which requires

intermittent pressure on each joined coil, is thestdifficult. This method is better

adapted to large coils (equal to or greater thaamldiameter) and to coils of even
thickness. Method 4 enables the potter to graduahtre each part of the pot and to
join coils as and when placed. The problem of ghgieation of centrifugal force to

the assembled elements is in this technique theretxuced to the joining of only

two elements. However, even though methods 1 aade2he easiest, they hardly
present any saving of time when compared to thingoiechnique, given the time

required for building, joining and thinning coily discontinuous pressure. Method 3,
the most difficult, is the quickest. At the samméi Roux and Courty (1998: 750)
remark that, if the intention is to obtain regulalls that do not display marks of the
joining of coils, the highest quality vessels candbtained by techniques 1 and 4,
because they enable the potter to erase coilingrpat Moreover, technique 4 is also
suited for the production of very large vesseldfide2013: 6). Methods 2 and 3

require the wall to be more strongly modified befgoining patterns are erased,
which raises the issue of water saturation and ss#teges, for the final shaping, a
collaring operation to close the mouth of the pdtjch has to remain large enough
during the fashioning stages to enable the patt@ut his hand inside to work on the

walls.

From an archaeological perspective, it is ofterybfficult to tell pots produced by
wheel throwing apart from those produced by whéelpsig without the use of X-
Ray analysis (Berg 2008; 2009; though for a possgsbund-breaking attempt, see
Roux and Courty 1998f. Even so, empirical evidence suggests that MiddistéEn
devices of the fourth and third millennium BCE wes®d to fashion pots not through
wheel throwing or any other technique but througheal shaping (Roux and de
Miroschedji 2009). Studies by Carl Knappett (192904; Crewe and Knappett 2012)
and Ina Berg (2009) suggest that both wheel shagmigwheel throwing were used
simultaneously and for the forming of similar shepe Middle Bronze Age Crete,

% Bouzakis and colleagues (2011) recently publishesiudy that usedomputer tomography, three-
dimensional laser scanning, and solid-modellingtveaxfe to identify the applied manufacturing
methods.
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although in a recent paper Jeffra (2013) argues ithdher study she found no
evidence for wheel throwing in any of the studiegtenial at Knossos, Mytos-Pyrgos
or Palaikastro on Crete. In fact, she concludesliaween MM IB and LM IA there
was a chronological progression, starting with arayaof RKE-based methods (in
which there was no clear preference) and concluditiy a fairly homogeneous field
of method 3 use for vessels of all sizes studieffre) 2013: 13). In any case, recent
observations on Protogeometric pottery from AthbgsJohn Papadopoulos (pers.
comm.) and Late Bronze and Early Iron Age potteoyf Mitrou (Sepan Riickl pers.
comm.) suggest that wheel shaping was a much esbditjue. For the west coast of
Asia Minor, no systematic analysis has yet beeneathout, but in combination with
the fact that wheel shaping and wheel throwingusiel simultaneously in other parts
of the Aegean it is not unlikely that both techreagwere practised simultaneously on

the west coast of Asia Minor as well.

Based on the assumption that there is a link inogetphic terms between cooking
pots and one or more workshops producing painté@nyoand the observation made
on the different shaping techniques, it would beeriesting to compare thehaine
opératoireof various shapes with that of the different cogkpots. Because cooking
pots have to withstand rapid variations in tempeeias well as frequent handling
and activities such as cleaning or stirring withorztcking, the mechanical properties
that define their use are very complicated in temfisphysics, compared to a
decorated pot that is manufactured to pour wineater®® This means that specialist
knowledge, skill and experience are required immgerf clay-paste composition,
surface treatment and firing techniques. As a tealthough the basic clay resources
may be similar to those used for fine wares, maaryspof thechaine opératoiref a
cooking pot will inevitably differ significantly bm those of, for instance, a fine ware
jug. There is, however, one aspect in which sonexlapg may potentially exist and
that is shaping technology. Although °‘Aegean’-styteoking pots are usually
classified as wheelmade (Popham, Schofield andr&hé&r Evely 2006: 207), it will
require macroscopic research and possibly radibgrép determine whether the pots
were fully wheel thrown or whether they were wheglehped, and, if the latter, what
wheel shaping technique may have been used. Hfisi@ly possible to shape these

®1 For a study of the influence of tempering on thechanical performance of pottery, see a paper by
N.S. Mller et al. (2010).
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cooking pots with both the wheel throwing and theeel shaping techniques,
although it needs to be pointed out that the tempaees the clay both irritating to the
potter's hands and less responsive to the formeegrique (Tite 2008: 223) and as

such favours a wheel shaping technique.

Figure 4.13. Coarse ware wheelmade cooking pots afide ware jugs from Lefkandi (redrawn after Evely
2006: 208, fig. 2.33; 200, fig. 2.28.1-3; 2-4, f3.31.9-11).
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Because of the difficulties in determining the spedechniques used in the shaping
of various ceramics, it is not possible to make famy statements. Nevertheless, it is
interesting to compare cooking pots with other jagd amphoras in terms of shape.
Unfortunately, the level of publication on the westst of Asia Minor is too low to
enable a good comparison, but when looking at tatenal from Lefkandif(g. 4.13)

it can be observed that in terms of overall bodgpghthere is often little to tell the
cooking pots apart from other closed for*hJhis, in turn, suggests not only that the
bodies of these shapes were built up in a simdahibn, but also that it is possible
that the cooking pots were modelled on the fineewags and amphoras (and vice
versa). Because the local jugs and amphoras deeswh to differ significantly from
those found at Lefkandi, there is little reasowldaibt that a similar pattern also exists
on the west coast of Asia Minor. The similaritiesshape strengthen the idea that
there is a link between the cooking pots and pdipttery and hence that they were
produced by potters involved in the production ainped pottery, but it raises once
more the question of why these pots were producetia first place. A direct link
with a possible arrival of (small groups of) newamfrom the Greek mainland has
already been questioned. This makes it interestirxplore whether perhaps (one of)
the reason(s) that these pots appeared might behthafulfilled a particular function,
not in terms of use but in terms of production, ifatance in the acquisition of skills
required to build medium to large closed vessels.

Children and ceramic production

The involvement of children and apprentices in aietg of crafts is widely
recognised and studied in archaeology. Kamp (206dated children in crafting
processes through the identification of fingergim fired clay vessels, whereas
Crown (2001; 2007) and Budden and Sofaer (2009)icithp considered the role of
children’s cognitive and motor development in thability to form and decorate
ceramic vessels. As Baxter (2005: 54-55) points, ohis latter form of study
acknowledges that the archaeological evaluatiaskitifin craft production is through
the level of standardisation of products, whichbislieved to be the result of
experience, proficiency, and talent (Costin andd#agn 1995: 623). Standardisation
is reflected in reduced variability or increasedfanmity. Therefore, a lower level of

2 Numbers 4 and 7-8 in fig. 4.13, in particular, tenplaced directly on top of each other.
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skill, and most likely child production, is assdei with higher variability in
products. Similar studies to identify children @peentices in the crafting process are
rare in the Aegean (but see now Hatzaki 2012; Lang2013)®* But even more
important is that, despite these attempts to ifletiie novice in the pots, neither
ethnographic nor archaeological studies seem eveave attempted systematically to
describe the actual learning process and the methee in this. It will, therefore, be
necessary to offer some general theoretical remdoksed on ethnographic,
archaeological and neurological research.

No one is born a skilled potter and becoming oné¢ailsna long period of
apprenticeship of about ten years (Roux 2003: Bj,wlithin a relatively formal
context of direct instruction and ongoing engagemnveth materials that is usually
provided by a workshop environment (Loney 2007:)198this learning process, the
novice constantly transforms ‘discursive knowledgétained through observation
into ‘non-discursive knowledge’ — that is, “thertsference understood at a cognitive
level in terms of the principle offhat needs to be done, into the practical action of
howthings are, or should be, done” (Budden and Sdf@é8: 203). Knappett (2005:
5) gives the example of riding a bicycle. It is gib$e to understand the principles of
how to ride a bicycle without actually being abbeperform the task. Only through
repeated practice can one cycle without constdataece back to the articulation of
those principles. Much of the literature on leagiio make ceramics, as Kamp (2001:
429) notes, suggests that observation and imitatierthe most frequent methods of
skill acquisition. This does not mean that verbatiuctions are not part of the
process. In fact, instructions may even come frioosé¢ who do not themselves do the
craft but have watched others. For instance, inetfemographic study Kramer (1997:
47-48) notes that in Rajasthan (India) males mikbeawheelmade pottery. Men are
usually taught by male family members of their oamthe preceding generations.
However, she also notes that, on one occasionpbbkerved two mothers verbally

supervising their sons of about ten, who were iegrto use the wheel.

%3 At a conference on Theory in Greek Archaeolog@im Arbor (Michigan, 4-5 May 2012) loannis
Smyrnaios (Cardiff University) presented an extrgnigeresting paper which aimed to locate learner
potters in the production of Geometric pottery #heks by looking at the forming and attachment of
handles to vessels.
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The acquisition of skills may proceed through aeseof stages. Based on various
ethnographic studies carried out among the Puetdd@amam-speaking groups in the
American Southwest, Crown (2001: 455) notes that lgarning process generally
followed a sequence that mirrored the productioocess. It started with forming
vessels at the youngest age, followed by decora@mid finally firing, with the
progression largely driven by the child’s interastl skill level. In these communities
girls usually began to learn to make pottery atuatage five, and generally were
expected to have all the knowledge to run their tnauaseholds (including producing
acceptable pots) by age fifteen. Similarly, follagiethnographic work by Donley-
Reid (1990) on the learning sequence for the yodawgghters of Swabhili potters,
Kamp (2001: 429-430) notes that in this societisgtart making small pots that they
use as toys and for learning to cook at aroundatie of three to five. As the girls
become older, the size of the pots they produceeases, until they are making full-

sized vessels.

Ina Berg (2007: 246; see also Kamp 2001: 429-4@6ntifies three basic stages in
this learning process. In the first stage, appcestdo not yet know how to centre the
clay on the wheel effectively, with the consequethzg they are limited to producing
open vessels of up to 6 cm in height. In the secstade, once apprentices have
learned how to centre the clay and use asymmetiical simultaneous hand
movements, they can move on to throwing largeretlessf up to 22 cm. Only the
most experienced potters can throw unrestrictedesiricted closed vessels higher
than 22 cm and thus reach the third stage. Nopatltiers will, however, learn the
more difficult forms. From a neurological perspeetithere is a certain logic to this
progression as the ability to carry out more compaetions involving a number of
tasks is only reached at the age of twelve (Reddvam der Leeuw 2008). From an
archaeological point of view, this progressive ihéag curve makes it likely that, in
general, experienced potters can be expected te pepduced the more elaborate
closed shapes, whereas their younger companiores iweolved in making the less
demanding shapes. Such a situation can, for instde seen at the Bronze Age tell
of Szazhalombatta (Hungary) where Budden and S¢24#9) have observed that,
even though smaller vessels require a lower degfrekill than larger complex ones,

cups were actually more error-prone, with a sigatifitly lower investment of skill
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than the larger vessels. They suggest this wasethdt of learner potters producing

most of the smaller open vessels.

Little information is known about the level of dkihvested in the production of the
‘Aegean’-style cooking pots on the west coast ofaAslinor, but it is potentially
significant that, as already noted, in terms ofralldody shape there is often little to
tell the coarse ware cooking pots apart from ottlesed vessels. This suggests a
close association between the two types of vegsétsms of production. In this light,
it is noteworthy that closed vessels generally irega higher level of skill than open
vessels due to their complexity. As the form grawseight and width, any error
made will become exaggerated and even small mistakay compromise a
successful outcome. Inexperienced handling of lne may cause slumping, warping
and thus cracking as the pot starts to dry outnathe firing process (Budden and
Sofaer 2009: 207). Within a context in which pdterere already pressed to meet
market demand, as may have been the case on thecoas of Asia Minor, it is
certainly a possibility that potters consideretoid great a risk to have the work of
children take up space in the kiln. The result haye been that children did make
fineware pots, but that these pots, perhaps withwaexceptions, never made it to a
finished state. On the other hand, however, if @déthe cooking pots were shaped
following a similar technique as the fine ware essit could perhaps also be
speculated that, instead of actually shaping firseew, children acquired the basic
skills to shape medium to large closed vesselautiiradhe shaping of the ‘Aegean’-
style cooking pots. In this case, because workshwpducing different types of
pottery probably worked closely together, the cagkpots may, whenever there was
space in a kiln, have been fired along with otltea(se ware) ‘Anatolian’ vessels that
required similar firing conditions. The advantagésuch an organisation would have
been that the work of children did not affect tleduction of painted finewares and

that succesful coarse ware (cooking) pots couldadigtbe sold.

This is, of course, an extremely speculative sugesnd, at least for the moment,
perhaps nothing more than a useful thought exerbige such a hypothesis could
perhaps be pursued further. First, it would mea piots that are now recognised as
of ‘Aegean’ or ‘Mycenaean’ style were not necesgadctively adopted from

elsewhere; it is also possible that the shape wasdd based on the local jugs,
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hydrias and amphoras and as such was essentidibcah innovation that just

happened to look similar to cooking pots found lo& Greek mainland. Second, the
fact that so few cooking pots are found not onlggasts that the pots had only a
marginal role in the overall repertoire of cookingnsils, but also makes it possible
to speculate that, if indeed these pots were usddaining learner potters, most of
them were actually never fired or used and as soeher ended up in the

archaeological record. However, the whole hypothgsoposed here only has a
chance of working if it can indeed be proven the tooking pots were made in
workshops that also made painted pottery and tieateéchnology used to shape the
cooking pots and the bodies of medium to largeetlogessels was the same or at

least similar.

4.5. ‘Aegean’-style cooking pots in lonia: a mobity perspective

An important weakness of the first scenario is thais concerned mainly with
essentially localised practices and does not tak@ ¢onsideration issues of human
and material mobility. This section, therefore,enf another alternative explanation
that considers more explicitly the role of mobilégd in particular the role of itinerant

potters and the movement of pottery itself. Fos thstarts on Cyprus.

A view from Cyprus

In discussing the wheelmade cooking pots on Cyphusg (2009: 81, fig. 7; 2011a:
60) notes that the overall percentage of wheelnpadiery increased dramatically at
Enkomi from around one third in Level 1IB to moteah 80 percent in Level IlIA.
Mycenaean-type painted ceramics form the largedtgiahe wheelmade repertoire
of Level IlIA, while unpainted pots make up only @ércent of the fine and medium
coarse wheelmade pots. In addition, Jung (201142:2012-115) remarks that the
‘Aegean’-style cooking pots seem to come into uslg at a number of settlements —
e.g. Enkomi, Mad&?alaeokastroand Sinda [as well as many other sites, including
Alassa and Palaepaphos] — in LC IlIA and quickiylaee the handmade cooking pots
that were used in previous times. These rapidsshiftcombination with the supposed
introduction of the ‘Mycenaean’-type hearth, makien hargue for the arrival of
Mycenaean refugees from the Aegean. However, Sia@@©i0: 106) remarks that
the wheelmade cooking pots are attested in L& LC Il levels at Kition, Enkomi,

Hala Sultan Tekke, Myrtotigadhes and MaaPalaeokastroFurthermore, Level 11B
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at Enkomi comprises probably a century in duratiaiich makes such crude
percentages miss any steady increase from begimminthe end of this level.

Moreover, it is well-known that Dikaios threw quéedot of other pottery away (E.S.
Sherratt pers. comm.). Finally, it has already bested that the ‘Mycenaean’ hearths
are already found in LC IIC (lacovou 2013: 612; Kp&2008: 260-261; Fischer 2006-
2007: 86) and that the wheelmade cooking pots ceely well be wheelmade

versions of handmade cooking pots used in previouss (Spagnoli 2010: 105-106),
although Jung (2011a: 61) remarks that on averageviycenaean cooking pots of

Enkomi llIA are smaller than the preceding handmigges.

Based on these observations, a more indigenouse chursthe appearance of
wheelmade cooking pots seems more likely. For this,useful to remark that during
the Late Bronze Age Cyprus produced and exportedtantial quantities of mostly
handmade fine pottery. In addition to the exporttliése ceramics, Cyprus and
Cypriot traders were also responsible in the fantlie and thirteenth centuries for
marketing Mycenaean (particularly Argive) potteoyat fairly wide social spectrum of
consumers in the Eastern Mediterranean (Sherr@8)13he characteristic handmade
export wares in LC |l steadily faded out by the efdhe thirteenth century and were
replaced by White Painted Wheelmade 1l potteryjolwhincorporated a number of
Aegean-looking shapes and decorations that may $tavied out as a form of import
substitution in the coastal urban centres quitdyear LC IIC and progressively
increased in quantity in LC IlIA at the beginning the twelfth century (Sherratt
2003: 45). These ceramics were also exported theliantine coast (Sherratt 1998:
302; 2013: 638; Van Wijngaarden 2002: 40; Artzy 20&sp. 335), with the result
that, as Sherratt (2003: 45) argues, the Cypriatketaor specially produced fine
wares from the Aegean was gradually underminedhaoby the end of the thirteenth
century the number of Mycenaean ceramics reachiggruS and the eastern
Mediterranean had diminished virtually to nothipgesumably along with whatever
substances had travelled in the small decoratedistiars and piriform jars that had

formed a substantial proportion of this trade.

When considering the wheelmade cooking pots inlighe of these developments, a
possible scenario would be that the LC Il handmealeking pots were produced

within the large ceramic industry producing largeauntities of various types of
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handmade pottery. However, as a result of the grgwroduction of White Painted
Wheelmade IIl as well as Plain Wheelmade pottergs{iani 1991) in the course of
the thirteenth century, the handmade industry gabyluleclined in importance and
eventually largely came to stop producing potsegport. Within this context, it is
quite possible that the production of cooking patss shifted to the wheelmade
industry. This suggestion is backed up by two fertbbservations. First, the general
similarities in terms of body shape between theedegstyle wheelmade cooking pots
and other medium and large closed vessels, sucjugssand amphoras can be
highlighted once more, because it suggests thatAbgean’ or ‘Mycenaean’ type
cooking pot would have formed an almost naturapsh@ make as it fitted in with
already existing ways of modelling pots. In thghli, the ‘origins’ of the shape should
not be sought in the Mycenaean repertoire on theeksmainland, but rather in the
local wheelmade closed shapes and the handmadengqmidts. The second point is
that presence of wheelmade cooking pots appeag foarticularly strong at sites,
such as Enkomi and Kition, where the production\dfite Painted Wheelmade Il

ware was mainly concentrated (Knapp and Cherry 162yf*

A view from the northern Levant

With this in mind, it is of interest to turn to theorthern Levant where a few
‘Aegean’-style cooking pots have been found at Relkel (Badre 2011a: 166, fig.
9c; Jung 2012: 107, fig. 12.2.6), Tell Arga (Chak&fll: 207-208, fig. 5.5), Tell
Tayinat in the Amuq Plain (Janeway 2008: 134-1R86,9.5; 2011: 176-177, figs. 3.7-
8) and perhaps Ras Ibn Hani (Du Piéd 2008: 18212@26). In discussing this
region, Tell Kazel would once more form a usefuinp@f departure because of its
position as one of the best published sites inrélgeon. During the Late Bronze Age,
Tell Kazel belonged to the region call&durry, originally constituted as a kingdom
during the fourteenth century BCE, but which becaneassal state of the Hittite
empire during the thirteenth century. The sitelfitseuld possibly be identified with
Sumur, known as the stronghold of the kingdom ofutmm (Badre 2011b: 205).
Remains belonging to the LB Il have been foundiio &reas of the site and belong to
an extensive habitation quarter (Area II) and aplenrcomplex (Area IV) (Capet
2003; Badre 2006; 2011hb).

% Note, however, that the picture might be a bitved@ due to the fact that Enkomi and Kition are
most fully published.
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Relative Tell Kazel Tell Kazel Tell Kazel Chronology in

Chronology Habitation Area IV Area Aegean terms
Levant Phase (Temple) (Settlement)

Late Bronze Il Phase 6 Level 6 Lower  Unknown LHAILLate
Late Bronze II Level 6 Upper  Unknown LH IIB Early,
Late Bronze Il Phase 5 Level 5 Lower Level 6 LowetH IlIB Middle

Abandonment Abandonment
Transition Late Transitional Level 5 Upper Level 6 Upper LH IIIB

Bronze ll/lron Phase Developed/Late
Age |
Sea People Sea People
Destruction Destruction
Iron Age | Levels 4-3 Level 5 LH IlIC Early
Destruction Destruction Before LH IIIC
Late

Table 4.1. Tell Kazel chronology (after Jung 2006; Bire 2011b).

The Temple area includes three superimposed ceallbef them oriented west-east,
and their dependencies. Two of the cellae beloripeoLate Bronze Age (Phases 6
and 5); the third belongs to the Iron | period. TRPlease 5 temple includes two
superimposed floors, separated from each other bgt vappears to be a brief
abandonment. The Late Bronze Age settlement (L@vdPhase 5) consists of a large
building complex, Building 1l. At the end of therst phase (Level 6, lower), the
building was almost completely emptied and abandan&l, as in the temple area,
the building complex witnesses a brief abandonrbetween the lower and the upper
floors. The period of abandonment is unclear, buildhg I was soon briefly re-
occupied by squatters before the entire site wat@ed by fire at the beginning of
the twelfth century BCE. This destruction has be#nibuted to the Sea Peoples’
incursion mentioned in an inscription dating to #gighth regnal year of Ramesses llI,
which explicitly refers to the destruction of AmuriBadre 2006: 92-93; Jung 2006:
203-207; 2007: 567; 2011b: 123; 2012: 105). Reihhklamg (2007: 567) has dated
this incursion to ca. 1179/1176. The period betwdenabandonment and destruction
is called the ‘Transitional Phase’. It is in thiegse that small quantities of ‘local
Mycenaean’, ‘Mycenaeanising/Aegeanising’ potteryvasl as a rather substantial
number of Handmade Burnished Wares are fo{Batre 2006; 2011b; Jung 2006;
2007; 2011b; 2012).
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It has already been noted that two chemical andg@etphic programmes (e.g. Badre
et al. 2005; Boileau et al. 2010a) have shown thdhough apparently locally
produced, pots classified as ‘local Mycenaean pgtteere made of a different and
much more standardised fabric than the other cemmi Tell Kazel for which a
series of different petro-fabrics and chemical gowvere identified that clearly
reflect the geological heterogeneity of the Akk&aif® (Boileau et al. 2010a: fig. 2).
The apparent high level of homogeneity of the |ddgtenaean pottery in chemical
and petrographic terms indicates a conscious oigcson by the potters (Jung
2011b: 127; 2012: 109) and probably indicates tinese ceramics were produced by
different people than those producing all the ottexamics found at the site. Because
local Mycenaean pottery was not produced befofieeitkazel and the technological
tradition did not exist, this tradition may haveehentroduced from elsewhere. One
could perhaps think about one or more familiesvanrgi from the Aegean, but a more

regional explanation is also possible.

One of the characteristic elements of the local &mgean pottery at Tell Kazel is that
its fabric contains medium to large quantities aimhy white inclusions. It also has a
total or nearly complete lack of surface treatmddth points show, according to
Jung (2006: 189; 2007: 558), closer technologicdisl with some of the LC IIC-IIIB
‘Mycenaean’-type pottery from Cyprus and Ciliciathwith the LH IlIC ceramics
from the Aegean, where inclusions are usually msrolaller and less numerous, and
the surface often shows more or less carefully shemband/or slipped surfaces; a
nearly complete lack of surface treatment, as immon at Tell Kazel, is raf&.
Moreover, the range of shapes produced basicalgists of serving and drinking
vessels. These include deep bowls, conical kylikegainted carinated kylikes,
painted mugs, painted kraters, painted basinsloshangular bowls and closed
vessels (amphorae and hydriae) (Jung 2006: 1912®1®: 110). This range differs
not too much from what can be seen elsewhere omuSygnd in the Levant. In fact,

strong Cypriot influences form a general charasterin the ceramic repertoire in the

% Jung (2011b: 128) notes that swirls have been gradaway from the base interiors of the vessels
and lumps of clay are not visible on the surfadédss indicates that at least a minimum of care for
achieving a somewhat smooth surface was taken éoyaitters. Furthermore, on some painted local
Mycenaean pots the lower exterior surface belowldéingest diameter was made more even (or the
profile was adjusted) by paring with some hardrinsient.
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Levant and Cilicia during the twelfth century, pabity due to the fact that Cypriot
production of an Aegean type of pottery begins weltk in the thirteenth century,
starting probably with the so-called Rude Styletdas and increasing steadily in
guantity and repertoire during the course of thetwy (Kling 1991; Sherratt 1991,
2013: 637). For these reasons, if the traditiomaking ‘Mycenaean’- type ceramics
was introduced from elsewhere, it is perhaps mdeelyl that at Tell Kazel the

tradition of making local Mycenaean pottery wasradticed by (itinerant?)

craftspeople originating from Cyprus rather thandogftspeople originating in the

Aegean.

At other sites in the northern Levant, too, Aegggre pottery with often strong links
with Cyprus starts to be produced towards the dnbeothirteenth or very beginning
of the twelfth century (Bretschneider et al. 2088etschneider and van Lerberghe
2011; Janeway 2008; 2011; Du Piéd 2008; 2011; ¢ansiuyse 2010; Venturi 2010;
Harrison 2010), although particularly in the Amuicks with Cypriot White Painted
Wheelmade Il pottery may only begin to appearhe twelfth century (Janeway
2011; Lehmann 2013; Sherratt 2013: 626-627, 648js Type of pottery generally
only comprises a relatively small portion of theemll ceramic assemblage and is
usually referred to as being of ‘Mycenaean typeit the kind of hard, exceptional
smooth surface and deep glossy paint that is ctemistcc of imported Argive LH
[IIA and IlIB pottery at its best is never seentbe local pottery, perhaps because it
actually is modelled on Cypriot White Painted Winestle 1l pottery rather than
Argive pottery (Sherratt 2013: 640). In comparisoi ell Kazel, unpainted pottery is
perhaps less frequently found at other sites -oalh it should be noted that it is
possible that in many older excavations unpaintgitepy may have been ignored or
thrown away —, but the ceramic developments at Kaltel do not seem to differ
significantly from other sites in the northern Lavgand one can probably also add
Cilicia; cf. French 2013; Gates 2010; 2013; Unl®20 Because of this, it is certainly
possible that Cyprus or itinerant potters fromithi@nd may have had some role in the

diffusion of White Painted Wheelmade 1l potteryth@ Levant more generally.

The significance of this point is that with the agroduction of a local version of
White Painted Wheelmade 11l pottery the ‘Mycenaeigpe cooking pots also arrive.

As on the west coast of Asia Minor, these pots atded to a wide repertoire of
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handmade and wheelmade Levantine cooking pots ¢€Bafdla; Vansteenhuyse
2010; Vansteenhuyse and Bretschneider 2011; Har264a0: 88-89; Janeway 2011
175-176). In the first place, this suggests that\hry small numbers of ‘Aegean’-
style cooking pots found in the northern Levant thas on the west coast of Asia
Minor, have formed a rather insignificant addititman already existing repertoire.
But even more important is that, given that itimtrpotters from Cyprus may have
been involved in establishing a tradition of makiogal Mycenaean pottery at least at
Tell Kazel and that one of the ‘Mycenaean’ cookipags found at this site was made
of the same calcareous fabric as the finer andseoaressels of Mycenaean type
(Jung 2012: 109), the low numbers in which the coglpots appear in the northern
Levant would allow the suggestion that the coolpots were not introduced by ‘Sea
Peoples’ or refugees from the Aegean but by migaanitinerary craftspeople or
traders from Cyprus who produced and/or sold ths po the spot, perhaps to replace
local (cooking) pots that were temporarily unavalie®

Google earth

Figure 4.14. Google Maps view of the Eastern Aegean.

% This suggestion may also provide an alternatiy#lamation for Ann Killebrew's arguments about the
local ‘Mycenaean’-type cooking jugs in Canaan beimgde from different clay recipes than the LB I
cooking pots (Killebrew 1998: 164-165; 2005; 222p2
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Back to the East Aegean

Of course, direct evidence for the role of tradamd/or itinerant craftspeople in the
appearance of the ‘Mycenaean’-type cooking potthenLevant is lacking, but the
suggestion is interesting enough to warrant furtiaboration in respect to the west
coast of Asia Minor, particularly as the East Aaggeeuld have been particularly
suited for small-scale movements of (crafts)peoplhen flying over the west-
Anatolian coastlingfig. 4.14) it is amazing how inextricably tangled up sekands,
peninsulas, river valleys and coasts all appeais Situation must have stimulated a
specific regional dynamic that allowed people, make (in all forms and shapes) and
information to flow along entangling routes andhvatys. A strong regional character
is indeed reflected, on the one hand, in recemtietuon Aegean maritime networks
by Carl Knappett, Tim Evans and Ray Rivers (2008appett et al. 2011) which
suggest that the East Aegean essentially formegiseera on its own with only
relatively few gateways to other parts of the Aegeand, on the other hand,
Mountjoy’s LH I[IIA2-11IB Upper and Lower Interfaceand her LH IIIC East Aegean
koine Furthermore, Nicoletta Momigliano (2009: 130-13ahy Alan Greaves (2010a:
84-85) suggest that during both the Middle Bronzge Aand the Archaic period (as
well as earlier periods) much exchange in the Besiean took place probably
through cabotage — that is, small-scale maritineharge in small to medium-seized
coastal vessels that would pick up and offload goatdmany different ports as they

travelled by island-hopping and following coastiine

In this web of entangling pathways, harbours arbuplayed a particularly important
role, not only because it is at these locations thaous routes and pathways tied in
together, but also, as Casson (1938: 466) alreaidlytqul out many years ago in
respect to the Aegean islands more generally, Isecney functioned as markets for
the sale and purchase of commodities as well aghirdocking of ships. When
looking from this perspective, it is of interest note that in ancient times potters
would have rarely sold their wares solely from thveorkshops to local residents who
came to buy immediately or order specific potsadater date; they also perhaps sold
them at large periodic fairs and (religious) feslsvor to ships’ captains as well as
local and visiting traders who accumulated potteoyn the production centres and

resold it in larger land markets (Blitzer 1990: 6d®BL). Moreover, potters may also
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have set out themselves, sometimes conveying Wwéinta consignment of wet clay.
Once arrived in a village or harbour they might pelts ready made and also make
pottery to commission. In some cases, they migbhdwave mended damaged pots
and partly remade others (Casson 1938). Becauseasy different people came
together at harbour markets, these locations algudabmed interesting places for
both local and itinerant potters as well as pedgdding pots to sell their products.
Indeed, Casson (1938: 466) aptly notes how in tleew@ar Aegean in any island
harbour the visitor almost always saw at least caique moored with its bows or
stern to the quay, and on the quay spread outinglytthe various pottery wares
which the ship had come to sell retail to the intaadts. Casson (1938: 467) also
remarks that he sees no reason why one cannot ankdy safe assumption to the
effect that ancient fabrics in the Bronze Age ands€ical Greece were distributed

and sold in the same way.

In this perspective, then, since the cooking pptzear in relatively small quantities
along the Asiatic coast, Casson’s observations eroimg the role of harbours as
markets make it possible to suggest two furthetaagiions. The first one is that the
cooking pots were commissioned by local customereplace similar pots (in terms
of use) that had broken but were (temporarily) @ilable at that time and produced
on the spot by itinerant potters using local clafKernatively, it is possible that
traders had picked up these pots along the waysdduction centre and sold them to
local customers. Although it was long assumed ¢baking potshaveto be produced
locally due to their alleged low economic and conuia value, it is now widely
recognised that in some cases they do move ardumedbest known example is the
Late Bronze Age cooking pots from Aegina which wepgorted in substantial
guantities (Gauss and Kiriatzi 2011). Also, recpatrographic analysis of coarse
wares from Early Iron Age Knossos have shown tbatesof the cooking pots were
imported from a specialised centre possibly locatedhe Cyclades (Boileau and
Whitley 2010; Boileau et al. 2009; 2010b). Thisfprence for specialised, non-local
cooking wares persisted beyond the Early Iron Age Classical times (Coldstream
and Eiring 2001: 87). As for the situation in thesEAegean, it is noteworthy that the
cooking pots from Limantepe/Klazomenai all showaesil mica (S. Mangalgu-
Votruba pers. comm.) and so do several examples Emporio (Hood 1981/1982:

617). Yet, silver mica is common on both Chios amach if not all of the lonian
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mainland. Although this does not preclude the pmlitsi that the pots were produced
at a single centre, neither can it be regarded @sceive feature. Petrographic and
possibly chemical analyses will be required to shmexte light on the provenance of
the ‘Aegean’-style cooking pots, and particularlizether they were made in one or

several places.

Certainly, the suggestion that either potters @s par both?) moved around cannot be
substantiated at this point. Nevertheless, the estgm is intriguing enough to
warrant some speculation as to where the pottetfsegpots might have originated. In
this light, it is intriguing that at Emporio on @isi handmade and wheelmade versions
of the ‘Aegean’-type cooking pots were found togetim the LH IIIC levelqfig. 4.4)
(Hood 1981/1982: 150, 617-618, fig. 280, pls. 129a,b,d). Although one has to be
extremely cautious because of the lack of propatastt Emporio, there is the feeling
that in the LH IIIC levels ‘Mycenaean’-type pottenyhich generally speaking has
little or no decoration and the motifs are of themest (Desborough 1964: 159;
Hood 1981/1982: 619-620), outnumbers any other tfpgottery (e.g. matt painted
and grey wares) that may have been in use in pus\periods. Jung (2009: 78) points
to several handmade and burnished deep pots witlithiout lugs and plastic
decoration, which may have parallels with CoarseeNd Troy VIIB and handmade
burnished ware from the Greek mainland (Hood 198321 618, fig. 280.2953-2954,
622, pl. 127.2995), but it should be kept in mihdtt2953 comes from Area F, Stage
6B, which may be assigned to a Late Bronze Ageelilad 11IB?) that predates the
LH 1IC period (Hood 1981/1982: 580, 584), and tB964 was not assigned to any
specific stage. Moreover, Hood (1981/1982: 622)ar® that 2995 may very well

have been an import from either the Trojan arefaoon the north or west.

Whether the apparent increase in the numbers ofilCHpainted pottery also means
that the site was settled by Mycenaean refugeddesisorough (1964: 159) and Hood
(1981/1982: 89, 580) maintain, is difficult to saijn fact, a more gradual
development, similar to that on Cyprus, is certaimdt impossible, but clear evidence
is lacking. Important, however, is that both theeelmade and handmade cooking
pots seem to resemble Early Bronze Age (tripodkicapcoarse ware pots, though
without the actual legfig. 4.15)(Hood 1981/1981: 558-560, pls. 109.2541-2542 and
111.2543). Although it is unsure whether Emporicswehabited during the Middle
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Bronze Age (Girella and Pavuk in press
this may suggest that the ‘Aegean’-sty
wheelmade cooking pot was just

wheelmade version of a type of pot that h
already been in use for centurfésin

addition to this, it is also noteworthy the
the range of ceramic cooking pots appee
unlike on the west coast of Asia Minor, t

be mostly limited to this particularly shape

2541
although there are some other types as weun ‘ h
] Figure 4.15. Early Bronze Age Cooking jug from
(Hood 1981/1982: 617-618, fig. 280Emporio Area F. Stage 4 (Per. 1) (after Hood

1981/1982: pl. 109; reproduced with permission
Certainly, wheelmade pottery in the form of the British School at Athens).
grey wares and matt painted wares had
already been produced since at least the lategsta the Middle or the beginning of
the Late Bronze Age (Hood 1981/1982: 571-578; @fel and Pavuk in press), but
if there is indeed a close link between the praductf Mycenaean-type pottery and
the wheelmade cooking pots, as is maintained sndhapter for essentially all regions
discussed, it is perhaps possible to suggestdsabn Cyprus, the appearance of the
wheelmade cooking pot on Chios was associated thighincrease in the local

production of ‘Mycenaean’-type pottery during tkeetfth century.

Could this perhaps mean that
the wheelmade cooking pot
was introduced to a site like
Limantepe/Klazomenai by
Chian potters moving around
and producing pots on the
spot? This is certainly an
intriguing possibility,

particularly given the maritime

Figure 4.16. Minoan kitchen ware from Miletos IV (&ter W.-D. character of Chian
Niemeier 2007a: pl. 3.3).

®7 This suggestion contrasts with Jung’s suggestian the handmade cooking pot found in the LH
I1IC levels was derived from the wheelmade vergitimg 2009: 78).
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communities throughout history. On the other hanhdgeeds to be kept in mind that
Miletos was an important, if not the most importgbduction centre of Mycenaean-
type pottery in the East Aegean during the LatenBecAge (Akurgal et al. 2002). On
various occasions, Niemeier has noted the presehddinoan-type kitchen and
cooking wares at the sifég. 4.16)(W.-D. Niemeier 1998; 2005: 6, pl. 11; 2007a: 11,
pl. 3.3). Mycenaean cooking jugs have not been ioeed as such, but Niemeier
(2005: 10) mentions the presence of tripod coolpots. It is, therefore, certainly
possible that a wider range of wheelmade coarsesmaere present at the site. What
happens at Miletos during the twelfth century islaar. As noted in Chapter 1, it was
long assumed that Miletos VI ended some time duttregtwelfth century (Mountjoy
2004; W.-D. Niemeier 2007a: 16, with further refezes), but recently Niemeier
(2009) has claimed that new excavations have @dridn uninterrupted sequence
throughout the twelfth through eighth centuriesuab the Athena Temple and that,
therefore, there was continuous ritual activitytla¢ temple of Athena from the
beginning of the Late Bronze Age (Miletos IV) teetirchaic period® Under the
assumption that habitation was not interrupteds potentially significant that, as at
other sites on the west coast of Asia Minor, silvgca is present at Miletos (noted by
Mountjoy 2009a: 59 based on comments by W.-D. Niemebecause it makes it
possible that, in addition to Chios and/or Chiattgys, Miletos or Milesian potters
played a stimulating role in the wider introductioinithe Aegean-style cooking pot in

the East Aegean.

On the other hand, whatever the exact origins thieeipots or potters may have been
is perhaps of lesser relevance than the very ploattthe role of small-scale mobility
in the formation of regional material traits hasddoeen neglected in favour of long-
distance trade and communication networks and stebkshment of contacts with
the Bronze Age centres of civilisation in the Eastlediterranean. Certainly, Near
Eastern imports at Panaztepe-Menemen (Cinerdadasin 2012) and Cypriot
pottery at Troy (Kozal 2003; 2006) as well as tihespnce of Trojan Grey Wares in
the Eastern Mediterranean (Mommsen and Pavuk 286d)a few examples of

Mycenaean pottery produced at Miletos and Ephemasdf at Tell Kazel (Badre et al.

% Note, however, that contextual information to $abgate this claim is not provided.
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2005: 32-33° clearly show that East Aegean communities hadeeitlirect or
indirect contacts with the Eastern Mediterraneanweler, because these imports
have attracted much attention, little effort hashy@en made to systematically explore
small-scale movements and contacts within the Bagean itself. To gain further
insights into this regional dynamic is perhaps niest important challenge for future

researcH?

4.6. Final remarks

This chapter first suggested that, based on an iesedion of the way the production

of pottery may have been organised, a tendencyrt®aa general worsening in the
overall surface treatment of the pots — the sugdseome less well polished and the
slip thicker and more unevenly applied and alsot rpaint seems to take over from
lustrous paint — from the late thirteenth or eawglfth century onwards was closely
associated with the demise of imported Mycenaedtegyoand an increase in the
local production of painted pottery. But by far time@st important issue raised in this
chapter was the issue of the ‘Aegean’-style coolpots. Their appearance in the
Eastern Mediterranean and on the west coast of Maiar has often been regarded
as evidence for the arrival of Mycenaean refugeles ad fled the Aegean after the

collapse of the Mycenaean palaces.

Without denying the possibility that migrants migiatve arrived on the west coast of
Asia Minor, it was argued that a direct link betwele cooking pots and migrants
from the Greek mainland is not very likely. Aftdl, @ots, even cooking pots, do not
equal people. Two alternative and perhaps somepitoatocative explanations — or

lines of thinking — were offered. The first one gagted that the shaping of the
cooking pots helped children to become knowledgeabkhe making of medium to

large closed vessels, whereas the second one ntade #or the idea that the cooking
pots were commissioned by local customers to rep&amilar pots that had broken

but were (temporarily) unavailable and producedhmn spot by itinerant potters, or

% There is one Mycenaean belly-handled amphora alridnyfrom Tell Kazel (TK 69) that was
imported from Ephesos. Another kylix (TK 14) waspionted from Miletos. The provenance of these
vessels was established by means of NAA.

0 Currently, at least two dissertations are beinijtevr on the issue of (maritime) mobility in thesEa
Aegean. One is being prepared by Jana MokriSo#aeat)niversity of Michigan and the other one by
Steven Vasilakis at the University of Sydney.
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that traders had picked up these pots along theawayproduction centre and sold

them to local customers.

Of course, neither of these alternative explanatioan be proven based on the
evidence currently available — but neither canrthgration theory! The main intent,
however, was not to offer well-defined and fool-@ranodels as this is simply
impossible given the current state of publicati@ather the aim was to follow up on
observations made in Chapter 3 and challenge frormoae practice-oriented
perspective a tendency in archaeology to regareénmmahthange and innovation as a
clear break with the past and explain change bgingaevidence of its supposed
origins and then use some supposedly forceful ffehwague event or process, such
as migration and hybridity (for a critique, see §p, 97-98 above), to link the point of
origin with the site or region under study. Thetpie, arguably, was much more

complex than that.
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Chapter 5

Protogeometric pottery in lonia

5.1. Introduction

The previous chapter showed that the causes antkegm®s stimulating material
change and innovation at the beginning of the twaléntury are much more complex
than has hitherto been assumed. There is, therefoeey reason to have a closer look
at the relationship that has often been createddset the literary tradition of the
lonian migration from Athens to coastal Asia Minand the appearance of
Protogeometric-style pottery in the region in thkeventh century. From an
archaeological perspective, this connection restsam important assumptions, both
of which essentially derive from the important wafkVincent Desborough: first, the
Protogeometric style was invented by Athenian pstend from there diffused to
other regions (Desborough 1948; 1952: 298-299; 1986, 261-263; 1972: 148)
and, second, the style signals a final break wighNlycenaean past and the start of a
new era that, according to Desborough (1964: 268uld eventually develop in the
Classical Greek world. The first aim of this chapi® to critically examine and
challenge both these assumptions by looking moosety at the processes that
stimulated the development of a Protogeometricestylpottery both at its supposed
point of origin (e.g. Athens) and in an allegedipleeral Aegean region (e.g. Central
Macedonia). This review will then form the basis #ore-examination of the evidence
from lonia and the development of a new interpretatramework that sheds a very
different light on the dynamics that stimulated #ppearance of Protogeometric-style
pottery in this region.

5.2. Protogeometric pottery at Athens
Perhaps the best place to make a start is theedllbgthplace’ of the Protogeometric
style: Athens. To understand the appearance oPtb&geometric style, it will be

™ The ‘origins’ of Protogeometric pottery, a termsficoined by Wide (1910) in his discussion of the

material from the Arsenal Cemetery on Salamis,deen much disputed over time. Macedonia (Skeat
1934), Thessaly (Jacob-Felsch 1988), Kephalleniarifdtos 1932: 37) and Naxos (Wells 1983: 120)
have all been suggested as the ‘birthplace’ offtetogeometric style, but the most widely held view

is the one originally proposed by Vincent Desbofo\ffj948; 1952: 298-299; 1964: 136, 261-263;

1972: 145): Attica.
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necessary to start in the twelfth century. Vergelits known about LH 1lIC Athens,
but there are indications that the Acropolis wasupted during the whole of this
period (Lemos 2006: 509-511; Smithson 1977; 19B2addition, there are domestic
deposits in the area to the east of the Acropdlsdfwith LH 11IC Early pottery
(Mountjoy 1999: 496-498). Furthermore, a numbeklafliB through LH IlIC burials
have been found in the later Agora which were diépdsin re-used tombs
(Immerwahr 1971: 181-190), although some of thel®rhug into the bedrock in the
area of the Hephaisteion have been assigned tbitiaé Mycenaean/Submycenaean
(Papadopoulos 2002: 156). There are further busialgh and east of the Acropolis,
including a so-called ‘warrior burial’ which cangtrably be dated to LH 1lIC Early,
and some more in re-used chamber tombs in the ratik of the llissos River
(Lemos 2006: 511). As a consequence, the best krsitgnin Attica is the large
chamber tomb cemetery at Perati on the east cbastica, which was in use from
about 1200/1190 to circa 1075 BCE (lakovides 1980).

Early Iron Age Athens is much better known, althoungost of what is known about
the eleventh and tenth centuries comes from tomdzmvated by the German
Archaeological Institute in the Kerameikos (Kraikerd Kibler 1939; Kibler 1954;
1974; Ruppenstein 2007) and the American SchoGlladsical Studies in the area of
the Classical Agor& In addition to these clusters, there are alsorahbaun of other
find spots (Lemos 2002: 152-154; 2006: 511-512¢Juiting a few tombs on the
acropolis (Gauss and Ruppenstein 1999) and sonee tmtimbs recently discovered as
a result of rescue excavations associated witltdhstruction of the Athenian metro-
system around Syntagma Square (Parlama and Stalisg@0i03). With the exception
of a well on the north-slope of the Acropolis (Smidn 1977), no clear settlement
evidence has, as yet, been found, but Papadop®008: ch. 5contraLemos 2006:
514-516) has argued that the Early Iron Age settlgmvas most likely situated on
the Acropolis. Associated with this settlement ¢heras an industrial quarter in the
area of the later Agora, clearly evidenced by tres@nce of potters’ debris and test
pieces in a range of Early Iron Age well depositisnid there (Papadopoulos 2003).
These deposits have also yielded a very small guaoit discarded metalworkers’
moulds (Mattusch 1977: 341 n.2, 373; Smithson 1%8#hadopoulos 2003: 3, 107,

"2 The publication of the Agora tombs by J.K. Papanigs will appear in thAgora-series.
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fig. 2.48) and a number of loom weights and spinslerls (Papadopoulos 2003:
172-175). Furthermore, the Early Geometric well X2Lcontained a fragment of a
scapula of a fin whale (Bl 115) that was possibdgdi as a cutting surface in the
working of leather (Papadopoulos and Ruscillo 2002)

‘Submycenaean’ pottery

An important shift that can be observed in Atti¢attee beginning of the eleventh
century is the slow abandonment of the often ridtantber tombs and the
simultaneous introduction of much simpler and ‘mobcist tombs, characterised by
single burials accompanied by often few and reddyivow quality ‘Submycenaean’
pots and other grave goods at Athens and on Saldiis these ceramics that are of
particular interest here. Pottery classified asbi8ycenaean’ is often dubbed “bad”
(Whitley 2001: 79), “unambitious in range and pgakecuted” (Osborne 1996: 24)
and “utterly derivative” (Snodgrass 1971: 34) aiad s such often been regarded as
a degenerative form of Mycenaean pottery. This raatacally provides this type of
pottery with negative connotations, which are fartheinforced by the fact that it is
followed by Protogeometric pottery, which Desboro$964: 363) has argued to be
a sign of the arrival of a new creative (Greek)ispiSubmycenaean’ pottery has as
such become a style ‘in between’ that is neithy Mycenaean nor part of the ‘new
spirit’. Certainly, ‘Submycenaean’ pottery is freoly fired unevenly, the decoration
carelessly applied in paint that is often streakynatt, and even the shaping of the
pots can be poor (Dickinson 2006: 124), but thegea for these are more complex
than the rather meaningless notion of ‘culturalagéor ‘isolation’” would suggest.
For one thing, Jeremy Rutter (1978) has alreadytpdi out many years ago that
‘Submycenaean’ pottery is predominantly found imeteries. This picture has not
really changed over the years. In fact, even thdbghe are many settlement sites on
the central and southern Greek mainland with ummpted sequences from the
Bronze into the Iron Age, a well-defined and stiadi ‘Submycenaean’ phase has still
not been convincingly identified (Lis 2009b: 21362 Papadopoulos et al. 2011: 191-
194). This point makes the very claim for a digive ‘Submycenaean’ phase

problematic (for a discussion whether ‘Submycenaesresents a real chronological

'3 Cist tombs were, however, not completely new athibginning of the Early Iron Age. Some Late
Bronze Age examples with single interments goingkiia the fourteenth century have been found in
the area of the Classical Agora at Athens (Immervi&i71: 98, 103-104).
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phase, see Papadopoulos 1993; Papadopoulos €14l Bder 2001; Lemos 2002;
Rutter 1978; Ruppenstein 2003; 2007; 2009; Styeerii@67). Nevertheless, the
presence of complete cemeteries with ‘Submycenapattery cannot be ignored.
What might have stimulated their appearance?

A useful starting point for this investigation is small belly-handled amphora
(P30305) from Grave | 5:3 excavated beneath therdl@f the Royal Stoa in the
Athenian Agordfig. 5.1) (Shear 1975: 373, n. 103, pl. 85:1; Papadopoulas. 41998:
516, fig. 6). In many respects this pot is a ‘tgbicSubmycenaean’ pot. Its central
decoration in particular looks a bit sloppy, théiwdual sets of concentric semi-
circles are drawn by hand rather than with a paatelltiple-brush and the number of
semi-circles in each set differs. Moreover, there hlobs of paint marking the
beginning of each individual line. Also, the lineflsdots above are not straight and the
individual dots are placed at irregular distancksthe same time, the main body
decoration generally shows well painted straigigdi which could indicate the use of
the wheel. The central decoration is intriguingtasiggests that in decorating this pot
it was either not deemed necessary to put muchiteffto the central decoration or
that multiple individuals with different levels skill were involved and that this area
was filled in by an individual with still limited x@erience and skill. This latter
suggestion is further strengthened when obsenhag it painting the sets of semi-
circles the painter seems to have drawn over dovield what appear to be pre-
formed designs. Ethnographic studies have showih sudechnique often to be
applied in teaching children how to paint pottefaihp 2001: 428). When taking this
vessel as representative for ‘Submycenaean’ potitecpuld be suggested that many
ceramics, now classified as ‘Submycenaean’, wetgalyg (partly) produced mainly
for burial practices by people (children?) who wsti# in the process of acquiring the

necessary skills and knowledge to produce highityyadts.

The suggestion that learner potters are involvethé production of pottery is, of
course, not too surprising, but it is intriguingatirene Lemos (2006: 511; see also
Broneer 1939; Mountjoy 1995: 56; 1999: 497-498)nmoiout that LH 1lIC pottery,
especially of the middle phase, is of good qualtifhough the paint on very few
Mycenaean pots ever achieves the good lustrouk bfate best Protogeometric and

Geometric pottery (Papadopoulos 2003: 8 n. 29), thiadl potters were aware of
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developments taking place in other centres dutwege periods. The combination of
these two points indicates that the role of unstlilpotters/painters was limited or at
least that their impact on the visual appearanceaié was better regulated or
controlled. At the same time, the high quality loé pots may also suggest that during
the Late Bronze Age ceramic production was probatdgptred at one or more
(sub)regional production centres. To what extentipction might have taken place
around the Athenian Acropolis during the Late Bm@ge is difficult to say, but it is
noteworthy that recent research is suggesting tath LH [1IB-LH [IIC Early
pottery at Athens was imported from Alimos, a prcithn site located just south of
Athens along the Saronic Gulf (pers. comm. W. @Gdis). Furthermore, the potters’
quarter in the area of the Classical Agora onlyree® have been established by the
end of the twelfth or beginning of the eleventhtoey (Papadopoulos 2003).

No scale

Figure 5.1. Belly-handled amphora (P30305) from Gree | 5:3 (photo: author; with permission from J.K
Papadopoulos and ASCSA).
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Although it is dangerous to say anything with amytainty based on the current
evidence (or lack thereof) available for the middied late twelfth century, it is
interesting that Papadopoulos (1998: 115 n.38) estgghat Early Iron Age potters at
Athens may have found it difficult to meet markeinthnd, particularly if Athenian
Early Iron Age pottery production is viewed agairise backdrop of Peacock’s
‘workshop industries’ or his model of the ‘manufargt (Peacock 1982: 35-46). As
such, if indeed much pottery was imported from wlsre in Attica and if for
whatever reason these regular flows changed oppsaed towards the end of the
twelfth century, local Athenian potters would hdween faced with a major problem.
In this light, it is potentially important that ‘Bmycenaean’ pots are found
predominantly in burial rather than settlement eats, because if these pots were
indeed (partly) produced by learner potters, theyld not only have been ideal for
one-time use in burial rites, but the very makirigh®se rather unpretentious pots
also allowed learner potters to grow into knowledgaally, by replacing good
quality ceramics in burial rites, these pots helfedhaintain the availability and the
quality of the overall ceramics used in other edasypractices.

The introduction of test-pieces

Certainly, much more research needs to be donespect to the organisation and
location of ceramic production in the twelfth cemtubut the general idea that
towards the end of the twelfth century potters wiaeasingly unable to meet the
demand for everyday ceramics is an interestingtpoelren looking at a number of
other ceramic innovations at the dawn of the E&dyn Age. One of them is that,
whereas Mycenaean as well as many ‘Submycenae#'show no uniform attempt
to achieve a good glossy black — red, brown andkbtalours can often be found on
one and the same pot —, Athenian pottery from éeersd half of the eleventh century
onwards increasingly comes to be defined by thdiGggimn of a consistent glossy
black paint that provided the pots, and particyl#ine inside of open vessels such as
cups and deep bowls, with a metallic look that rhigkry well have imitated
(oxidised) silver. Despite this innovation, the rgaiused on Mycenaean,
‘Submycenaean’ and Protogeometric pottery is esdgnthe same. What seems to
have made the difference is a better control ower three-stage firing process
(oxidation-reduction-oxidation) by means of teseqas (fig. 5.2) (Papadopoulos
2003).
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Figure 5.2. Test-pieces from Athens (after Papadoptas 2003: pls. 2.6,9,7,18,19; 1.42,63) (reproduceith
premission from J.K. Papadopoulos and ASCSA).

Basically, test-pieces were cut from pots that beein damaged before firing. Before
placing them in the kiln these pieces were smeuaiidd samples of the actual paint
that was to be fired, although some were canoniaidcorated or partly decorated.
During a firing session these pieces were removéd & hook or rod at certain
intervals through a small spy-hole or opening ia Kin. By doing this the potter
could check the temperature and atmospheric conditjenerally and learn whether
the paint had fired the required black without ngvio open the kiln and disturb the
firing process (Papadopoulos 2003: 210-214). Thechnical innovation
simultaneously enhanced the quality of the ceram{esd their aesthetic
attractiveness) and increased the efficiency ofpfugluction process as it helped to
reduce the risks of the firing process, which was of the most costly, lengthy and
risky aspects of the pottery production process tduthe fact that once sealed and
heated the kiln could not be re-opened, nor cowolid pe removed without damage

until the firing was completed.

From this perspective, the introduction of testcpgeis one of the most important
innovations potters came up with in their attentptproduce a sufficient number of

pots that were also both functionally and aesth#yicattractive. An important
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guestion, however, is where the idea of usingpestes might have come from. For
this, it is of interest to note that potters gefigrdo not operate in isolation, but work
together with other craftspeople. For instance, idmoand Mazarakis Ainian (2007:
371; see also Sofaer 2006) have pointed out thaamse production, like

metalworking, relies on pyro-technical knowledgdjlet metalworking, like ceramic

production, uses ceramics for hearth constructionsgibles, moulds and tuyeres.
Moreover, potters and metallurgists both need wated a good knowledge of
minerals. As such they would have drawn on simifeterials and to some extent
similar technigues. Doonan and Mazarakis Ainian0{20371) also note that
petrographic analysis of furnaces and kilns foun@@pos on the Attic coast show
that identical clay resources were used for thesttaation of furnaces and kilns. At
Athens, interaction between metalworkers and pottan be inferred from the few

metalworking moulds found in the wells.

A major difference, however, between the workingbodnze, gold and silver and
pottery making is that in the former cases heamniy used to melt the metal before
solidifying into a certain form inside a mould; theetal as such does not alter its
character during the heating. In pottery making, fihng process is not just used to
allow the clay to take a more or less solid andlstéorm, but also to reach a visual
effect. This demands a much closer control overfitlgeitself and the atmospheric
conditions inside the kiln than is the case withsmmetalworking, for which it is
essentially enough to reach a high enough temperatuorder to melt the metal.
There is, however, one exception to this: ironGasden (2012: 15) points out, a key
contrast between bronze, gold, silver and glastherone hand and iron on the other
is that the former substances could be taken frawlid to a liquid state with the help
of heat before solidifying. Iron, on the other hara essentially worked in a solid
state, although it can be made malleable by thextsffof heat. In this process, there is
a direct relationship between the fire, the metta the metallurgist’s response to the
behaviour of the iron in the fire. A similar relaiship between the potter, the fire, the
atmospheric conditions inside the kiln, and theavesur of the clay, paint and slip
(or other surface treatment) can also be postulatethe firing process of ceramics.
Yet, whereas the iron metallurgist has the advantddeing able to directly monitor

the behaviour of the metal throughout the heatirgggss, the pottery kiln forms a
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closed environment that essentially locks out tlétep. The use of test pieces,

however, seems to have helped to overcome thistigitu

Iron objects are already found in the Aegean dutimg Late Bronze Age and
regularly produced, albeit in small quantities Anatolia in the Old Assyrian period
(2000-1600 BCE) and Hittite period (1600-1200 BGEuhly et al. 1985; Yalcin
1999; 2005). Iron did, however, not start to gaionmentum in the Aegean until the
very end of the second millennium, although in daely stages iron was probably
either imported or produced by itinerant craftspeppossibly from Cyprus where the
production of ‘utilitarian’ iron goes back to theedlfth century (Sherratt 1994) —
though, see the possible eleventh century iron simf at Phokai& Is it a
coincidence that the growing importance of ironiniyrthe eleventh and tenth
centuries, as is for instance witnessed by thepslvarease of iron objects in
‘Submycenaean’ and Early Protogeometric burialdtaens (Morris 2000: 214, tab.
6.4), coincides with the introduction of test pig2e This is an intriguing yet
speculative question. “Masses of unformed bronz# @niron slag” (Shear 1936:
191) dating to the Archaic period have been founthe area around the temple of
Hephaistos (cf. Mattusch 1977), but so far no earividence for ironworking is
encountered. On the other hand, if indeed early iobjects were produced by
itinerant craftspeople, such evidence may perhapse expected. Although there
clearly is no evidence to suggest any direct liaieen the use of test pieces and the
growing importance of iron, it is interesting thaetalworkers and potters worked
side-by-side for centuries (if not millennia) iretAegean, but that this never seems to
have stimulated potters to experiment with or es#-pieces. A potential link with

ironworking is, therefore, perhaps intriguing thoudgghly speculative.

Metal and decorative motifs on ceramics

Be that as it may, there is little doubt that tise of test-pieces helped to enhance, if
not stimulate, the metallic appearance of Earlyn Ilge Athenian pottery. This
metallic character was further reinforced by the ometal motifs, such as dog-tooth

motifs and zigzag patterns on the rims of cups skyphoi (for an overview, see

™ For the role of itinerant metallurgists in the feas Mediterranean, see also the case of the Cape
Gelidonya wreck which dates to around 1200 BCE pamubably belonged to a bronze smith (Bass
1967; 2005: 303-307) .
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Lemos 2002). Both these points, however, immediatging into question the
hallmark of Protogeometric pottery: the sets of naedcally drawn concentric (semi)
circles. To understand the appearance of thestesirit is useful to start with an
oinochoe found in a tomb (Tomb 126) uncovered durétent excavations as a result
of the construction of the metro station Syntagfita 6.3) (Parlama and Stampolidis
2003: 162-163). The oinochoe, which in terms ofpghis very close to the LH 1lIC
type, features two motifs hanging from the neckedther transition. One is a hand-
drawn spiral, while the other consists of a sefbaf concentric circles executed with
the help of a pair of compasses. In addition te #xample, it is also interesting to
refer to an Early Protogeometric skyphos founchim Athenian Kerameikos showing
two tangentially joined hand-drawn running spirélg. 5.4.1) (Kraiker and Kubler
1939: pl. 30.525) and another example of an Earbtdgeometric skyphos from
Athens on which the sets of concentric circleslimleed together by crossed lines, as
if they were two tangentially joined running spadlig. 5.4.2 (Kraiker and Kubler
1939: pl. 48.518).

Figure 5.3. Cup and oinochoe from Tomb 126, Syntagnftation, Athens (after Parlama and Stampolidis
2003: 163).
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Figure 5.4. Early Protogeometric skyphoi from the Keameikos with tangentially joined running spirals (1)
and sets of concentric circles linked by crossedies (2) (photo: D-DAI-ATH-Kerameikos 2519 and 317All

rights reserved).

Figure 5.5. Finger-ring with
double spiralled bezel from Perati
(after lakovides 1980: 83, fig. 97).

These examples show a clear chronological link
between running spirals and the sets of concentric
circles. There are two possible explanations fas th
chronological transformation. For the first one,ist
interesting that the tangentially joined runningralp
motif closely resembles a bronze finger ring with a
bezel in the form of a double spiral found in orehe
tombs in the early twelfth through early eleventh

century BCE cemetery at Perati, situated on thetaofa
East Attica(fig. 5.5) (lakovides 1980: 83, fig. 97). In

this case, it is possible that the concentric eintiotif

was originally derived from metalwork. In this lighexperimental research by

Papadopoulos, Vedder and Schreiber (1998) has shioatnthe sets of concentric

circles were drawn with the help of a pivoted npiéibrush, a rather simple tool

which could be fairly simply produced from a fewsltamaterials. Essentially, what

this tool does is allow a quick and pleasing atsiue for the rather difficult to draw

running spiral motif. This could suggest that trensformation of the running spiral

motif into the concentric circle motif was an atfnio speed up the decoration

process. Alternatively, and perhaps more plausililyis also possible that the

concentric (semi) circle motifs echoed those ofsed metalwork and that the pivoted
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Figure 5.6. Fragment of a silver skyphos with fan élcoration from Marsigliana d'Albergna (ltaly) (after
Vickers and Gill 1994: 114, fig. 5.7).

multiple-brush was ‘invented’ to transform this @&t motif into a ceramic one that
could be quickly applied. An example of such a i@t metalwork can be seen on a
seventh century BCE skyphos from Marsigliana d’Adfpea (Italy)(fig. 5.6) (Vickers
and Gill 1994: 114, fig. 5.7). In either case, hoer the sets of concentric circles
would have enhanced both the metallic appearand&raibgeometric ceramics and
the efficiency of the production process. In factould even be suggested that it is
perhaps this combined aesthetic and functionaaitm that made the multiple-brush

and, by extension, the Protogeometric style soesstal at Athens.

So far, essentially localised issues and prachess been discussed in relation to the
emergence of the Protogeometric style, but it showlt be glossed over that Athens
was either directly or indirectly involved in metadde. Indications for this can, first
of all, be found at Torone where a few eleventhtugnAttic imports have been
identified (Papadopoulos 2005). Moreover, Sourviitomood (1975) has suggested
that the Attic ‘Submycenaean’ handmade pyxidesaanghoriskoi, as well as incised
beads and spindle whorls, show influences from Maw®. As will be discussed
further below, Central Macedonia and the Chalkidi&ld important metal resources
that were possibly already exploited since at |#astearly stages of the Late Bronze
Age. In addition to these links with Macedoniaisitintriguing that the rich chamber
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tomb cemetery at Perati is abandoned during theeeth century (lakovides 1980),
while at the same time new cist grave cemeteriesamded at Athens and Salamis.
The many Near Eastern imports in the burials fromna® suggest that during the
twelfth century people from nearby Nisos Raphtidjowmight have used the
cemetery, profited directly from their geographigasition as well as from their
access to the silver, lead, and possibly coppercesufrom Thorikos and Laurion
(Stos-Gale and MacDonald 1991: 267, 280), whicly tmay have exchanged with
Cypriot traders (Crielaard 1998). A possible reason the abandonment of the
cemetery is that during the eleventh century Cypiaders started to use a more
direct route towards Sardinia and the Italian pewlim via Crete that by-passed most
of the Aegean (Matthaus 1998; 2001; Niemeyer 2603his route also passed the
western Peloponnese where there appear to be Cypiti;ences on Protogeometric
kylikes from Ithaca, Olympia, Nichoria and possilalgo Amyklai (Eder 2006: 568-
570).

In the light of this shift, it is important thatdteleventh century sees early activities at
Isthmia (Morgan 1999) and that there are commoitstianking Protogeometric
pottery in Achaia, Aitolia and Phokis (Eder 200625 Morgan 1990: 248-249). So
far, no imported Protogeometric pottery has beamtifled in Italy and Epirus; in
fact, it is only from the Geometric period onwathat there is increasing evidence for
Corinthian involvement in interregional trade netks (Papadopoulos 2001: 383-
407). Nevertheless, the evidence is suggestivehefpgresence of regional trade
networks that linked up with the Cretan route te W@entral Mediterranean.The
advantage of Athens as well as other sites in #rerfic Gulf region, at least for a
short period of time during the eleventh and eddgth century, was that their
strategic position in relation to the Saronic Garitl the Corinthian isthmus may have
allowed them to profit from Cypro-Phoenician traglersing the isthmus route by
channelling flows of metals from a variety of regso including the northern Aegean
and Attica, to the Saronic Gulf. Such a scenarialdiaot only help to explain the
sharp increase of iron objects in the graves, dasdnabove, and perhaps even the

introduction of iron technology, but the involverbem metal (perhaps most

5 Note, however, some eleventh century Cypriot irtgpon Thasos (Sherratt 1994). Also, some of the
ores on the island might have attracted Cypro-Ph@amattention (Morris 1992: 143-149).
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importantly silver) trade might also have stimuthfarther the metallic character of

the ceramics.

In any case, the point to be emphased is thatdb@sehe observations presented so
far, the conclusion can be drawn that both prakc{ioaterms of both production and
use) and aesthetic considerations stimulated thergance of what archaeologists
now classify as the Protogeometric style at Athdénthis is accepted, Desborough’s
original argument that the introduction of the Bgs#ometric style signalled the
beginning of a new era becomes difficult to sustdinis suggestion, in turn, must
have consequences for the way the appearance toigometric-style pottery on the
west coast of Asia Minor is viewed, but before nrmgvthere it will first be necessary
to have a critical look at a second traditionaluagstion, which maintains that the
Protogeometric style invented and diffused fromirggle point of origin. For this,

attention will be shifted to Central Macedonia.

5.3. Protogeometric pottery in Central Macedonia

An important reason for moving to Central Maceddfig. 5.7, tab. 5.1)is that this
region has, just like the west coast of Asia Miraiten been perceived as the ‘Other’
of southern Greece (Kotsakis 1998: 47). In arclaapohl terms this ‘otherness’ was
partly constructed as a result of a presumed ®l@i¢he past, since it was believed
that there was no Helladic culture, no Bronze Agkuce equal to the Mycenaean,
nor even proper Geometric and Archaic phases. As Rapadopoulos (2005: 347)
notes, the northernmost extent of tholos and chandmbs, in Thessaly, has often
been regarded as forming the traditional limit ojddnaean culture. To the north of
this border a distinctive ‘non-Mycenaean’ or ‘Batiba’ culture prevailed that formed
the ‘Other’ of the ‘core provinces’ further souttf.(Fotiadis 2001). The consequence
of this north-south divide has been that the LarenBe and Early Iron Age
Chalkidiki and much of coastal Macedonia and Thrhaee long been viewed as
rather backward regions that formed veritable newlds, there for the taking by
enterprising southerners (Papadopoulos 2005: 3#v)recent years, however,
excavation and in some cases extensive publicafi@aanumber of sites, such as the
tell settlements at Kastanas, Toumba Thessalddiknthos/Aghios Mamas, Assiros,
and the Early Iron Age cemetery at Torone, haveidinb to light a wealth of new

information, including much Protogeometric-styldtpoy.
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Figure 5.7. Map of Central Macedonia with the mostmportant Late Bronze and Early Iron Age sites.
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Dates BCE
Dates BCE (high Pottery | Thessaloniki
(conventional) | chronology) Phase Toumba Kastanas | Assiros| Olynthos
1200/1190 1270
4D-B 14b
LH lIC
Early 7 3
1150/1140 1220 1l4a
4A
LH lIC
Developed
13
6 2
3
LH lIC
Advanced
1100/1090 1170
LH lIC
Late/SubM 2B 5
12
1050/1025 1110 1+0
EPG 2A
1000 4

Table 5.1. Chronology of Central Macedonian sites {&r Andreou 2009; Wardle and Wardle 2007; Hansel
and Aslanis 2010).

In a recent survey of Early Iron Age Macedonia, ihilis Tiverios starts with the

following words:

“There can be no doubt that one area of Classicehaeology which has been enriched with fresh
knowledge during the latter half of the last centigrthat concerned with ancient Greek colonisation
Among other things, the leading réle of the Eubseinit has been confirmed, a role attested by
ancient written sources, but, for various reasdisputed by certain scholars. One of the main gieun
for doubt had been the absence from the areas iecchp the Greeks in the first three centurieshef t
1st millennium B.C. of excavational data relatingduboea. But since the mid-20th century, numerous
excavations in many parts of the Mediterraneaglss on Euboea itself, have not only confirmed the
Euboeans’ important réle in the early historicalipd, but also given us a great deal of direct or

indirect additional information about their actieg” (Tiverios 2008: 1).
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The arguments for a Euboian colonisation in thehssn Aegean, which Tiverios
refers to, are mostly based on references to texdaarces, mostly Strabo, in
combination with the presence of Protogeometri¢cgoptwhich is supposed to have a
direct or indirect connection with Euboia (cf. Pdppoulos 1999). For instance,
Mervyn Popham (1994: 31-33) refers to a numbeirafsf from Torone for which he
argued Euboian links to be certain and unexpectedhy (i.e. eleventh century). In
reply to these arguments, John Papadopoulos argowsyer, that “Of the seven pots
from Torone chosen by Popham to establish Eub@manexions, one is Euboian, one
Attic, and the remainder local, though more Attio style than Euboian”
(Papadopoulos 1996: 157). Even more so, when loakteds a whole, the local
pottery from the cemetery, both wheelmade and hademdisplays few, if any,
stylistic idiosyncrasies that point to Euboia ass@urce of inspiration. In fact,
Papadopoulos (1996: 157) points out that the eariemetery pottery, if anything,
displays stylistic links closest to Athens, wher@aghe later part of the period in
which the cemetery was in use the local potterslymwe vessels of a strong local
character, quite distinct from Attic, Euboian antthey central and southern Greek
wares. Moreover, not only is the quantity of Eulboimports to Torone about the
same as the quantity of the likely Toronean, orlkitie, imports to Lefkandi, but the
imports to Lefkandi also tend to be earlier tham ithports to Torone (Papadopoulos
1996: 158). Furthermore, it is noteworthy that, retieough pendant semi-circles on
skyphoi and plates have often been regarded abalmark of Euboian enterprise
overseas (Kearsley 1989; Popham 1994), they agpd¢he same time or even earlier
in Macedonia and were there also particularly pap(Gimatzidis 2011b: 959-960;
Papadopoulos 1996: 152). Unfortunate for the rdjmnteof Macedonian wares, as
Gimatzidis (2011b: 960) sighs, is the point th&ie$t belonged to farmers and not to
merchants, as the Euboean ones did, or they lagtesitom Phoenician trade routes”.
Overall, there seems little reason to assume abpiBao primacy in the development
of Protogeometric-style pottery in Macedonia angauld, therefore, be of interest to

start looking from the Late Bronze Age.

In the past few decades numerous excavations iretitega have brought to light a
wealth of new information. What particularly starmlg is the high level of stability

during the twelfth and eleventh centuries BCE. iRgtance, the site of Kastanas is
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generally characterised by a rather unstable segueh habitation structures that
often ended in destruction and an alternation betweud-brick architecture and
wattle and daub houses during the Late Bronze arty Eron Age, but Level 12
represents a rather long period of about 120-1230sy&éom LH I1lIC Advanced to
Early Protogeometric for which it is not possibdeseparate by means of stratigraphy
the various chronological phases that are nornslfyposed to make up this period
(Jung 2003: 136-138; Weninger and Jung 2009: 4@614). This stability is even
clearer at Toumba Thessaloniki where the destmstiseen at Kastanas never
occurred. Also the outline of the settlement arelltyout of the mud-brick buildings
show a remarkable continuity (Andreou 2009; Andrema Psaraki 2007). On the
other hand, during the time-span of Kastanas Lé®lpeople at Thessaloniki-
Toumba (Phases 3, 2B and 2A) rebuilt their homesraétimes, but Andreou (2009:
19) stresses that there is little doubt that thanpbf the settlement remained
unchanged. It is, therefore, very possible thatréteiilding of the houses was a form

of maintenance (or the failure thereof).

From a ceramic perspective some interesting dewedops can be noted. The local
production of (painted) wheelmade pottery comprigely a few percent of the total

ceramic assemblage until the beginning of the tweléntury when a first boost can
be observed at sites like Kastanas (Jung 2002;)2008mba Thessaloniki (Andreou

2009; Andreou and Psaraki 2007) and Assiros (Watd®i80; 1996; Wardle and

Wardle 2007). This increase was followed by an eweme substantial one towards
the end of the twelfth century. In Kastanas Lev2&lphinted pottery increases from
just over ten percent to just over 40 percent @& thtal ceramic assemblage
(Hochstetter 1984: 12, fig. 1). A similar patterancbe observed at Toumba-
Thessaloniki Phase 2B and 2A, but the evidence tlossite suggests that this steep
increase only really kicked in at the beginningtleé eleventh century during Phase
2A. This increase is exaggerated to some exterihéyact that Phases 2B and 2A
comprise substantial street deposits, as opposeth&r phases, which include only
room fill and floor deposits (Andreou 2009: 19,.f), but Andreou (2009: 19) notes
that it is reasonable to believe that the amoumwluéelmade pottery used at the site
increases at the very beginning of the Early Irage AFor Olynthos/Aghios Mamas

Jung (2003: 138) notes that ceramics seem to shmilasdevelopments to Kastanas

and Toumba Thessaloniki in the twelfth century,ibahould be noted that there is no
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clear evidence that the site continued to be setllging the Early Iron Age. The
latest level (Level 2) with clear architectural @ns and closed find complexes ends
towards the end of the twelfth century (Hansel &sthnis 2010). Furthermore, in
terms of ceramics only the handmade pottery haantlycbeen published for this site
(Horejs 2007); the publication of the wheelmadetgrgtis forthcoming. At Torone,
another site located in the Chalkidiki, little imdwn about the Late Bronze Age
(Cambitoglou et al. 2001; Morris 2010), but in tarials from the Early Iron Age
cemetery, founded probably some time during ttst fialf of the eleventh centdfy
painted wheelmade pottery makes up 55 percent eftdtal ceramic assemblage
(Papadopoulos 2005: 421, graph 5.1).

In contrast to these sites stand settlements likddS and Assiros. At Sindos, in
ancient times located on the shores of the Ther@alf painted wheelmade pottery
is limited (Gimatzidis 2011a: 100), whereas Assirasother important Bronze and
Iron Age tell settlement situated somewhat furtmand in the Langadas Basin,
witnesses a sharp decrease in wheelmade pottdrg Beginning of the Iron Age. For
this site, Wardle and Wardle (2007: 454) note #iaiinear decorated wheelmade
fragments of pottery in the first Iron Age levelh@e 4) are small and presumably
residual. The only painted wheelmade Iron Age shdodind are from a Group 1
amphora (R.W.V. Catling 1998) associated with a seh& destruction floor
(Early/Middle Protogeometric) (Wardle and WardleD20454; Newton et al. 2005:
fig. 2). The reason for the decrease in paintedepotat Assiros may perhaps be
related to its somewhat inland position. The situtmait Sindos is less easy to explain,
but may perhaps have to do with the fact that,aisd) the latest level (Level 2) with
clear architectural remains and closed find comgde&nds towards the end of the
twelfth century and that the earliest Iron Age lswaay have largely eroded. Because
the increase in painted pottery seems to kickwatds the end of the twelfth century,
the evidence for this at Sindos may have disapdedvbhatever the case may be, the
increases in painted wheelmade pottery during wedfth century at many central

Macedonian sites require further investigation.

® For AMS 14C dates of the earliest tombs, see Rguados et al. 2011.
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Ceramic developments in Central Macedonia: a vimmfKastanas

To understand this general increase in painteegpotit is useful to turn to a specific
site that has been well published: Kastanas, algeibtettlement situated on what
used to be an island on the Axios River (Hansel919&ing 2002). The site was
continuously occupied from the end of the Earlyr&m® Age to the beginning of the
Early Iron Age. The most interesting layers for gnesent purposes are Levels 13-11
which correspond roughly to LH 1lIC Middle-Middlerétogeometric. These levels
show a number of intriguing developments in relatio food, food preparation and
food consumption practices that could possiblyibked to the developments in the
ceramic repertoire. These developments can be ke the first place, in the
archaeozoological record, which suggests thatpatth domesticated animals make
up most of the faunal assemblage in the earlieasgd of the settlement (72-79%),
they (cattle and sheep/goat in particular) dectineng the latest stages of the Late
Bronze Age and reach their lowest level in Levedsll (43-50%) (Becker 1986:
249-253). In Levels 13-11 fallow deer and red dpssvided most of the meat
consumed (23.3 and 23.8%, respectively); the cawmasticated pig and smaller
ruminants move to the background (Becker 1986: Tgb.The fallow deer also
becomes smaller, most likely as a result of intembunting (Becker 1986: 123, 259).
Next to the fallow deer and red deer, this periedssroe deer, wild boar, bear, lion,
lynx, wolf, and turtle appear in greater numbersdqiBer 1986: 261, figs. 83-84). This
shift towards the consumption of wild animals iscalassociated with a gradual
increase in Levels 13-11 in the share of domestitahimals slaughtered at an adult
age (Becker 1986: 263, fig. 91)and the greater importance of wild fruits in Level
13-11 (Kroll 1983). The combination of these oba#ions suggests, according to
Becker (1986: 261), that domesticated animals weesl only in limited fashion as

suppliers of meat and raw materials in Levels 13-11

An important stimulant for this development may édwen that during the Late
Bronze Age (Levels 17-14a) people were increasirgggfronted with a lack of

fodder as a result of deterioration of crops dué@d soil management, and this

" The ratio between domesticated and wild animalghimbe somewhat exaggerated as it would not
have been possible to keep large flocks of animalghe relatively small island on which Kastanas wa
located in ancient times (Becker 1986: 253), bet ghift taking place in Levels 13-11 is significant
enough to be a good indication of the growing intpoce of wild animals in everyday food
preparation and consumption practices.
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eventually led to a decreasing quality of the livek (Becker 1986: 261; cf. Kroll
1983). In response to this development, evidenoen filoral remains indicates that
barley regains its importance as a primary ceeephsition it had lost during the Late
Bronze Age (Kroll 1983: 157). Both barley and ntilgrains also increase in size,
which suggests a renewed intensification of agwcal activities (Kroll 1983: 52).
The advantage of barley is that it can be used foide range of foodstuffs, including
fodder, and is more tolerant of soil salinity thasneat and has the potential to
improve nutrition and support sustainable land ear@ could as such have played an
important role in the attempts to fix the outcorébad soil management in previous
times. This development also probably supporteéfeeshment of the stock, as is
indicated by the increasing height of the cow, phaed goat (Becker 1986: 259).
Yet, to build up a full stock that is able to m#et meat consumption of a community
takes time and it may therefore not be surprisihgt twith developments in
agricultural activities, which seem to have maihben to facilitate the refreshment
and growth of the lifestock, wild animals and fsudame to form a more substantial

part of the daily menu.

In addition to this development, it is intriguingat scorch marks on bones of both
domesticated and wild animals are rare in Levels 4dd 1% which implies that
meat was more often boiled than fried (Becker 19864, Tab. 117). This
development is accompanied with a peak in Levelill3he number of portable
hearths [fyrannoi 6.6% of the handmade repertoire) atigfe (10.6% of the
handmade repertoire) (Hochstetter 1984: 114, 158) and an initial inseeén the
number of deep bowls (Jung 2002: figs. 10, 17, Réjticularly, in combination with
the increasing importance of wild fruits and baykefich can be used for preparation
of stews, soups, bread, barley water, barley baed barley wine, it could be
suggested that during consumption practices meatssand soups were prepared and
kept warm with the helpyrannoiandtépfeand consumed with help of (larger) deep
bowls (skyphoi). Yet, scorch marks increase againl@amesticated animals (from 4.7
to 13.0 to 18.3%), and (at first slightly) on boriesn wild animals (from 7.1 to 9.8
to 23.3%) in Levels 12 and 11, suggesting that ftjgrg or roasting of meat

8 Level 14a — domesticated animals and wild animal8% and 12.3% (total 8.6%); Level 13 —
domesticated animals and wild animals: 4.7% anélo{tbtal: 6.1%).
¥ Note that these vessels were probably used for siotage and cooking.
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increased in popularity again (Becker 1986: 264, fi17). This shift in preparation

and consumption practices is also accompanieddbglat decrease in the number of

pyrannoi and an increase in the numbers of wheelmade pmghoras and deep

bowls(tab. 5.2-3)

Shape Level 13 % Level 12 % Level 11 %
High footed skyphos 3 4% 5 1% 0 0%
Skyphos A 14 219 17 5% 1 1%
Skyphos B 13 199 125 37% 44 24%
Monochrome skyphos 0 0% 21 6P 7 4%
Krater 7 10% 28 89 28 15%
Dish (Schale) 9 13% 39 12% 20 11%
Bowl (FT 294) 7 10% 7 29 5 3%
Kylix (FT 274-275) 4 6% 1 09 1 1%
Cup (FT 215/216) 4 6% 12 4% 1 1po
Cup (FT 240) 0 0% 1 0% 6 3%
Tankard/mug (FT 225-226) 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Dipper (FT 236) 0 0% 1 0% 0 0%
Stirrup jar 0 0% 1 09 0 0%
Alabastron 2 3% 0 0% 0 0%
Jug 2 3% 29 99 18 10%
Belly-handled amphora 1 1% a7 14% 51 28%
Neck-handled amphora 0 0% 3 1% 1 1%
Total 67 100% 337 100% 183 1009
Table 5.2. Painted wheelmade pottery from Kastanag@unts based on the catalogue in Jung 2002).
Shape Level 13 % Level 12 % Level 11 %
Dish 169 15% 166 17% 92 18%
Bowl 132 11% 99 109 41 8%
Cup 45 4% 57 69 37 7%
Jug 20 2% 24 29 14 3%
Kantharos 17 19 14 1% 7 1%
Amphora 38 3% 33 3% 13 3%
Cooking/Coarse Ware (Topfe) 658 57% 556 56% 265 53%
Pithos 10 1% 7 19 9 2%
Pyrannos 58 59 33 3% 15 3
Baking pans 7 19 3 0% 5 1%
Total 1154 100% 992 100% 498 100%

Table 5.3. Handmade pottery from Kastanas (counts Is@d on Hochstetter 1984: 39 fig. 8; 49, fig. 11; 58g.

14; 67, fig. 16; 79, fig. 19; 102, fig. 26; 114¢fi30; 114, fig. 38; 158, fig. 42; 165, fig. 44).
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The developments in the ceramic as well as thalfland faunal records strongly
suggest a greater importance of communal feasBogh a suggestion would also fit
the architectural evidence for Level 12, which sieeghe first time in the history of
the settlement the construction of a multiple-rodnimiilding with a roof-terrace

(Hansel 1989: 173-182). This type of constructicaswinknown in previous periods
and it therefore seems to have fulfilled a speftiattion. Its central room (Room 1)
has an open hearth construction and a platformishidought to resemble the well-
known megarons of the Mycenaean palace (Hansel:1988177)° The central

rooms seems to have been cleared out before déstrubut large quantities of
handmade and wheelmade eating and drinking vessgts found in the associated
rooms and immediately south of the building (H&and®89: 179, fig. 70).

Furthermore, north of this building there was arerogourt where a number of
ovens/hearths were found. These were probably fmsetthe preparation of relative
large quantities of food (Hansel 1989: 182-183,. fitR). In addition to the

ovens/hearths, the concentration of pithos sheadswell as a number of loom
weights and grinding stones, suggests that, nefda preparation, part of the court
might have been used for storage purposes. Findily, court also included a
combination of an oven and closed hearth. All tharacteristics of the building are

consistent with the preparation and consumptidargie quantities of food.

The increasing consumption of stews, soups andkslrituring the twelfth century
would have demanded not only a larger number oh y@ssels, such as deep bowls,
to be available, but also required these vesseie tresistant against the working of
these liquids on the fabric and to be nice to eadrmmk from. Because wheelmade
pottery can be produced more quickly than handnpediery, it would seem logical
that indeed the number of wheelmade open bowlseased rather than their
handmade counterparts. Furthermore, a slip andicasxating of paint on the inside
of open vessels could have served to protect threcfand made them nicer to eat and
drink from. In some cases it might perhaps havevigeal the vessels with a
somewhat metallic look, although the paint is nelmstrous. In this light, it can

hardly be a surprise that the number of so-caligoeTB skyphos (deep bowls with a

8 However, feasting halls with central hearths dap &e found in the Carpathian region (Kacsé et al.
2012: 455-456).
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solidly painted interiof}' increase significantly in Levels 13-11 (Jung 208@:97)%

A characteristic of these vessels, however, is thatpainted coating is often very
thin, so that coated areas can easily be confusttd reserved areas (Jung 2003:
138)23 Although this is perhaps understandable givenlahge quantities of vessels
that needed to be produced, the consequence pyolailsl that the paint wore off
these vessels relatively quickly as a result afnsive use and washing up and as such
they had to be replaced regulatfyThis, in turn, would have contributed to a further
increase in the number of painted pots in the @aclogical record.

From this perspective, it is important that it sngrally assumed, although it is not
always easy to document, that most of the paintbdelmade pottery was locally
produced in several small-scale, dispersed, sub#ralyproduction sites (Andreou
2003: 196). This view is strengthened by the olstérm that at Kastanas chemical
analysis revealed twelve groups consistent withiored but perhaps not local
production (Jung 2002: 50-56; Mommsehal 1989), including one group (G1) to
which some sherds from Mesimeri and Thessalonilorige (Mommsen and Maran
2000-2001: 104). Moreover, the circulation of pathivheelmade pottery was more
or less confined within the limits of each sub-oegof the area and by the occasional
existence of local morphological features (Jung30d@!0). Nevertheless, the trends,
in terms of regional technological and stylistieferences and their development and
in terms of patterns of use of this class of pgtigere more or less uniform in the
area (Buxeda | Garrigést al 2003: 279-281; Andreou and Psaraki 2007: 416-417).
Of course, Kastanas was only a small site and therefore not very likely that its
local developments stimulated ceramic developmetmughout the region.
However, in respect to Toumba Thessaloniki, Andrand Psaraki (2007: 416) note
that painted wheelmade bowls and cups had almtatytoeplaced the matt painted

handmade bowls in Phase 4 and only the matt paimiedmade jars and probably

8 This is a term originally coined for an Argolid LMB2 type that features a monochrome interior
and a very deep band of paint on the outside (Frr&869: 87).

82 A similar development can also be observed at Taufthessaloniki Phases 4-2 (Andreou 2009: 23,
fig. 6; cf. Jung et al. 2009: 188-189) and Olynthe&vels 2-1 (Hansel and Aslanis 2010: 329-331).
Similarly, for Torone Papadopoulos (2005: 442) adteat all (earlier) skyphoi have a solidly painted
interior, although on many examples the paint atdéntre of the floor and on the lower wall is not
preserved on account of use and clearfeng. T23-1, T98-1, T106-1, T108-1: Papadopoulo@520
figs. 79, 154, 162a, 164a).

8 A similar situation also existed at Toumba Thassiéi (Andreou 2009: 22-23).

8 1t is not impossible that some vessels were preddor single-use. On the other hand, there is no
evidence for obvious differences in quality betwgessels that would clearly suggest this.
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some jugs were still being used. They suggestttimtreplacement was triggered by a
rapid intensification of the feasting occasionsjchhs indicated by the sudden rise of
the Mycenaean style pottery, the early growth aaloproduction of this type of
pottery, and the indications of winemaking in Phéagé&ndreou 2003). Consequently,
the developments at Kastanas do no stand in isoldtiut fit in with wider patterns in

the region.

Concentric circles in Central Macedonia

The relevance of the discussion in the previoustisecin understanding the
appearance of a Protogeometric style in Centralddawia is that coatings of paint on
the interior of open vessels form one of the katuees of the Protogeometric style.
The suggestion that this feature developed locatlg in close association with
changing patterns of consumption forms a first gation that the Protogeometric
style was not introduced to the region as a predarpackage. But how does this
relate to the introduction of mechanically drawtss# concentric circles on ceramic
vessels? Sets of concentric circles appear foffitbietime in Toumba Thessaloniki
Level 2A(fig. 5.8) (Andreou 2009: 24; Jungt al 2009: 190-191) and Kastanas Level
12 (fig. 5.9) (Jung 2002: 185-191; 2003: 139-140; Jung et al92000-191%. They
are also found on early vessels from the Early kge cemetery at Toror(@g. 5.10)
(Papadopoulos 2005), although the material fromh bkastanas and Toumba
Thessaloniki is stylistically quite different fromhe pottery found at Torone (Jung
2003: 139; Andreou 2009: 24 n. 21).

ha

Figure 5.8. Sets of concentric circles on potteryyrdm Toumba Thessaloniki (after Andreou 2009: fig. 15
reproduced with permission from S. Andreou).

% Sets of concentrisemicircles, mostly on deep bowls, do not appear leekastanas Level 11 (Jung
2002: 188).
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Figure 5.9: Examples of sets of concentric circldsom Kastanas Level 12 (after Jung 2002: pls. 28.29293,

41.388; reproduced with permission from R. Jung).
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Figure 5.10. Vessels with sets of concentric cied from Torone (after Papadopoulos 2005: 1084, #61;
1081, pl. 260a; 1156, pl. 327; reproduced with perigsion from J.K. Papadopoulos).

At all three sites sets of concentric circles feyatmost exclusively on amphoras and
some large open vessels (i.e. kraters). Only oep dewl from Toumba Thessaloniki
has, as yet, been published showing sets of camcemicles (fig. 5.8.1) (Andreou
2009: 24, fig. 15.5). In respect to Torone and otk#ges in the Chalkidiki,
Papadopoulos (2005: 493-497, 575) argues that #terral from these sites appear to
follow trends from the south more or less closétg notes, for instance, that at
Torone already from an early stage sets of conice(gemi) circles can already
comprise up to seven (or even more) circles. Orengke is an amphora with sets of
seven circlegfig. 5.11) (T104-1; Papadopoulos 2005: fig. 160a-b, pl. 268} has
stylistically been assigned to very early Protogewin (Papadopoulos 2005: 431).
These apparent stylistic links are supposedly algther reinforced by a number of

very early Attic imports at Torone (Papadopoulo93)0 At Kastanas and Toumba
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Thessaloniki, on the other hand, vessels usualbwsho more than two to five
circles, three being the most common (Jung 2003).18 is particularly this
observation that would make one wonder whethes iossible that the differences in
the number of circles applied on ceramics betweamriie and the Macedonian sites
might have arisen from differences in local devatepts rather than Torone being
linked more firmly to the south.

Figure 5.11. Amphora with sets of seven circles fro Torone (after Papadopoulos 2005: fig. 160a-b, [266;
reproduced with permission from J.K. Papadopoulos).

Figure 5.12. Krater from Kastanas Level 12 with a ho motif consisting of three lines linking the rimwith a
thin line on the lower part of the wall (after Jung2002: pl. 25.282; reproduced with permission fronR.
Jung).
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Figure 5.13. Possible use of a multiple brush on amphora from Kastanas Level 12 (after Jung 2002: pl
33.342; reproduced with permission from R. Jung).

Figure 5.14. Shoulder of a large closed vessel frafastanas Level 12 showing sets of ‘handdrawn’ arcs
which might have been drawn with the help of a mulple-brush (after Jung 2002: pl. 40.385; reproduced
with permission from R. Jung).
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When looking more closely at the ceramics, it canobserved that there are a few
instances from Kastanas Level 12 where a multiplsto might have been used for
applying decorative motifs other than the concentiicle. The first one is a krater
with a horn motif consisting of three lines linkitige rim with a thin line on the lower
part of the wall fig. 5.12 Jung 2002: pl. 25.282). The space between tles land
thickness of the individual lines appears to bevetl painted and consistent that the
painter either had to be extremely skilled or uaadultiple-brush to paint the motif
(compare also Jung 2002, pl. 26.283). A similameple can be found on an amphora
with a similar horn motiffig. 5.13 Jung 2002: pl. 33.342). On this vessel not only
are the lines of the motif extremely regular, bisbahe vertical wavy lines running
down from the junction of the neck and shouldethi® upper one of three bands on
the shoulder appear to be quite regular and seeshaw the same distances between
the wavy lines as between the lines of the hornifnff@dmpare also Jung 2002, pl.
39.375). A third example where a multiple-brush Imigave been used comes from
the shoulder of a large closed vessel showingaebanddrawn’ arcsfig. 5.14 Jung
2002: pl. 40.385). Based on the drawing, it appdastthe three lines that form each
of the three arcs start and end at the same tindeatso the space between the
individual lines seems remarkably consistent. Qirse, for all examples one would
need a good photograph rather than a drawing en better, the actual sherd to be
sure, but if these examples indeed show the usetgbe of multiple-brush it is not
unimportant that the horn motif was a very poputentif during the twelfth century
and continued to be so at the beginning of the Kga. At Torone, this motif is not
found (see Papadopoulos 2005: 460-461). It cobhleretore, perhaps be speculated
that at Kastanas and Thessaloniki the multipletbmas developed in such ways that
not only sets of concentric circles could be drawat that multiple tasks could be
carried out with it or, alternatively, that an @dy existing multiple-brush compass
that could not effectively be used for drawing setsoncentric circles with more
than three circles was used to draw the concecitgtes that could not be effectively
used for drawing sets of concentric circles withrenthan three circles (cf. Eiteljorg
1980; Papadopoulos et al. 1998).

Be that as it may, the more important question letiver there is any direct

relationship between the mechanically drawn cirdiesn Kastanas and Toumba
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Thessaloniki (and possibly Torone) and those frotimeAs or Lefkandi. Jung (2002:
191) argues that it is unlikely that Macedonia t@nseen as the birthplace of the
concentric circles, an argument made long ago bgaSki1934) in support of his
overall thesis concerning the presence of nortBemubian invaders in the south, and
notes some similarities with the concentric cirdi@snd on ceramics from Kalapodi
(Jung 2002: 189). Intriguingly, Jacob-Felsch (1988 made the argument that the
origins of the concentric circles are to be foundlhessaly. One of the reasons for
this is that finds from Kalapodi belong to the s#ion or very beginning of the
Protogeometric period (Jacob-Felsch 1996: 57-50,B so do those from Kastanas
and other Macedonian sites. This is, therefore,anobnvincing reason to argue for
concentric circles being introduced to Central Mimea from Thessaly.
Furthermore, as for regions further south, it ipamant to point out that in Central
Macedonia sets of concentric circles appear almegstusively on amphoras and
(some) large open vessels. In combination with dbeervation that spiral motifs
appear rarely to be found on locally produced gaimottery, this preference could
perhaps indicate that the possible link betweerulaopwire spirals and concentric
circles, as suggested above for Athens, did nat @xiCentral Macedonia and as such
did not become popular on fine table wares, att leasuntil the middle to late tenth

century when they appear on pendant semi-circlpreiy

Because of the strong links between
the concentric circles and large

- - open and closed vessels, it is of

interest to explore this relationship
a bit further and focus attention on
a group of neck-handled amphoras
with sets of concentric circles on
their  shoulders, which were
originally recognised by Richard
Catling (1998) at Troy and referred

N // to as ‘Group 1’ amphoras, at the

N ] very beginning of the eleventh

century. In the northern Aegean

Figure 5.15. Group 1 amphora from Lefkandi (not to sale;
redrawn after Catling 1996: fig. 1).
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such amphoras have been found at Lefkdfigi 5.15) Agnandi, Elateia, Kalapodi,
lolkos, Mende, Sane, Toumba-Thessaloniki, Kastafigs 5.16) (Jung 2002: pl.
34.343, 46.419), Assiros, and Torone. To thisdisteast Lemnos (Danile 2013: 80,
83 figs. 4-5) and Klazomenéig. 5.17) (Aytaclar 2004: 20-24) can now be added as
well. Furthermore, by the late tenth century, isign on a north-Aegean amphora
from Lefkandi is indeed of Cypriot or Phoeniciagar (R.W.V. Catling 1996¥, and
certainly by the ninth century when they are foundSyria (Courbin 1993), the
amphoras and their contents were also transparteetEastern Mediterranean.

Figure 5.16. Group 1 amphora from Kastanas (after dng 2002: pl. 46.419; reproduced with permission
from R. Jung).

8 post-firing pot marks have also been found on @jafr amphora (Catling 1998: 164-166). These
marks are different from potters’ marks that wedmon the pot before firing. Such potters’ mank ca

be found widely in the Early Iron Age Aegean (Pagamllos 1994). In Macedonia they can be found
on amphoras from Torone (Papadopoulos 2005: 54)-88d Koukos (Carington-Smith 2003: 247,

fig. 15).
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Not to scale

Figure 5.17. Group 1 amphora from Limantepe/Klazomeai (redrawn after Aytaglar 2004: 21, fig. 4.1;
photo: author, with permission from Y.E. Ersoy).

In particular the example from Assiros has comepley a significant role in an
intense debate concerning a potential re-datirthebeginning of the Protogeometric

period. According to Catling (1998), the earliesamples of the Group 1 amphoras,
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which consist of a group of neck-handled amphoridis $ets of concentric circles on
their shoulders, can be assigned to the very begjnof the Early Protogeometric
period. At Assiros, the sherds of one of these argsh were found broken but
securely stratified on a Phase 3 destruction fiddewton et al. 2005). Based on
dendrochronological and radiocarbon ‘wiggle matdating of trees used for the
construction of structures belonging to Phase 3 2nd has been suggested that
Protogeometric starts around 1100/1070 insteachofi@50 and that LH IIIB ended
before 1270/1250 instead of 1200/1190 (Newton.e2@05; Strobel 2008; Wardle et
al. 2007; Wardle and Wardle 2007). Several recemliss have, however, pointed out
a number of significant weaknesses, including theadled ‘old wood’ effect, that
severely weaken the early dates suggested by tevators of Assiros (Jung et al.
2009; Fantalkin et al. 2011; Jung and Weninger 200aeir et al. 2009;
Papadopoulos et al. 2011; Weninger and Jung 2009).

Based on the fabrics of the Troy amphoras, Ca(i®98: 159, 162, 176) originally
suggested an origin for these amphoras in the Bhaldris region or southern
Thessaly. John Papadopoulos (2005: 576, Appendihds) noted, however, that
chemical analysis has shown that at least oneeofithphoras found at Torone was
produced locally and is different in both fabricdatletails of shape and decoration
from many of the examples found at the other sBesed on stylistic elements, Jung
(2002: 176-179) argues that at Kastanas, too,uldcbe suspected that the Group 1
amphoras were locally produced. This notion ishiertstrengthened by the fact that
macroscopic analysis indicates that at least ortbeo¥essels (Kat. Nr. 419) belongs
to the local/regional fabric group Mla. Furthermaae Klazomenai there are some
examples of amphoras which, although sharing commorphological features in
shape with the Group | amphoras, are undecoratechandmade. As these have, as
yet, no parallels in the Aegean, it is suggesteat they were produced locally
(Aytaclar 2004: 24, 28-29). Based on the wide displeof apparently locally
produced Group 1 (and 2) amphoras, Papadopoul@5(&T¥6) suggests that rather
than a single production centre there might veryl Wwave been a (loos&oine of
north Aegean Early Iron Age amphoras produced aumber of site§’ Such a
situation would be very much like the Classicaligetrvhen wine transport amphoras

8 This koine seems to largely overlap with Irene Lemos’ ‘Euboiaine’ (Lemos 1998; 2002: 212-
217).
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of similar typology but of different fabrics weregoluced and exported by a number
of north Aegean sites from central Macedonia arel @nalkidiki to Thasos and
beyond (Papadopoulos and Paspalas 1999). Papadspsudgigestion is now further
strengthened by analyses of the fabric and morgjedb details of the Group 2
amphoras, which suggest that the vessels were eddat a range of different

production sites (cf. Lemos 2012).

The appearance of the Group 1 amphoras througheundrthern Aegean probably
signals the continuation and perhaps intensificatb a Late Bronze Age trading
route (R.W.V. Catling 1998; Lemos 2002: 211-212;nvnsen et al. 2001: 194, 196,
203)%8 The question, however, is what flows might havienslated this route to
continue and perhaps even to intensify. The keyaisty is metals. One of the
advantages of sites around the Thermaic Gulf isr¢laely availability of important
metal resources. Gale (1979: 15), for instancts Viarious districts in Macedonia and
Thrace as one of the four main centres of leadsdrdr attested by ancient authors;
the others are Laurion in Attica, and the islanfdSiphnos and Thasos, which is also
located in the northern Aegean. Gold is also fo(Malvelidis and Andreou 2008).
Although direct evidence for the exploitation oésle resources during any period of
the Bronze or Iron Age is lacking, there is cleazhaeological evidence for Late
Bronze and/or Early Iron Age metalworking at Assif®Wardle and Wardle 1999),
Koukos (Carington-Smith and Vokotopoulou 1990: 44992: 497-499, 502, pl. 6),
Kastanas (Hochstetter 1987), Troy (Dorpfeld 19025,4ig. 406; Schliemann 1880:
432-435, nos. 599-600; 1884: 169) and Toumba Thwska(Andreou and Kotsakis
1996; Mavroidi et al. 2004; Vavelidis and Andreow08). Moreover, at
Anchialos/Sindos remnants of a bronze smith’s wooksfrom the ninth century have

been reported (Tiverios 1996).

In this light, it is also noteworthy that the migiand export of silver might at least go
back to the earlier stages of the Late Bronze AgQ#& &as been suggested that the
silver of six of the fourteen silver objects frommetShaft Graves at Mycenae might
actually have come from the Chalkidiki (Stos-Gatel &acDonald 1991: 285-287;
Pernicka et al. 1983: Tab. 1, fig. 2). The evidemeefar from conclusive, but

8 Brian Rose (2008: 411) also adds to this thatithibution of Handmade Burnished Ware/Knobbed
Ware might very well have been a by-product of thasling route.
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Papadopoulos (2005: 589) argues that if the evielgmesented is correct, there is
reason to believe that part of the Chalkidiki wapleited for metals, with southern
involvement, as early as the period of transitimmf the Middle to Late Bronze Age.
The early Mycenaean pottery (LH I-1) found at Toeqfig. 5.18) (Cambitoglou and
Papadopoulos 1993; Morris 2010: 57-59; Cambitogibal. 2001: 280-281), Assiros
(Wardle and Wardle 2007: 457), Karabournaki/Therfing 5.19) (Tiverios 2004
296, fig. 2) and Olynthos (Hansel and Aslanis 20302-313) may well be direct

evidence of this early contact.

Figure 5.18. Early Mycenaean pottery from Torone (afr Cambitoglou et al. 2001: pl. 49,3.26-3.27; Morsi
2010: 57, fig. 45: 75.746, 78.1315, 86.305; 58, #i§: 86.39A, B).

Figure 5.19. Early Mycenaean sherd from KarabournakiTherme (after Tiverios 2004: 296, fig. 2;
reproduced with permission by M. Tiverios).
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In addition to the metals, transport amphoras wdwdde been the most frequently
used ceramic containers for the transport of arpietiéy wide variety of commodities
and, in this sense, acted as packaging — perhapsawielement of ‘branding’ of a
particular commodity® As such, it is not really a surprise that theseewhe first to
show some level of regional standardisation in seohboth shape and decoration.
With this regional standardisation, however, alse $ets of concentric circles were
introduced as a motif in the northern Aegean, altfiothey appear to have had only
little impact on the overall repertoire of decovatschemes, maybe because they were
related to amphoras and as such did not have ajfisp(aesthetic) connotations or
because it was simply not deemed necessary bypottitrs and consumers to replace
traditional motifs with sets of concentric circléismay have been because of this that
potters did not bother to modify the multiple-brutey had in such ways that it
would be possible to draw sets of concentric ciraléth more than four or five

circles.

In any case, the limited impact of the concentiicle motif in Central Macedonia
does not necessarily suggest a southern origithfermotif. It is quite possible that
the idea of using sets of concentric circles toodse the shoulders of Group 1
amphoras was part of the standardisation procesgaotport amphoras in the
northern Aegean. In that sense, to track down aifspepoint of origin for the
appearance of sets of concentric circles in thethean Aegean based on
archaeological evidence would potentially be midieg and probably a waste of
time, not the least because the chronological frames with which archaeologists
have to deal will never be fine-grained enoughistinguish chronologically between
developments that take place nearly simultaneoaslydifferent places without
running the risk of over-classifying material thdleahat are anyway unstable and in a
constant state of change.

5.4. Protogeometric pottery in lonia
Having discussed Athens and Central Macedonias ihaw time to turn to lonia.
Unfortunately, the relative richness of data avddafor Athens and Central

8| thank Sue Sherratt for pointing out to me thasgibility.
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Macedonia is not matched on the west coast of Adilaor. Indeed, until very
recently, very little Protogeometric pottery wasowm from the west coast of Asia
Minor and it is, therefore, understandable thatdreemos (2007) argues that the low
numbers of ‘Submycenaean’ and Protogeometric cesafound arevery difficult to
associate with the large-scale lonian migration tioé texts. However, in the
addendum to her paper, she notes already a nunibeevg mostly preliminary
publications (e.g. Kerschner 2003, 2006, 2011; &wa2004; Ersoy 2004, 2007,
Krumme 2003). Over the past few years the inforamakias slowly been growing, but
no final publications for the sites in question éappeared as yet. It is, therefore,
very difficult to document, for instance, regiondifferences in Protogeometric
pottery in terms of shapes and varieties of shapesl, the variations in decorative
motifs and schemes, and how painted Protogeommitiery relates to or interplays
with other ceramic wares in terms of productionapds, decoration and use.
Furthermore, systematic petrographic and chemitalyaes have not yet been carried
out and it is, as a result, not possible to ob&agood picture of how Protogeometric-
style pottery relates to other ceramics in termsclaly recipes and production
techniques or how many or what proportions of Ryetonetric-style pots on the
Turkish west coast are imports from elsewhere aoth fwhere they might come.

Still, some things are becoming increasingly clear.

General observations on lonian Protogeometric pgtte

A first point is that ceramics that are classifeexibeing of Protogeometric style are
found only along the coast, although it should la¢ed that already in the tenth

century a form of local Protogeometric style carfdaend at Sardis (Kerschner 2010:
248)%° For instance, a site like Cine-Tepecik, which asalted in the province of

Aydin on the edge of the Cine valley that forms gbathern branch of the Maeander
River system, has shown evidence for continuouspatton from the Bronze into the

Iron Age (Gunel 2010b), but does not (as yet) heawe Protogeometric-style pottery.

Instead, a local Karian Geometric style is developge second point is that recently

scholars have pointed out that especially in néotha stylistic links appear to be

% There are some 250 Mycenaean, ‘Submycenaean’ andgeometric sherds from Sardis, some of
which are claimed to be imported, whereas otherg Wgeally produced, but except for some pendant
semi-circle skyphoi none have been illustrated fhemn 1983: 22-25, fig. 28). There are also some
‘Submycenaean’ or very early Protogeometric examfitem Stratonikeia, one of which is a stirrup jar

and the other a local bowl with wavy-line decorat{planfmann and Waldbaum 1968: 51-53, pl. 25).
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much stronger with the central Greek mainland andboia than with Athens
(Aytaclar 2004; Ersoy 2004; 2007; Lemos 2007). Tias brought some of them to
suggest different origins for the supposed colasisad a different direction from
which they arrived in (the northern part of) lonrtathat is, as part of the (earlier)
Aiolian colonisation (cf. Huxley 1966: 30-3%).At the same time, it needs to be
stressed that, despite the emphasis that haskEtanplaced by scholars on links with
Athens and Euboia, the local pottery does not shdyifollow Attic or Euboian
trends. Irene Lemos (2002: 212; 2007: 718-718Knimme 2003; Krumme in press;
Weickert 1959/1960: pl. 55.3-4 and 6), for instgnmaints out that besides the usual
Protogeometric characteristics, such as circle @&iom on most pots, there are a few
idiosyncrasies in subsidiary decoration, also seethe Dodecanese. There are the
tiny languettes on the shoulders of closed vessas] the horizontal wavy

(tremulous) lines which link circles on both closet open shapes.

But perhaps most important is that it is becomingreasingly clear that
Protogeometric-style pottery develops organicaibnt the local LH 1lIC style rather
than being a direct imitation of ‘Greek’ Protogedriwepottery. This is particularly
clear at Limantepe/Klazomenai where recently, idittamh to a direct stratigraphic
and architectural sequence (Mang#leVotruba 2011; in press), some ceramic
examples have been found that close the previexs$fing gap between the later LH
[lIC and the Protogeometric styles. Aytaclar (2038, figs. 17.1-2) has published
two examples of deep bowls that display charadiesisof the LH IIIC
Late/Submycenaean stylieg( 5.20. These two examples are further accompanied by
a number of sherds belonging to an amphora fromstdrae site decorated with
various hand-drawn semi-circleig( 5.21) (Bakir et al. 2004: fig. 4). In addition to
the examples from Limantepe/Klazomenai, there Bgh conical cup from Klaros
which shows ‘Submycenaean’ featuréig.(5.22) (Sahin 2011: pl. 6, fig. 5) and a
number of LH IlIC/'Submycenaean’-Early Protogeontesherds from MiletosfiQ.
5.23) (Weickert 1959/1960: 53-54, pls. 51-52). Finafiysther south in Karia there

are ‘Submycenaean’ tombs at Comlekc¢i from whichoarochoe with two sets of

1 The very historicity of the Aiolian migration h&men convincingly rejected by Rose (2008) and
Parker (2008).
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mechanically drawn concentric semi-circles (oneugegight, the other pendant) is of
particular interestfig. 5.24)(Boysal 1969: 29, pl. 34.35.

Figure 5.20. ‘Submycenaean’ deep bowls from LimanteggKlazomenai (redrawn after Aytaclar 2004: 35,
fig. 17.1-2).

Figure 5.21. Amphora from Limantepe/Klazomenai withsets of handdrawn semi-circles (photo: author,
with permission from Y.E. Ersoy).

2 This example is made of micaceous clay. Becauseet$t of the ceramics have no mica, it might be
speculated that this oinochoe is an import, perfraps elsewhere in the East Aegean.
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Figure 5.22. ‘Submycenaean’ cup from Klaros (1: rechwn after Sahin 2011: fig. 5; 2: afterSahin 2011: pl.
6).

Figure 5.23. ‘Submycenaean’ and Early Protogeometrisherds from Miletos (after Weickert 1959/1960: @l
51.2-4, 52.1-4; photos: courtesy of the Milet Arcki Bochum; all rights reserved).
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Figure 5.24. Oinochoe with upright and pendant semgircles from the ‘Submycenaean’ cemetery at
Comlekgi (after Boysal 1969: pl. 34.3).

From a more technological perspective, it is notglyothat during the Late Bronze
Age most ‘Anatolian’ plain ceramics feature a retdbuff clay colour and are self-
slipped, red-slipped, or cream-slippdeg; 5.29. There are also grey wares which
are self-slipped or have a combination of burnishwed polished treatmerfi§y. 5.26
pers. comm. P. Pavuk; cf. Bayne 2000). In somes¢gsss feature a micaceous gold
or silver wash (i.e. ‘goldwash’ or ‘silverwash’}i. 5.27) (Akdeniz 2006: 7-8;
Erkanal-Oktli 2008: 78-81, fig. 10a-b-c, 11a; Ciaérékaraaslan 2008: 64-65, fig. 8;
Kerschner 2006: 381, fig. 5; see also Mellaart Rharay 1995: 103, map 3). The
Late Bronze Age painted ceramics, on the other harel cream-slipped and have
polished surfaces (Mountjoy 1998: 37). The Protogewic ceramics in lonia, with
the exception of Miletos (see descriptions in WertkL959/1960: 52-55; Krumme
2003: 244) and probably other sites in Karia (€gmlekci [Boysal 1969}, do not
usually feature a slip and their surfaces, thougioathed, are rarely as carefully
treated as the Late Bronze Age ceramics. Occagyoilaé Early Iron Age pots may
have a wash and the interior of open vessels (dsawenost of the exterior) is most

of the time coated with a solid dark-brown to blaclorange-red pairit.

9 At Teichiussa, Protogeometric pottery may or mayfeature a slip (Voigtlander 2004), although it
is not always clear to what extent some of the p@te imported from other sites, such as Miletos.

% This feature can already be observed during thefttwcentury when, for instance, most of the
patterned deep bowls from Bademggdiepe have a monochrome interior (Meri¢c and Maung002:
84), but it should be pointed out that at this titme paint is still applied on top of a slip.
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Figure 5.25. Reddish wares from Panaztepe-Menemeafi{er Giinel 1999a: 156.1-2, 158.1).

Figure 5.26. Grey Wares from Panaztepe-Menemen (&ft Gunel 1999a: pls. 154.2, 166.1, 169.1, 158.2).
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Figure 5.27. Gold-wash wares from Panaztepe-Menemefafter Erkanal-Oktii 2008: 79, figs. 10al, 10b1,
10c1; 81, fig. 11al; Cinerdali-Karaaslan 2008: 65g. 8).

A final point that needs to be made is that, algtolonia is often viewed as a cultural
entity, the ceramics are far less homogenous tmenveould expect. For instance,
whereas at Limantepe/Klazomenai, Ephesos and Miletotogeometric style seems
to dominate, Protogeometric pottery from at leasly@a-Bayrakli and possibly also
Panaztepe is, at least in the earlier stages oEd#nky Iron Age, found together with
and, at least at Smyrna, even outnumbered by Gaegaa(Akurgal 1983¥ It should
be remarked, however, that extremely little of h€sey Wares and other plain wares

is currently published and clear conclusions cametfore not yet be drawn. Still, it is

% At Klazomenai a plain and burnished neck-handlegpteora in buff clay (Aytaclar 2004: 21, fig.
5.3) and a monochrome and burnished (handmade?phyade from a dark reddish brown clay and
displaying Iron Age affinities in its shape and eoze Age pottery tradition in its fabric, surface
treatment and method of production (Aytaclar 2084, fig. 5.1) have been found in deposits from a
Protogeometric curvilinear building. Note, howevérat the idea of an ‘indigenous’ Bronze Age
tradition versus an lron Age tradition is basedtwnidea that the appearance of Protogeometrieryott
signals the arrival of the lonians at the site.alddition to these wares, a number of handmade
burnished pots have been found at Limantepe usednasn child burials (Aytaclar 2004: 30; Erkanal
1999: 327, figs. 3-4; Bakir et al. 2004: 103-10/)ese might very well be part of the West Anatolian
Handmade Pottery as defined by Lis (2009a: 155-1B6anal (1999: 327) refers to handmade
burnished wares from Troy VII and argues that peadl Thracian origins had integrated in the local
community.
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interesting to note a potential contrast with Eplseshere Michael Kerschner (2006:
371) remarks that typical ‘Anatolian’ wheelmade esadisappear and are replaced by
Protogeometric-style pottery. North of the Izmirgian, on the other hand,
Protogeometric pottery is hardly found (Iren 20@8) the ceramic repertoire is
dominated by Grey Wares (Bayne 2000; Hertel 200he same is true for the
northeast Aegean islands (Lemos 2002: 211-212; :2008; Bayne 2000; Cultraro
2004; Danile 2009; 2011, in press). The lzmir regiterefore, seems to have formed
some sort of bridge between the northeast and sasithAegean. In the following,

north and south lonia will therefore be discusssuhsately.

Protogeometric pottery in north lonia

In north lonia there are basically two sites frorhiah at least some information is
available about the Early Iron Age: Limantepe/Klamemai and Smyrna-Bayrakli.
Interestingly, both sites show very different cei@mdevelopments. For
Limantepe/Klazomenai it has already been noteddbang the Late Bronze Age the
ceramic assemblage consisted, as elsewhere in, lpmmarily of reddish buff and
grey wares. In addition, there were a relativelyabmumber of painted ceramics as
well as some gold- and silver-wash wares. At thgirmeng of the Early Iron Age,
however, reddish buff wares seem to have complelisgppeared and painted wares
(fig. 5.28a-b) dominate. As already pointed out, these ceramigea@pto show
particularly strong stylistic links with Euboia attte northern Aegean more generally
(Aytaclar 2004; Ersoy 2007; Lemos 2007). Thesesliake particularly clear in the
popularity of Late/Sub-Protogeometric period pendsemi-circle skyphoi (Ersoy
2004; 2007). Other links with the northern Aegea& abvious in the presence of
Group 1 amphoras discussed above. In additiong@#inted wares, small numbers
of grey wares continue to be used (Ersoy 2007:r.5B, although it is as yet unclear
whether these are locally produced or imported fedsewhere. Finally, a particularly
intriguing group of ceramics is a range of handmddernished) pots. A few
examples were already known from LH llIC contex@sk@nal 1999: 327, pls. 3-4),

but recently further examples have been found ifyE=@n Age burials fig. 5.29.%°

% The precise relationship between the various wiarésrms of production, technology and use will
be investigated as part of a new research profettwill start in the summer of 2014 (see further
Chapter 6).
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Figure 5.28a. Protogeometric pottery from Limantepeflazomenai (courtesy of Klazomenai Excavations; all
rights reserved).

Figure 5.28b. Protogeometric pottery from LimantepeKlazomenai (courtesy of Klazomenai Excavations;
all rights reserved).
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Figure 5.29. Handmade pots from Klazomenai Graves & and 38 (photos: courtesy of Klazomenai
Excavations; all rights reserved).

At Smyrna-Bayrakli, a site situated only 30 kilonastaway, the ceramic situation is
very different. In Chapter 1 it was noted that 8iee was probably first occupied
around 3000 BCE and remained so at least until fitg¢ half of the second
millennium (Akurgal 1950: 54-58; 1983: 13). Thistelas largely based on the
absence of Mycenaean pottery and the parallelseoGrrey and Red Buff wares with
those found at Troy VI and Middle-Late Bronze Therom Lesbos. However,
Mellaart (1968: 188) notes that a handful of Mye=sra sherds came from the
excavations at Old Smyrna, but these were not fonritle Late Bronze Age layers,
which only produced local West Anatolian ware. Rroptrata bearing Mycenaean
ceramics in stratified contexts were not encoudteBecause studies have tended to
focus on the much better known Mycenaean pottemed@s 2010b), very little
typological research has been carried out on tmatédlian wares’, particularly at the
time that the site was excavated. It is, therefextsemely difficult to date the local
‘Anatolian’ wares and it is not unlikely, and pepsaeven feasible, that habitation
continued through the Late Bronze Age. In any casejntriguing and very puzzling
that in the earliest Early Iron Age strata the necaassemblage almost completely
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consists of grey warg$ig. 5.30) (Akurgal 1983: 15-16, 20, pl. 6). No reddish wares
and only a few painted sherds are noted. In addiiwsoy (2007: 152 n. 4) notes that
the painted material from Smyrn@dig. 5.31) does not show comparable direct
Euboian/north Aegean affinities. As such, from agbuceramic perspective it seems
that the site was completely drawn into the dynanoicnorthwest Anatolia (cf. Iren
2008).

Figure 5.30. Early Iron Age Grey wares from Smyrna-Byrakli (after Akurgal 1983: pl. 6).
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gi%ure 5.31. Early Iron Age painted pottery from Smyna-Bayrakli (after Akurgal 1983: pls. 7a,d, 9c and

a).

To explain the local developments at both sitegyatild be useful to start with the
observation that the combination of burnishing,igfohg and slipping on Anatolian
plain wares served to seal the surface of the ok protect the fabric from
disintegrating as a result of everyday wear and, tedile it also provided the
ceramics with a shine that makes especially they @fares reminiscent of metals. A
similar function can also be attributed to the i@ and/or solidly coated painted
open vessels during the Late Bronze Age and Eady Age® It is, however,
important to note that the preparation of a sligesamore time than the preparations
for burnishing, which makes slipping more suitatdelarge-scale production. For a
potter who only makes a few vessels at a time it sgem easier to leave as many as
possible unslipped and to burnish those which rhakt liquid for some time, such as
domestic vessels (Walberg 1976: 187). To thishdusd be added that burnishing,
polishing and slipping the surface of a pot areemwhompared to painting, extremely

time-consuming exercises as one has to cover tlodevdf the surface of a pot rather

" Sue Sherratt (1980) makes a similar suggesticargning that the increased use of monochrome
coating during the later stages of the thirteemith tavelfth century on the Greek mainland was peshap
partly to compensate for deficiencies in fabric.
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than just parts of it. Furthermore, when done \Welinishing and polishing requires
quite a level of skill. As a result, the major adiage of only painting pots (without a
slip and/or burnish) was that, in terms of produtti painted pottery could be
produced more quickly and as such saved some assibho a lot of time when

compared to the burnished and slipped plain cesankmally, a painted coating

would have made it possible to effectively covertrgres of the shaping process
without having to extensively smooth or otherwissat the interior surface, which in

turn would have increased the efficiency of thedpigiion process even furth@r.

The fact that at Klazomenai the slip is usuallylaepd by a thorough coating of paint
on the interior (of open vessels) as well of on hudshe exterior by the beginning of
the Early Iron Age could indicate that potters ng@thto increase the firing standards
in such ways that the application of a (additiorséif) was redundarnt. Alternatively,

it is possible that potters simply tried to saveeiby not applying a slip anymof®.

In either case, however, painted pottery could feelyced much faster and in more
substantial quantities than the slipped and buediglain wares. This, in turn, may
have contributed to a seemingly quick replaceméntApnatolian’ plain wares by
painted pottery at Klazomenai. At the same timejsitimportant to note that
Klazomenai occupies a strategic position in refatio the Gediz valley and the
Aegean. Moreover, the strait between Chios and €asas probably a tricky stretch
of water with all the little islands. This wouldJyemade the isthmus route between
Klazomenai and Teos an interesting alternativeaAssult, the site was drawn into
the long-distance north-south sea routes, argualdpady since the Early Bronze Age
(Sahgzlu 2005; 2008). In this light, then, the strongkBnwith the northern Aegean

and in particular the seemingly local productionGybup 1 amphoras may suggest

% Indeed, a preliminary study of Protogeometric gmytfrom Klazomenai has made clear that in many
cases one can feel irregularities on the inteniofase of many open vessels. This could suggest tha
the surface was not smoothed or otherwise treafatdit was painted.

% |t is interesting to note that at Limantepe/Klazomai essentially all Bronze Age pottery has
silver/gold mica. At the beginning of the Early iré\ge, a significant number of sherds, especially
those with a pinkish fabric, do not seem to hawe\asible mica. This fabric colour is already prese
during the Bronze Age, but at that time still witlica (Mangalglu-Votruba pers. comm.). In this light,

it is, however, intriguing that mica may change d@saracter and can even disappear, at least
macroscopically, at firing temperatures over ciB@20 degrees Celcius (Smyrnaios pers. comm.).
Petrographic analysis will have to be carried but, if this were to show the presence of micasit i
certainly possible that potters at Limantepe/Klagaai managed to increase the firing standardseat th
beginning of the Early Iron Age.

190 Although the application of the slip itself is adly not time-consuming if the vessel is dippedhia
paste, the composition of the clay paste and tlynglrprocess before the slipped surface can be
painted take quite a bit of time.
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that, if indeed the introduction of the concentiicle motif in Macedonia was closely
related to the formation oflkoineof sites producing these vessels, the introduaifon
the concentric circle motif, the hallmark of Pradognetric pottery, in lonia was not
so much introduced as a package from mainland &ydag developed gradually
through involvement in the north-Aegean networkd #re local production of north-
Aegean neck-handled amphoras. In this respectathghora with several sets of
hand-drawn concentric semi-circlégy. 5.22) mentioned earlier may be an early sign
of this development.

Such a scenario, in which ceramic developments sakpe as part of a combination
of local practices and the position of the sitaafation to important maritime and
overland routes, would not only provide an altesgatnd more localised model for
the generally held idea that the sudden increagmimted pottery can be associated
with the lonian migration, but also may help to lkexp the ceramic developments at
Smyrna-Bayrakli, which is located at the head & gulf away from the main

routes!®?

Even so, this alternative scenario requires furgeboration. Questions that
need to be addressed are: are there any signifislifts in the way ceramic

production was organised associated with the iiserea the production of painted
pottery? Where did the potters go who used to lelwed in the production of

‘Anatolian’ wheelmade plain wares? Are the workshdipey worked in replaced by
different traditions or did they shift their atteont to the production of painted
pottery? And if so, how was this shift achievedpiractice? Do the shifts in the
composition of the overall ceramic repertoire atsionulate (or are they stimulated
by) changes in consumption practices? These dara jiesv of the many questions that
can be asked. Some of them will be dealt with imeav research project at

Klazomenai that will start in the summer of 201dg(slso Chapter 6).

Protogeometric pottery in south lonia
As in the northern part of lonia, there are onlp tsites in southern lonia where some
information, albeit extremely limited, is availalite the Early Iron Age: Ephesos and

Miletos. During the Late Bronze Age, Ephesos wdkdaApasa and the capital of

191 Nicoletta Momogliano (2012: 169) makes a similaggestion for lasos by noting that the site is
situated close to the head of the Gulf of Mandadyal reaching it involves a detour from what can be
considered the arterial route from Crete to cemradtolia.
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Arzawa (Buyukkolanct 2007; 2008b). In ceramic terrtiee site seems to have
followed similar patterns to those elsewhere althvegwest coast of Asia Minor, with
a dominance of ‘Anatolian’ wheelmade wares and anlymited number of either
locally produced or imported Mycenaean pottery (@dplanci 2000; 2007: 24;
Kerschner 2006: 368, 381 figs. 5-6). At the beqigrof the Early Iron Age, however,
Protogeometric-style painted potte(fig. 5.32-5.33) makes up nearly the entire
repertoire found in the Early Iron Age deposit esxatad underneath the later temple
at the Artemision (Kerschner 2003; 2006; 2011; femgointer efal. 2008)'%? Very
little information is available about the technata] features of the ceramics — the
few pictures suggest, however, that the potterymwastly unslipped —, but it is noted
that cups and deep bowls make up over half of d@ransic repertoire. In addition,
chemical analysis has identified the presence qfomed pottery from Attica and
Euboia (Kerschner 2006: 370; Forstenpointer et2808; Lemos pers. comm.).
Unfortunately, the precise data have not yet bedrighed and except for them being
classified as ‘Protogeometric’ a more precise @ateot provided, but it is mentioned
that the imports are dominated by amphoras and beefs. For Kerschner (2003;
2006; 2011), the combination of these imports amgpesedly strong stylistic links
are enough to argue for the existence of strorks lbetween Athens and Ephesos and
the arrival of the lonians. However, Irene Lemo80@) notes that, to her mind, Attic
influences on the west coast of Asia Minor, inchgdMiletos and Ephesos, are not so
prominent as to support the claim that the Protogegdc style was introduced from
Athens with the arrival of new settlers.

~E DEY

Figure 5.32. Protogeometric pottery from Ephesos @drawn after Kerschner 2003: pl. 40.1,7 and 4)

192 protogeometric pottery has also been found in chb@ntexts on the Ayasuluk hill (Buyiikkolanci
2007: 24, pl. 5; 2008: 51, figs 17, 28).
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Figure 5.33. Protogeometric pottery from Ephesos ger Blyukkolanci 2008: 50, fig. 28c,a and
Forstenpointer et al. 2008: 44, fig. 15).

At Miletos, the situation is quite a bit differems pointed out in the description of
Miletos in Chapter 1, already during the Bronze Alge material culture at the site
appears to show a strong Aegean character. Whehleralso means that first
Minoans and then Mycenaeans colonised the sitenmt#er for discussion. During
the Early Iron Age this situation does not seencthange significantly. Krumme
(2003: 244) notes that, “Material der Protogeorsetrer Epoche ist in die Grabungen
gut vertreten”, although it should be noted that sutstantial publication of the
ceramics has yet appeared. It is hoped that aclming publication by Michael
Krumme (in press) will change this. In the meantimés useful to refer again to the

observation, already mentioned, that the potteoywshstylistic similarities to Euboian
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Figure 5.34. Horizontal wavy (tremulous) lines betwen sets of concentric circles on ceramics from Milos
(after Weickert 1959/1960: pl. 55.3,5-6; photos: emtesy of the Milet Archiv, Bochum; all rights reserved).

and Athenian pottery, although there are a few syghorasies in subsidiary
decoration, also seen in the Dodecanese. Ther&aiastance, the tiny languettes on
the shoulders of closed vessels, and the horizaraay (tremulous) lines which link
circles on both closed and open shagég. 5.34) Moreover, some of the
‘Submycenaean’ sherds from Miletos show arcs orddeawn semi-circlesfig.
5.23.1-2,4. This motif is also frequently found in the Dodeese in LH IIIC
(Mountjoy 1999; 2013: 571 fig. 7.3, 572 fig. 8). &nvery short preliminary report,
Krumme (2003: 244) also remarks that the reperisidominated by deep bowls and
cups, that most pottery features a thin creamasigbthat the paint is usually matt and

ranges from black to red.

Because so little is known about the Early Iron Ageamics from both Ephesos and
Miletos, any interpretation has to remain pure sf&mon. Nevertheless, for north
lonia it has been suggested that involvement initimeg trade networks formed an
important stimulant in the development of a localotBgeometric style.

Unfortunately, it is not easy to model Early IromgéAmaritime movements in the
southern Aegean due to a limited knowledge of elttveand early tenth century
occupation on the south and southeast Aegean sldind few sites for which more
or less compelling evidence for continuing occugaftrom the twelfth to the eleventh
century has been found are Grotta on Naxos, Siphkosibourgo on Tenos, and
perhaps Koukounaries on Paros (Lemos 2002: 147;chdfzoulos 2008;

Vlachopoulos and Georgiadis in press). There is alddence for Protogeometric
occupation on Amorgos, but this dates to the lateth or early ninth century (Lemos
2002: 147). In the Dodecanese evidence for Protoget activity comes from

burials on Kos and Rhodes, but it is only on Kas these activities might perhaps go
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back to the eleventh century (Lemos 2002: 180-182).the same time, early
Protogeometric imports in the Near East (Lemos 2@25-227; Coldstream 2008;
Maeir et al 2009) and Near Eastern imports in the Aegean (lseB@®2: 228-229)
suggest the (continuing) use of a southern Aegestte troute. But perhaps the most
direct evidence for southern Aegean mobility ané ithvolvement of south lonian
communities can, of course, be found in the Attid &uboian imports from Ephesos.
It needs, however, to be emphasised that theressliely no reason to assume that
the imports necessarily moved straight from th&ce of production to their place of
deposition or that they were brought by Athenidnsthe case of the amphoras it is
likely that the contents counted far more than ploaés themselves. Furthermore,
amphoras in their function as (transport) contaneould very well have had a
relatively long history of use before they were agfed at the sanctuary at
Ephesos? Consequently, the imports at Ephesos only proseahsome point they

were picked up in Athens and some point later dégbat Ephesos.

In any case, it is important that Ephesos holdaréiqularly strong strategic position
in relation to the Aegean, the Maeander River yaltee Kaystros River valley and
even the Hermos River valley. Although Miletos fsea considered to be the outlet
of the Maeander River (e.g. Greaves 2007; Thomp&&@7), coast line

reconstructions suggest that during the BronzelamAge the site was located at a
considerable distance from the mouth of the rivigg. (5.35) (Briickner 2003;

Bruckner et al. 2006; Mullenhoff et al. 2009). leidéion, it is useful to quote from a

study of the Maeander valley by Peter Thonemann:

“People today, as in antiquity, choose to live lo@ tight bank of the Maeander. The reason forithis
that on the south flank of the river, the granitassi of the Karian massif rises sheer out of the
Maeander floodplain. Crucially, the Karian uplamftsnot drain into the Maeander valley, but into the
three major southern tributaries of the Maeandee: Dandalas, Akcay and Cine cay (the ancient
Morsynos, Harpasos and Marsyas rivers respectival/p result, there is very little alluvial depash
along the north face of the Carian massif itsaedfidering the south flank of the Maeander valley

unattractive for all but the smallest of villagettiaments. By contrast, on the north side of the

103 A good example of such a long life-history is anpfiora found at Lefkandi which was produced
somewhere in the Aegean, but at some point wasddaiith what is possibly a Cypriot si¢R.W.V.
Catling 1996). One possible explanation is thablefbeing deposited in a grave at Lefkandi the
amphora had moved from the Aegean to the easteditddmnean and back. Another is that a Cypriot
or other literate person from the East Mediterranead been in the Aegean and carried the amphora
around it.
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Maeander floodplain, the heights of the Messogisimain range drain directly into the Maeander,
with no major perennial tributaries. The long-tedtrainage activity has fringed the whole lower pdrt
the Messogis mountain front from Kuyucak in theteéassermancik in the west with a deep apron of
alluvial fans, reddish clays and dense grave. [.efhBps as a consequence of this disparity in
drainage, the Maeander floodplain is slightly tlie the north. As a result, the winter floodingtbé
Maeander is much more serious on the south sidaeof/alley, where as late as April or May the
floodplain is still covered with water right up tiee foothills of the Carian mountains. By contraise
slight elevation of the northern part of the flotp causes it to drain considerably earlier inrggr
some winters it does not flood at all. It is normiilence that the main Roman road across Asia Minor
the Southern Highway, ran along the north bankhef Maeander, not the south” (Thonemann 2011:
12-14).

Figure 5.35. Probable location of ancient coastlinin the Maeander valley (after Briickner 2003: 123fig. 1).
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Thonemann’s observations are supported by theildistsn of Bronze Age sites in
the Maeander river system, as established by AkdE&002; see also Thompson
2007), which shows that on the south side of therrsites tend to be located along
the tributaries, whereas along the north flank taey situated either in the valley or
on the slopes along the valley. All this suggelsét hot Miletos but Ephesos was the
probably the main outlet for most overland movenaong the Maeander valléy/
Indeed, in terms of land communication Miletos was,Alan Greaves (2002: 12)

notes, effectively an island separated from theriat by high mountains.

At the same time, it should be pointed out that geographical position in
combination with its natural harbours and timbeyoreces for shipbuilding (Greaves
2000; 2002: 13-15) would have allowed Miletos tatcol or influence maritime
movements up and down the Turkish coast as web asld its own (semi-) finished
goods, such as Mycenaean-style ceramics and peshaps purple dye products
(Greaves 1999: 130-134), to the maritime netwonksthe Aegean. From this
perspective, the position of Miletos would be nob tdissimilar to that of the
Mycenaean palaces on the Greek mainland for whieh S$herratt (2001) has made
the persuasive argument that these palaces oweceKigence to their geographical
positions as nodal points on longer-distance roetevorks that allowed them to add
to the flows of goods and materials their own sples#d manufactures, such as
textiles, processed oils and possibly pottery. @ilgument could therefore be made
that the Aegean character of Milesian materialucalis partly a reflection of Miletos’
geographical position which directed its view mgirtb the Aegean rather than
Anatolia and partly a result of the need to mamtand enhance its position on the
maritime networks on which it depended by produdimgse goods that could easily

be exported in an Aegean and Mediterranean envieahm

194 1n this light, it is also useful to note a largeshistoric site found in 2004 near the southeastern
corner of the Mykale range at Yenighm, a few kilometres southwest of Soke (Lohmanr62Qd@2).
Here masses of Middle and Late Bronze Age pottérgrds were found mixed with shells of
cerastoderma edulea species of edible mollusc, which seems to atdi¢hat the during the second
half of the second millennium BCE the shoreline w#@not far away. The flanks of the terrace soe
steep in the otherwise unstable terrain that iteapp safe to assume some very large walls hidden
within the slope. No Mycenaean pottery was found,the sheer size and the strategic location of the
site suggest in relation to both the ancient civestind the corner of the Mykale range makes éfyik
that it guarded passage togadasi and Ephesos.
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As for Ephesos, it is difficult to determine whainemodities may have travelled
towards the Aegean, but gold from thesald region is certainly an important
possibility. This may be reflected in the wide disition of gold wash wares in both
the Maeander and the Hermos river valleys (Mellaad Murray 1995: 103, Map 3).
Gold wash wares have also been found at Ephesasdiifer 2006: 381, fig. 5).
Although Early Iron Age Western Anatolia is virtlyala blank spot that is only
gradually being filled in (Roosevelt 2009; Mac Sweg 2011), the potential
movement of gold as well as other metals and conitireedo Ephesos and from there
on to the southeast Aegean would have (directlyndirectly) tied Ephesos into a
wider web of maritime trade routes. Such a scenadald help to explain the Attic
and Euboian imports at Ephesos. On the other ltarsddoes not yet explain how a
Protogeometric-style was developed and why it igpieblaced the ‘Anatolian’ plain
wares. If indeed Ephesian Protogeometric pottergwsh similar technological
innovations as the ceramics from Klazomenai (it teplacement of a slip by
painted coatings), the point that painted potsael produced more quickly than the
plain wares would almost certainly have contributedthe replacement of plain
wares. At the same time, it is potentially sigrafit that, with the application of good
guality coatings of paint on especially open cecsnm lonia, painted pots, arguably,
achieved a somewhat metallic character. In thigt lig is significant to refer again to
Athens for which the case has been made that Eetmoentric circles enhanced the
metallic appearance of Athenian pottery. If thisindeed the case, the concentric
circle motif would not only have been attractivetie potter in terms of production,
but may also have enhanced further the metallicacher of the pots, which in turn

made them particularly attractive to consumers.

With this in mind, there is one last point that de¢o be addressed at the end of this
chapter. Scholars have always highlighted the stigliinks with Athens or Euboia,
but to what extent were the local pots actually etled on Attic or Euboian
prototypes? If indeed the pots have a strong nietalaracter, might it not be
possible that they echoed actual metal objectdRisnlight, it is noteworthy that the
popularity of the metallic-looking pendant semietérskyphos throughout the Eastern
Mediterranean and the Aegean (including central@daania and north lonia) during
the later tenth and ninth centuries is because ey have echoed metal prototypes

or were at least closely related to the metal t(&therratt 1999: 181). The suggestion
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is intriguing, because if indeed Protogeometricspethoed metal objects moving
around and if lonian sites were involved in metabé — which is likely given their
strategic position both within larger webs of mowegrin the Aegean and in relation
to flows of metals — this may help to explain nolyathe stylistic similarities between
pottery from lonia, Athens and Euboia, but also rewimilar style of pottery was
developed simultaneously in different regions. Heeve more information will be
required to unravel the ceramic dynamics in loma gubstantiate this suggestion
further.

5.5. Final remarks

In the conclusions of her study of the Protogeoimétegean, Irene Lemos states that,

“The exchange of ideas and goods was certainlyobtiee most influential factors in the formatioh o
the Aegean communities during the eleventh andhteenturies BC. The present archaeological
record, though still incomplete, reveals that them@amunities enjoyed settled living conditions whic
encouraged contact and communication not only witthie Aegean, but also with the eastern
Mediterranean. As a result, further developmenteveecelerating, bringing with them changes in the

socio-political structures and lifestyle in earlye@ce” (Lemos 2002: 224).

The suggestions made in this chapter do not greattyradict Lemos’ observations.
Of course, the possible scenarios for the intradocof Protogeometric pottery in
lonia remain speculative as long as no substaptiblications have appeared, but if
there is only a little truth in the suggestions maid could be concluded that, even
though grouped under a single banner, it is palytmisieading to look at the Greek
mainland (or indeed any other region) for the oxsgof the local Protogeometric style
(or styles?). In fact, the picture that is begigniio take shape as a result of the
discussions in this chapter seems to suggest tteibde@ometric pottery found at
different sites in the Aegean, including Athens &whtral Macedonia, emerges from
a particular combination of local practices andgpecific location of individual sites
in relation to maritime routes. Both aspects, havevequire further investigation,
particularly in lonia, in order to substantiate,difp or indeed reject the suggestions
made in this chapter and to unravel further thalland regional dynamics of not just

the ceramics, but also life in general.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

6.1. Introduction

The aim of this thesis has been to provide a cobal@nce to recent trends in the
archaeological investigation of Western Anatoliatia¢ end of the Bronze and
beginning of the Early Iron Age. These trends héweused either on textual
accounts, mostly of the Classical period and laiegn currently popular theoretical
concepts, such as ‘hybridity’, to explain or desermaterial developments. However,
neither of these approaches offers a satisfactqoiapation for the material changes
that occur in the region. First of all, the textsalirces are now widely accepted as
more revealing of the time whichthey were written than of the tinaout which
they are assumed to have been written, and theréfave relatively little to tell us
about the Bronze and Early Iron Ages. Moreover,levinecent popular theoretical
concepts such as hybridity can be useful, theyndfted to be treated as though they
were complete and sufficient explanations in thdwese Consequently, they are all
too often used as fashionable explanatory concaptslescribe what might be
regarded as their own consequences (e.g. hybridrimlatulture and social practices),
rather than being the outcome of an intensive stoidyhe complex causes and
processes which stimulated these consequences.siiuy, therefore, attempted to
take the first steps in exploring the complex cauaed processes that simulated
material (ceramic) change in lonia at the end @& #econd millennium. First,
however, a review of shifts in academic perceptiointhe region from the eighteenth
century up until the present day and their socilitipal and academic contexts was

presented (chapter 2).

6.2. The background

At the end of the eighteenth and the beginninghefriineteenth century the lonians
were regarded by scholars like F.A. Wolf as theidha$ Greek civilisation. Wolf
ascribed almost all important inventions and inticitbns, such as the introduction of
the alphabetic script, to the lonians. However,the first two decades of the
nineteenth century things changed. Under the inftaeof growing anti-Semitic
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feelings and the work of Johann Herder, PhilheBestarted to question the racial
purity of the contemporary Greeks. In their vieva\® had entirely replaced the true
Hellenes and they could therefore not be regardetiuee ‘Hellenes’. Within this
context, people started to look for the pure ess@fdcreece before it was tainted by
Oriental or Slav corruption. K.O. Muller found thmure essence in the Dorians,
whom he saw as having a ‘nordic character’, spegpthie purest dialect and forming
polar opposites to the lonians in all aspects. dpgosition was further developed by
Ernst Curtius (1868) who argued that, of the twougs, only the Dorians could be
regarded as true Greeks. About thirty years ldBery (1900) implicitly made a
similar argument by arguing that the luxurious &micivilisation of the historical
period must have developed out of the Aegean satilbn, a civilisation that was
ended by the final invasion of Boiotians, Thessaiand Dorians in the twelfth

century.

The start of a range of large-scale excavatiors @nge of sites, such as Ephesos,
Miletos, Pergamon and Knidos, during the second bélthe nineteenth and
beginning of the twentieth century stimulated andigant turnaround in the reception
of lonia. Essentially, these excavations were gkateunearthing and bringing back
lonian sculpture to Western European museums (@s2007), but they were so
successful at it that in 1909 David Hogarth, in arehis lectures delivered to the
University of London, stated that, “the Greeks adstern Asia Minor produced the
first full bloom of what we call pure Hellenism” @idarth 1909: 7). The downside of
this rediscovery of ancient lonia is that most eat®ns were carried out by Classical
archaeologists, who generally showed little intenesnything before the Archaic, if
not the Classical, period, despite the fact thatfitst Bronze Age levels at Miletos
were encountered as early as 1907 (Greaves 200xittb references). This focus
resulted in the situation that, for instance, thstdnicity of the lonian migration
remained largely unchallenged. The only change tha$ the discovery of the
Mycenaean civilisation by Heinrich Schliemann mastene scholars suggest an
alternative Late Bronze Age date for the lonian natign. The first half of the
twentieth century, however, saw an important intiovain ceramic studies that has
come to dominate the lonian migration debate uotlay: the establishment of a

Protogeometric style.
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The term ‘Protogeometric’ was introduced, first Wide in 1910 in his attempt to
describe what it is now referred to as the Submgean pottery from the Arsenal
Cemetery on Salamis (Wide 1910), and then in 194 B¢hweitzer who used it to
define a style of pottery which was set apart Hodim the previous Submycenaean
and from the succeeding Geometric (Schweitzer 19B0t it was Vincent
Desborough (1948, 1952) who assigned special catians to the style by arguing
that the introduction of the Protogeometric styléd\#nens was a sign of tHeee spirit

of the Athenian potter and that its shapes andrdéoaos embodied the Greek ideals
of harmony and proportion that eventually cameHharacterise the Classical world.
As such, the Protogeometric style came to signalethd of the Mycenaean ‘high’
culture and the beginning of a new one, with thaultethat a clear dividing line in

history was drawn.

Initially, this did not have a major impact on tlemian migration debate, particularly
as Desborough (1952) wasry cautious about associating a supposedly nesjent
like the lonian migration with the very little ewdce available at that time.
Moreover, scholars like Jongkees (1948) and Hanfim@d®948, 1953) had strongly
argued that a migration cannot be recognised byepotalone, but should be
accompanied by a study of the architecture. Howewerl959 John Boardman
published an article inatolian StudiegBoardman 1959) in which he, for the first
time, argued that a small group of cups found aMiia at the mouth of the Orontes
must have been produced not just by Greek setblatsspecifically by Euboian
potters who had migrated with other Euboian colsnis the site. In combination
with Desborough’s conviction that the Protogeoncestiyle illustrated the start of a
new era, Boardman’s argument provided a powerarh&work to detect the lonian
migration archaeologically. For this, it was, olicee, important that during the 1950s
increasing numbers of ‘Greek’ Protogeometric pgtterth stylistic links to Attica
started to turn up at sites like Miletos (Weick#®57: 121-125, pl. 36; 1959/1960:
52-53, pls. 51-52). It was the combination of thebeee initially unrelated
developments that eventually seems to have madbobmsyh (1964) feel safe to
argue that the appearance of Protogeometric patidpnia could be associated with
the arrival of the lonians.
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Desborough’s association between the appearanBeotdgeometric pottery and the
arrival of the lonians quickly became theommunis opiniothat remained
unchallenged until very recently. The first to daage this conviction was Irene
Lemos (2007) who questioned the eleventh centuty fibe the lonian migration by
making the important argument that, at least from Adhenian perspective, the
eleventh and tenth centuries do not provide aikelntext in which a large-scale
migration could have taken place. As an alternashe suggested that it is the twelfth
century that shows a context of social unrestithight have forced people to move to
safer places. A second challenge has recently laegched by scholars who argue
that the textual sources are more revealing ofithein whichthey were written than
of the timeabout whichthey are assumed to have been written, and theréfve
relatively little to tell us about the Bronze andrly Iron Ages (Cobet 2007; Crielaard
2009; Hall 1997; Mac Sweeney 2013). In combinatidth recent postcolonial trends
in Mediterranean archaeology, which emphasise tie of local agency in the
formation of cultural and material traits, this lreation has paved the way for the
development of very different material and theaadtperspectives that lead to new

interpretative framework¥”>

6.3. Discussion

The research agenda for archaeological investigaifothe Aegean Early Iron Age

has long been set by ancient historians. Such tabtesed approach is, of course,
flawed on many levels, but solely to blame histosiafor an unbalanced

understanding of pre- and protohistoric lonia ishpes somewhat unfair as it ignores
the methods archaeologists apply in writing thezoaints of the past. As an example
one may take a persistent reliance on ceramic egudith a broadly (and often

implicit) art-historical perspective on ceramic dm®pments, inherited from

traditional culture-history concerns combined wikie particular preoccupations of
classical archaeology, which is inclined to reggrarticularly painted) pottery as of

paramount ethnic, cultural and historical significe. As a result, Late Bronze Age

195 This became particularly clear at a recent workshmIstanbul on May 24-25, 2013 that | co-
organised with D. Sila Mangdllu-Votruba. This workshop aimed to present recersearch and
discuss the directions in which future research htnige headed. Kostas Georgakopoulos, Alan
Greaves, Naoise Mac Sweeney, Jana MokriSova, ©IMi&riaud, Carolyn Aslan, Cigdem Maner,
Jacob Eerbeek, ¥ar Ersoy, Sila Mangatu-Votruba and myself all presented papers on wario
aspects of Late Bronze and Early Iron Age Westenatdlia, whereas Sue Sherratt (our discussant),
Geoff Summers and Michele Massa provided invaluabtements during the many discussions.
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painted pottery in lonia is often described as Mfycenaean’ type, whereas the
contemporary plain grey, red-buff and gold- andiesiwash wares are usually
lumped under the heading ‘Anatolian’ pottery. Thexdittle doubt that the painted
pottery shows affiliations with Mycenaean pottebyt to use stylistic labels with
latent ethno-cultural connotations to describeetldht ceramic wares has the danger
of obscuring the fact that they were all produaszhlly and in most cases probably at
one and the same production centre (except of edarghe imports). Moreover, the
various ceramics were probably used interchangeabdveryday practices. Indeed,
in general, there is no evidence to suggest thidtepast the ceramics were perceived

or classified along the same ethno-cultural lirear@haeologists classify them today.

But even more important is that the use of spe@flfmo-cultural labels to classify
and describe the ceramics arguably reinforces jegieal or assumed passivity on the
part of lonia, in the sense that these labels $atawscholars to seek for the causes of
ceramic change and innovation not in the regioelfitsut in the supposed ‘cultural
heartlands’ of the respective ceramic wares. Paigarly Iron Age pottery from
lonia may serve as a good example. Much, if notadlthe painted Early Iron Age
pottery in this region is defined in relation toh&hian and Euboian pottery, mainly
because these form the best known series duedasxé publication and meticulous
stylistic studies by many people. Certainly, in m@ases Protogeometric pottery in
lonia is found in mixed or unstratified contextdiigh makes it problematic to set up
a local typology. In essence there is, therefatde Iwrong with using Attic and
Euboian pottery in both describing local ceramiced aanchoring them
chronologically, but in the search for the ‘oridireg a ‘Greek’ style of pottery in
lonia import or influence from Athens and Euboiavdnabeen seen as the only
explanation. Influenced partly by the text-led mataf archaeological enquiry on the
west coast of Asia Minor and partly by the histafriand ethno-cultural connotations
that Desborough had assigned to the Protogeontgle; the observations of stylistic
similarities with Attic and Euboian pottery haveebeused to argue that Athens and
Euboia/central Greece formed the primordial honadanf the lonians who then

introduced the Protogeometric style to lonia.

To be able to offer a more dynamic understandinfpa and why ceramic styles

developed on the west coast of Asia Minor, thiglgthas advocated a fundamental
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shift in the way materials (ceramics) are approdchgay from material remains as
self-contained and inert objects that can be desdrin minute detail and fitted into
typo-chronological classification systems, and t@saa particular understanding of
the concept of ‘entanglement’, which was definedhesway in which people bring
together and combine flows of materials and infdromafrom a potentially wide
range of sources to create or maintain the rigliera conditions for everyday social
practices, and by extension life, to be sustaifi@dstudy this dynamic entanglement
and gain insights into how it stimulated materiahicge, a practice-led approach was
suggested that tackles the interplay between, erotte hand, essentially localised
practices of production and consumption and, orother, wider patterns of exchange
and interaction. This has often been a frustragixgyrcise, due to the inadequate state
of publication, a bias towards (the typologicalssification of) ceramics, and in
particular the painted ‘Greek’ ceramics, the ladktavgeted science-based studies,
and the lack of access to primary materials. Faseéhreasons, many of the
suggestions made in this thesis should be treatdd/@othetical. On the other hand,
to my mind, whether or not the ideas expressed lold up in the future is of
somewhat lesser importance than the attempt toexplifferent lines of thinking that
may open up new opportunities to bypass the curpetarisation in the lonian
migration debate and to think in a different wapatbmaterial change and innovation
in regions that have long been considered as edtetested peripheries or merely

passive regions in between two or more larger callgpheres.

Ceramic developments at the beginning of the twetdhtury

Perhaps the most notable ceramic development owdbkecoast of Asia Minor at the
end of the thirteenth century is the disappearaha@mported Mycenaean pottery, and
it was with this observation that Chapter 4 startedring the late fourteenth and
thirteenth century, imported Mycenaean and logatbduced painted pottery together
comprised approximately five to ten percent of tibl@al ceramic assemblage at most
sites (Gunel 1999a: 183, GR. 1 and 9; 1999b; 2028pbMangalglu-Votruba 2011;

in press; Erkanal 2008; Kerschner 2006: 367-368;a¢&0 for Troy, Mountjoy 2006).
Despite the disappearance of the imports, thisep¢éage does not appear to change
significantly in the twelfth century (Gunel 201@8; Meri¢ and Mountjoy 2002: 83;
Mangalglu-Votruba 2011; in press), which implies that llogaoduction was

increased. Whether this increase in production stesulated by the ending of the
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imports or whether it actually helped to causes i idifficult matter. Perhaps the most
likely scenario is that the two processes tiedogether and stimulated each other
without there necessarily being a clear causeitherecase, however, potters would
have had to make more pots to maintain the avéthabf painted pottery.

Given that imported Mycenaean only make up a vemglsportion of the overall
ceramic assemblage, although clear numbers aréy rarevided, the increase in
production might not seem too substantial, at lessin an archaeological
perspective, but it is intriguing to bear in mimt it was suggested in Chapter 4 that,
based on differences in shapes between the vam@uses, particularly between
painted and plain wares, and on the likelihood tiet different wares required
different firing traditions and hence differentries of knowledge, pottery production
was probably organised around a number of diffenerkshops, each specialising in
the production of certain wares and perhaps evegifsp shapes. This suggestion
needs to be tested by future (petrographic) rebedmat given the relatively small
guantities of locally produced painted pottery,séems not unlikely that at each
production centre only a few workshops were praoyigainted pottery. Certainly, it
is probable that the increase in production to@c@lnot instantaneously but over a
number of years during the final stages of thete¢bimth and the beginning of the
twelfth centuries. Nevertheless, it is telling tktz@ painted ceramics show a tendency
towards a worsening quality of the ceramics, palaidy in terms of surface treatment
— surfaces become less well polished, the sligkéniand more unevenly applied, and
matt paint seems to take over from lustrous pamairad the turn of the thirteenth to
twelfth century. This suggests that potters werebably struggling to meet the
demand for painted pottery and as such had to camripe in terms of at least surface

treatment.

A second and much more controversial issue, howesdhe recent recognition of
‘Mycenaean’ or ‘Aegean’-type wheelmade cooking pats.imantepe/Klazomenai,
Emporio on Chios and probably also Cine-Tepeciktti®darly in the Eastern
Mediterranean, the appearance of these cookinghaastsraditionally been associated
with the arrival of Mycenaean refugees who fled Amgean after the collapse of the
Mycenaean palaces. On the west coast of Asia Mihis, explanation has not yet

been so clearly articulated, but has been hinte@.gt Mangalglu-Votruba 2011:
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47). The reason for postulating a link betweenappearance of these cooking pots
and the arrival of Mycenaean refugees is primapdged on the assumptions that
these pots represent a different cooking traditamd had little economic or
commercial value in their own right. Chapter 4, lewer, criticised the notion that the
cooking pots can be regarded as direct evidencehirarrival of refugees from
Mycenaean Greece, although the possibility of ntignavas never fully rejected, and
then offered two alternative interpretative framekgofor the appearance of small
numbers of ‘Aegean’-style cooking pots at a fewesibn the west coast of Asia

Minor.

The first point of objection was that the new tygecooking pot was inserted into an
already existing range of cooking vessels and ek suunlikely to have had a major
impact on overall cooking practices. Of courses ipossible that the pots were used
only by a small group of newcomers, but if thighe case it is difficult to explain
why they insisted on a wheelmade cooking pot. Wnhkkndmade pots, which were in
use on the Greek mainland and could potentiallyptoeluced relatively easily on a
household level and used for similar practices, eihade cooking pots probably
needed to be made in a specialised (workshop) amwient, mainly because it is
quite difficult to throw a paste that is coarse w@yio to withstand thermal expansion
on a fast wheel. Unless they brought their own isfised potters with them — which
is possible, but not very likely given the smallnthers in which the cooking pots
appear —, this would mean that the newcomers weperdient on local potters for
their cooking pots. Unfortunately, it is not knowulo produced the pots, but it was
suggested that the most likely scenario, at leaistife moment, is that they were
made by potters also involved in the productionpainted pottery. Yet, if these
potters were already struggling to meet market daeinas suggested, one wonders
why they would have made things even more diffi¢oitthemselves by adding yet
another type of pot to their repertoire that regdispecific knowledge in terms of
clay paste, surface treatment and firing. Besittesge is the question of whether there
was really no local cooking pot that could serve same purposes as the ‘Aegean’-
type cooking pot — that is, boiling or keeping ($@nquids warm by the fire. Even if
the putative newcomers maintained their own cookiragtices, there is no reason

why they could not have used local pots, albeibh@gps in a different context or in
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different ways. After all, pots, even cooking pads, not equal people; they merely

help to substantiate practices.

Certainly, it is not possible to fully reject thagration-hypothesis, but it was thought
worth considering alternative explanations for tggpearance of a new type of
cooking pot at Limantepe/Klazomenai and possiblyeCTepecik on the west coast of
Asia Minor. One suggested alternative interpretatieas that the shaping of the
cooking pots helped children to master the skideded to shape medium to large
closed vessels. In making this suggestion it wasked that in terms of overall body
shape there is often little to differentiate thekiag pots from fine ware jugs and
amphoras, which might suggest that the cooking pagse built up in a similar

fashion and perhaps even modelled on these finesw&@f course, cooking pots have
to withstand different stresses than, for instafine,ware jugs which are used to pour
wine or water, and as such require different meiclaanproperties and hence
specialist knowledge, skill and experience in teaohslay-paste composition, surface
treatment and firing techniques. However, they imaye offered advantages in terms

of shaping.

Closed vessels generally require a higher levekdf than open vessels due to their
complexity. As the form grows in height and widdny error made will become
exaggerated and even small mistakes may compromisaiccessful outcome.
Inexperienced handling of the clay may cause slagypvarping and thus cracking as
the pot starts to dry out or in the firing procebs.a context in which potters are
already pressed to meet market demand, it is o&rta possibility that they
considered it too great a risk to include the wairkhildren or learner potters in a kiln
load. This could mean that in learning how to mékeware vessels children did
make such pots, but that these pots, perhaps vigtv @xceptions, never made it to a
finished state. On the other hand, however, it waggested that, if indeed the
cooking pots were shaped following a similar teghei as the fine ware vessels, it
could also have been possible that, instead ofaligtahaping fine wares, children
acquired the basic skills to shape medium to laigsed vessels through the shaping
of the ‘Aegean’-style cooking pots. In this casecduse workshops producing
different types of pottery probably worked closébgether, the cooking pots could,

whenever there was space in a kiln, have been &ledg with other (coarse ware)
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‘Anatolian’ vessels that required similar firingraditions. The advantages of such an
organisation would have been that the work of chiiddid not affect the production

of finewares and that succesful pots could actuzdigold.

Granted, this explanatory model is speculativeest.bBesides, it could be objected
that training is essentially a localised issue amdht not be relevant for every
production site. Therefore, a second alternatiydagmatory model for the appearance
of ‘Aegean’-style cooking pots on the west coastAsfa Minor was offered. This
model was built around the notion of human and natenobility. It was noted that
when flying over the East Aegean it is amazing hoextricably tangled up sea,
islands, peninsulas, river valleys and coastspdkear. Without doubt this must have
facilitated a high level of especially seaborne huonand material mobility in the
region. Unfortunately, this mobility has not yeebestudied systematically, but it was
suggested that harbours probably played an importde in that these were the
places where different pathways tied in and propaldo functioned as markets for
the sale and purchase of commodities as well athéodocking of ships. In this light,
it is important that in ancient (as well as moddimes potters sometimes set out to
travel to other places to sell pots ready mad® ondke pottery to commission. With
reference to the northern Levant, for which theecass made that the very small
numbers of ‘Aegean’-style cooking pots at Tell Klangght have been introduced and
produced by Cypriot potters who possibly produdesl‘tocal Mycenaean’ pottery at
the site, it was suggested that one possible opftioexplaining the appearance of
small numbers of ‘Aegean’-type cooking pots at,ifmtance, Limantepe/Klazomenai
is that these cooking pots were produced on thé& bpgoitinerant potters and
commissioned by local consumers to replace sinptds (in terms of use) that had
broken but were (temporarily) unavailable at thatet Another possible option, it
was suggested, was that traders had picked up thetse along the way at a
production centre and sold them to local customers.

Petrographic and perhaps chemical analyses willnéeessary to determine the
provenance of the cooking pots and to investigatehat extent the pots might show
a particular level of standardisation in terms lafycpaste preparation, shaping and
firing that might support the idea of itinerant {@o$ or, conversely, production at one

or two particular centres. Consequently, this miybimodel, too, needs to be regarded
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as hypothetical. Nevertheless, it was deemed wditawo speculate a bit on the
possible origins of either the itinerant potterstloe pots. One possibility suggested
was Chios, where handmade and wheelmade ‘Aegegdr’-@oking pots have been
found together in twelfth century contexts at Enp@nd where a handmade version
of the wheelmade cooking pot appears to have beese already in the Early Bronze
Age. A second option is Miletos, which was the magbortant production centre of
Mycenaean-type pottery in the East Aegean duried-tite Bronze Age and at which
Minoan and Mycenaean-type kitchen wares (includimigpod) cooking pots) have
been mentioned, although they are rarely illustratediscussed at any length. On the
other hand, it was pointed out that whatever trecegrigins of either pots or potters
might have been this is perhaps of less relevanae that the role of small-scale
mobility in the formation of regional material ttsihas long been neglected in favour
of long-distance trade and communication networidthe establishment of contacts
with the Bronze Age centres of civilisation in tBastern Mediterranean. Of course,
this is important and definitely interesting, btiis equally vital not to lose sight of

much more frequent short-distance movements apdictions.

Protogeometric pottery in lonia

Chapter 5 engaged with the current debate congethancauses of the appearance of
a Protogeometric style of pottery that is ofterddaifollow Attic and Euboian trends.
Note, however, that what exactly the stylistic nkith Athens and Euboia consist of
is rarely if ever made explicit. To add to this uagess, neither is it made clear what
exactly constitutes the lonian Protogeometric stgesentially all painted pottery
dating to the late eleventh through mid-eight ceetuis simply called (Sub-)
Protogeometric:®® An important reason for this long period is thest,for instance at
Lefkandi, the local pottery remains very ‘Protogetrit-looking’ — that is, continues
to use sets of concentric (semi-) circles as ard¢iwe motif — during the ninth and
early eight centuries. Because of the reliance hen Attic and Euboian series in
defining the local pottery, there has been a tecyletso to incorporate traditional

interpretations of the historical and ethno-cultwignificance of the Protogeometric

1% Here one can see the the conflation of the Proimgéricstyle as identified and defined by scholars
like Wide, Schweitzer, Kraiker and Desborough, ath& Protogeometricperiod which is a
chronological phase dated between ca. 1050/10259@0dthat derived its name from the style.
Desborough himself, however, explicitly statest ttftaotogeometric must be the name given to a style
of pottery, and not to a period: naturally, a styleottery covers a certain period, but that isfoothe
moment relevant” (Desborough 1948: 260).
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style. These essentially go back to the early woikVincent Desborough who
believed that the introduction of the style représe break with the past and that the
style was developed in Greece and transferred tlere to other Aegean regions.
The intent of Chapter 5 was first to challenge eafcthese assumptions by taking a
closer look at Athens and Central Macedonia and ttee develop an alternative

perspective on ceramic developments in lonia ati#ven of the Early Iron Age.

In respect to Athens and the assumption that tlo§eometric style represents a
break with the past and the start of a new erastigation started with a discussion
of the so-called ‘Submycenaean’ pottery. Traditiynapottery classified as of
‘Submycenaean’ character is firmly separated inowblogical terms from Early
Protogeometric ceramics, mainly because ‘Submyeengmottery is often regarded
as a final and degenerative form of Mycenaean pott€ranted, the pottery is
frequently fired unevenly, the decoration seemirggyelessly applied in paint that is
often streaky or matt, and even the shaping ofpthts may be poor, but instead of
associating these characteristics with a form dfucal decay, the suggestion was
made that many ‘Submycenaean’ pots were (partlpdyred by children and,
because they are found predominantly in burialssidy served for one-time use in
burial rites. In this light, it was suggested tbgtreplacing good quality ceramics in
burial rites, these pots may have increased thdaauday and the quality of the

ceramics used in other everyday practices.

How to characterise ‘good quality pots’ in refereno current stylistic labels is,
admittedly, a difficult issue not only because tkia rather subjective matter, but also
because of a continuing insistence on the usetloérainhelpful chronological divides
between LH IlIC Late, ‘Submycenaean’ and Early 8gebmetric which mask the
facts that ‘Submycenaean’ pots are often found chirewith pots assigned to one or
the other category and that a well-defined andié@ ‘Submycenaean’ phase has
still not been convincingly identified. In any casé there is some truth to the
suggestion that many ‘Submycenaean’ pots were thek wf children or learner
potters, this might imply that potters were strugglto meet market demand.
Whether this was caused by shifts in the locatibeesamic production during the
twelfth century — recent research seems to sugigasmuch LH IIIB and IlIC Early

pottery at Athens was imported from elsewhere iticAt— or that Early Iron Age
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potters at Athens generally may have found it cliffti to meet market demand, as for
instance John Papadopoulos (1994: 1998: 155 afR)ests, is difficult to determine
with any certainty. Nevertheless, the idea thatgeetmight have been struggling to
meet market demand provides an interesting confexta number of other

technological developments at Athens.

First there is the introduction of test-pieces ambthe middle of the eleventh century.
These test-pieces allowed potters to check thedeatyre and atmospheric conditions
inside the kiln during a firing session and learhether the paint had fired the
required colour without actually having to open kiila and disturb the firing process.
Perhaps the most important advantage of this irtfmvas that it increased the
efficiency of the production process as it helpedréduce the risks of the firing
process. However, at the same time, it also magesgsible for pots to achieve a
consistent black glossiness that provided them aithattractive metallic look, which
is often recognised as one of the defining featwfeAttic Protogeometric pottery.
Some speculation was made about where potters imégfet got the idea of using test-
pieces. Metallurgy, maybe iron metallurgy, was |sjgd to be a possible candidate,
but clear evidence is lacking. In any case, of mpterest is that both the metallic
appearance of the pots as a result of their camlgtblack glossy paint and issues of
efficiency in terms of production may have played iemportant role in another
important innovation: the introduction of the pigdt multiple-brush and the
appearance of mechanically drawn sets of concef#eiai-) circles, the hallmark of

the Protogeometric style.

In making this suggestion, attention was directed humber of eleventh century pots
from Athens that show a close chronological refegiop between (tangentially
joined) hand-drawn running spirals and sets of eatrec circles(figs. 5.3-4) It was
suggested that there are two possible explanatifors this chronological
transformation. First, a possible relationship wased between tangentially joined
running spirals on pottery and a bronze ring witheael in the form of a double spiral
from Perati(fig. 5.5). Because hand-drawn running spirals are relatidéfjcult to
draw, it was proposed that the concentric circleifndoawn with the help of a pivoted
multiple-brush was a pleasing and quickly drawreralhtive. Alternatively, and

perhaps more plausibly, it was suggested that treentric (semi) circle motifs
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echoed those of incised metalwork found later, ifGtance, on a seventh century
skyphos from Marsigliana d’Albergna (ltal{fig. 5.6) and that the pivoted multiple-
brush was ‘invented’ to transform this metallic thotto a ceramic one that could be
quickly applied. In either case, however, the sdtgoncentric circles would have
enhanced both the metallic appearance of Protogeicreeramics and the efficiency
of the production process. In combination with otbbservations, this suggestion
implies, however, that the emergence of what aalbagests now classify as the
Protogeometric style at Athens is, at least torgeleextent — the influence of the
position of Athens within a larger web of entanglinoutes and pathways was
discussed only briefly —, to be attributed to a boration of both practical (in terms
of both production and use) and aesthetic condidesa Consequently Desborough’s
original argument that the introduction of the Bgs#ometric style signalled the
beginning of a new era in the ethnic 'spirit' &f manufacturers and users becomes

difficult to sustain.

Without doubt, this argument must have consequefwcate way the appearance of
Protogeometric-style pottery on the west coast siaAMinor is viewed, but first it
was deemed important to have a critical look ataredther traditional assumption,
which maintains that the Protogeometric style waemnted and diffused from a single
point of origin. For this, attention was turned@entral Macedonia. As on the west
coast of Asia Minor, the local painted pottery lnmstregion is essentially assigned a
‘Protogeometric’ label. Yet, it is intriguing thainlike regions further south, sets of
concentric circle and semi-circles almost exclusiveature on large closed and open
vessels, i.e. (neck-handled) amphoras and somerg&rahey are only sporadically
seen on smaller shapes before the mid-tenth cemtuen they start to appear on local
pendant semi-circle skyphoi. In an attempt to e@rpthis pattern, a group of highly
standardised neck-handled transport amphoras eithas concentric circles on their
shoulders (Group 1 amphoras) was discussed. Althdgugas originally thought that
these amphoras were produced in the Lokris/Phagson (Catling 1998), it now
seems apparent that there was a koine of north akegarly Iron Age amphoras
produced at a number of sites. Transport amphaasrglly were the most frequently
used ceramic containers for the transport of ametiéy wide variety of commodities

and, in this sense, acted as packaging — perhasveith an element of ‘branding’.
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Consequently, it is no surprise that these camehtaw a high level of regional

standardisation.

With this standardisation the concentric circle imetas introduced to Central
Macedonia, but clearly it had only a limited impamt the overall repertoire of
decorative motifs and schemes. Possibly, this datbtwith the motif being primarily
associated with amphoras and, as a result, thegadtenk with metal ornaments or
decorative motifs was not made. Alternatively, stpgossible that both potters and
consumers did simply not see any reason to sutestiaditional decorative motifs for
a new one on any substantial scale. A third opigotihat the local multiple-brusin
some cases was used finawing other decorative motifs, such as horn as3dl
motifs as well, anés such might not, at least initially, have beedtabie for drawing
sets of concentric circles on smaller vesselsKiteljorg 1980; Papadopoulos et al.
1998). Whatever the case may have been, the goihai Macedonian potters did not
slavishly follow southern trends. In fact, it coyp@rhaps even be argued that the
concentric circle motif in Central Macedonia doed necessarily have a southern
origin, but was developed as part of the standatidis process of the Group 1
amphoras in the northern Aegean. Such a suggestieans, however, that the
‘Protogeometric style’ was not introduced to Maa@doas a predefined stylistic
package developed in Athens (or indeed anywheeg.el®nsequentlyp track down

a specific point of origin for the appearance ofssef concentric circles in the
northern Aegean based on archaeological evidencddwmotentially be misleading
and probably a waste of time, not least becausehtanological time frames within
which archaeologists have to deal will never be-ynained enough to distinguish
chronologically between developments that take eplaearly simultaneously at
different places without running the risk of ovéassifying material trends that are in

any case unstable and in a constant state of change

With this conclusion in mind, the chapter turneddoia to explore the dynamics that
stimulated a Protogeometric style to develop is tieigion at the dawn of the Early
Iron Age. First, however, it needs to be emphasifet the more published
information there is for lonia, the less reasorrdhis to suppose that there was any
(cultural) break at the beginning of the Early IrBge. In terms of ceramics, for

instance, there is increasing evidence that lopanted pottery develops organically
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from the local LH 1lIC style. On the other hande tlelative amount of painted pottery
appears to increase significantly at the beginoihthe Iron Age and largely or even
completely replaces red buff, grey and gold- amekesiwash wares at, for instance,
Limantepe/Klazomenai and Ephesos. To explain tleswarkable shift, it was
suggested that it was probably important that,kenthe Late Bronze Age pottery
(both painted and plain), Early Iron Age paintedt@y in lonia usually does not
feature a slip and, although smoothed, is not petifournished. Instead, most open
vessels feature a (good quality) coating of pamtteeir interior surfaces. The major
advantage of only painting pots (without a slip @atish/burnish) was that, in terms
of production, painted pottery could be producederquickly and as such saved time
by comparison with the ‘Anatolian’ red buff and grevare ceramics. Moreover, a
painted coating would have made it possible tocsffely cover up traces of the
shaping process without having to extensively simaototherwise treat the interior
surface, which in turn would have increased thiieficy of the production process

even further.

At the same time, it is significant that sites, lsuas Limantepe/Klazomenai and
Ephesos, held strategic positions within a widerbwe material and human
movement in the Aegean. At Limantepe/Klazomena,gresence and, because of the
fabric, probably local production of north Aegearo@ 1 amphoras suggest that the
site was directly tied in with north Aegean tradel &aommunication networks and
probably even connected them with maritime movemamtthe southeast Aegean
through the isthmus route between the site and.TEpkesos, on the other hand,
probably linked up overland routes from the variower valleys, in particular the
Maeander valley, with trade and communication nét&caround and across the
Aegean. This involvement is clearly witnessed bg itlentification of Attic (and
probably also Euboian) imports at the site. Thesategyic positions would have
exposed the local communities to a variety of imfation and drawn them into
developments elsewhere in the Aegean. In this, lighs not unimportant that, when
compared to the Macedonian pottery, the lonianepgttand in particular its coating,
are, at least at Klazomenai and probably also Eghesually of good quality, which,
although being rarely lustrous, arguably provided pot with a somewhat metallic
character. If, as was suggested in relation to Wg¢héhe concentric circle motif was

either based on or derived from metal objects codsive motifs on metal objects, it
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was speculated that the concentric circle motif ibawot only have been attractive to
the potter in terms of increasing the efficiency ppbduction, but may also have
enhanced further the skeuomorphic character optts, which in turn made them

particularly attractive to consumers.

6.4. Looking ahead

The Aegean Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages fornyr@achic period. Unfortunately,
as has become clear, archaeological narratives Ibagetended to be written from a
particular Hellenocentric perspective that portrgyeripheral’ regions, such as the
west coast of Asia Minor, as rather backward anttalde new worlds, there for the
taking of enterprising and migrating Greeks. Th@tmayal is to a large extent
influenced by an over-priviliging of Greek literappurces at the expense of other
forms of evidence (Greaves 2010a; 2013). But perfesygn more important is that
the current state of publication, or actually tlaekl thereof, makes it difficult to
effectively develop alternative explanatory framekgo This thesis has made a first
attempt to offer new lines of thinking, but furthexfformation is required. It is,
therefore, of interest to briefly introduce an impot new research project at
Klazomenai that aims, for the first time, to sysatically analyse and prepare for
publication all the Early Iron Age remains from thiée, which include domestic
guarters, burials and a large pottery kiln, andeissed finds.

The main focus of the project will be on the inigastion of the nature of human
occupation and movement at Klazomenai and in itsctlienvirons as well as the
site’s (changing) relations to the wider trade aathmunication networks in Anatolia
and the Aegean. In addition, the project aims tkevan important contribution to our
limited understanding of Early Iron Age potteryWestern Anatolia in terms of both
its physical and typological-chronological charastgions. For this the project
explicitly pursues an interdisciplinary approachviich specialists work closely
together in studying the architectural remainstalland faunal material, ceramics,
and small finds on a context-by-context basis. @ltljh multi-disciplinary approaches
are applied elsewhere in the region, particularliyldéetos were much palaeographical
research has been carried out recently (e.g. Beick®03; Millenhofiet al 2009), it
is often difficult to build up a coherent picturétbe past and the relations between

individual finds and find categories based on ttemyn(preliminary) research reports
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written. The interdisciplinary methodology applieadKlazomenai, however, makes it
possible to effectively map out relations betweadd, which in turn helps to gain a
more complete picture of the complex patterns ohéw and material movement and
interaction both at the site and in its immediatec@inding environs.

In addition to this overall interdisciplinary apjieh, the project also aims to make an
important contribution to our limited understandimigEarly Iron Age pottery on the
west coast of Asia Minor in terms of both its plegdiand typological-chronological
characterisations. As noted at an earlier stadkisnpaper, Early Iron Age pottery in
coastal Western Anatolia is usually defined intietato pottery sequences developed
elsewhere in the Aegean, most importantly Atherd laefkandi. However, it is not
always easy to relate the chronology of paintedepptstyles of mainland Greek
centers to coastal Anatolia where styles often slumal features and developments
(Greaves 2010a: 7-9). It has, for instance, onbemdy been possible to properly
trace the chronological development of the locath@&ic pottery typologies and their
relation to Athenian and Corinthian sequences, Umsxaof new stratigraphic
excavations at the major production center of Maet(e.g. Kerschner and
Schlotzhauer 2005; 2007; Schlotzhauer 2007). Umfaitely, for the Early Iron Age
such typologies do not yet exist. Consequentlyctirgextual information available at
Klazomenai offers a good opportunity to develop tloe first time a local pottery

typology based on stratified evidence.

This typo-chronological characterisation of theareics forms, however, only one
part of a much wider investigation of the ceranwtsch aims, in line with the overall
goals of the research project, aims to map patterrtee formation processes and
movements of the pots, and with that those of #dwpfe associated with them. From
a theoretical perspective, this study finds itstsaa a recent paper by Tim Ingold
(2007b) in which he expresses some concerns itiaeléo what he diagnoses as
susceptibility of abstraction in material cultutedies that threatens to alienate thing
theorists from the things actually studied. As dateChapter 3, one of Ingold’s main
concerns is that material culture studies (inclgcinchaeology) tend to treat material
things as inert objects. Ingold argues, howevet thaterial things are formed from
materials that do not remain fully stable once r@ate recognisable shape is reached

but continue to change. Although Ingold’s papemften cited by archaeological
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theorists, the idea of continuous material growdls Inot yet been recognised as a
potentially useful theoretical and empirical apmtoao trace the life histories of

objects and materials and, through that, map petter the formation processes and
movements of those specific items, and with thas¢hof the people associated with

them.

To be able to systematically follow these life ecpries the project adopts a
contextual approach and starts by grouping ceraagcsrding to a combination of

macroscopic observations and petrographic thinaseanalysis of their fabrics rather
than based on their surface treatment. Based @ngtioiuping, other variations in

terms of morphology, surface treatment, firinght@ques of forming and finishing,

use, fragmentation and taphonomy are recorded. &akins (in press) notes, the
advantage of this approach is that fabrics repteaemore sensitive indicator of

technological variation and allow us to identifysctiete traditions of production

without distortion arising from the cultural conabbns often inherent in stylistic

labels. Moreover, it explicitly draws attentiongooduction as well as other practices
in which people and pottery were entangled, suatoaking, storing, serving, giving,

receiving, fragmenting, discarding etc. and mak@®ssible to study effectively how

micro-variation at any one stage of the overalhfation process relates to another.
Finally, the approach is cost-effective as variomethods are all employed

strategically, with the high-resolution techniqube last to be used (if at all) rather
than the first.

A fabric-led investigation of ceramics is nothingwin many parts of the Aegean
where it is has been applied often with much sugdest on the west coast of Asia
Minor only one project carried out by Peter Day antleagues used a combination of
stylistic study and physico-chemical character@ato investigate the technology of
production and provenance of so-called “Kastri @fopottery (second half of the
third millennium BCE) from Limantepe, Bakla Tepedathe Cyclades (Day et al.
2009). The final report of this study has not ye¢m published. Because of the dearth
of similar analytical studies in the region, thejpcted study at Klazomenai has the
potential to make an important contribution to Edrbn Age scholarship. First, it
provides the first integrated, contextual and dhiplinary analysis of all the

material categories excavated. Second, it makesmaortant contribution to the
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establishment of local pottery typologies basedswatigraphic evidence. Third, the
project pilots a new theoretical and empirical aggh that exploits the potential of
ceramics, and potentially other material categoagsvell, to a greater extent than
more traditional methodologies, such as typo-chiagioal classification, can offer.
With the information obtained, it is aimed to shadre light on Klazomenai and
provide a new perspective on the cultural dynanmiosoastal Western Anatolia and

the Aegean during a dynamic period in Aegean hystor

6.5. Final remarks

Perhaps the most important contribution of thissithes that it has shown that the
processes and causes of material change on theeoasttof Asia Minor at the end of
the second millennium BCE are much more compler thaften assumed and that
traditional methodologies that create an Aegeo-Alimt divide and tend to
overprivilege Greek literary sources at the expeisather forms of evidence fail to
explore these dynamics effectively. What consegeedoes this have for the issue of
the lonian migration which has long dominated aedbagical narratives? The
original research proposal for this thesis stalted it intended to answer the question
whether there ever was an lonian migration. In mesys, the arguments made
throughout this work would speak against its histdrexistence, but it has also been
noted that to take this question, at least in thg Wwis currently posited, as the main
point of discussion holds back rather than stineggtrogress in our understanding of
Bronze and Iron Age lonia. Consequently, if wetarenove ahead, it may perhaps be
best to put the whole question to rest or at Is@&line it for the time being, and shift
our efforts more prominently to the identificatimf common grounds and the
formulation of methods and perspectives that allesvintegration of the much good,
but often isolated and dispersed, work currentlyndpearried out in the region into
the writing of a more or less coherent historyhs tegion in pre-Classical times and
its position within the wider Mediterranean worltlis hoped that this thesis has made
an important contribution to this by offering a #yesis of the evidence currently
available and developing new lines of thinking thatire research could pick up on

and develop further.
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