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A view from Final Neolithic and late Early Bronze Age II pottery
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IIepidnyyn

To apBpo diepevva Tig oxéoelg avapeoa otny Kevrpkn kat mn Nota EbPota, Tnv Avatohwkn Attikn kat
™ Bopeta Kéa oe d0o xpovoloyikég meptodovg: tnv Tehikr) NeohiBikry (mepimov 4100-3100 m.X.) kau
v votepn Ipwtoehhadikn II (mepimov 2450/2350-2200/2150 m.X.). To mpwto [E€POG avapépeTal 0TIg
OTEVEG OpOLOTNTEG 0TNV Kepapikn TG TeAkng NeoABkng and avaokagég otnyv Kevrpikn kot n Notia
EvBota (@appovvia kat IThakapr}), otny AvatoAikny Attikr (omfAato tov Kitoov, Kovrpa Ikhidre kat
®opwkog) kat ot Bopeta Kéa (Kepdha kat Ayia Eiprvn). Ot kepapieic avtwv Twv KOVoTHTWY Xpnot-
LOTIOLOVOAY TTAPOUOLEG CUVTAYEG YLt TOUG TTAOVG TOVG e TTPOCHEIEELS aTO TOTIKA LALKA, Kat TTaprya-
yav ta idta oxfpata. Ot KOWVEG KEPAUKES TEXVONOYIEG UTOPOVV VA epunveVTOVY WG £vOeifels yia tnv
vmap&n vavtihiag kat enapwy avapeoa oTig kotvotnteg TG EvbPotag, Tng AvatoAikng ATTIKNG Kat Twv
Bopewwv Kukhddwv. To devtepo pépog tov apbpov avagépetat otny kepapkn and v Kevrpukn Ev-
Pota (Mavika kat Agvkavti), Tnv AvatoAkn Attikr (@opikog) kat T Bopeia Kéa (Ayia Eiprivn) otnv
votepn [pwtoeladkn II. Ze avtrv v mepiodo cuvumdpXOoLV Ta OXNHATA TNG AEYOHEVNG «OpAdag
Agvkavti I - Kaotpi» pe kepagukr tng Ipwtoehhadikng II. Mmopovpe va avayvwpicovpe pia Stago-
petikn duvapkn oe oxéon pe tnv Tehwkn NeohiBukry. Ta véa €Bipa moong anod tn dutikr AvatoAia kal
0L VG TEXVONOYIEG, OTIWG 0 KEPAUIKOG TPOXOG, TTOL katd maoa mbavotnta petadidovrtat péow Haldo-
olwv odwv, dtetodvovy otnv EvPoikn kepapkn mapaywyn. H epunveia twv dedopévaov and tny Tehkn
NeohiBwkn deiyvet T ovppetoxn Twv kovothTwy TnG KapvoTtiag oe éva diktvo emagwv kat avtalla-
YOV péow Bakdoong e Toug yeitovég Tovg. Mia xthietia apyodtepa, oto tédog tng IIpwtoeAhadkrg 11,
n EvPora €xet yivel évag onpavtikog koppog o€ epmopikda diktva peydAng eppédetag.

Introduction

Archaeological work undertaken in Euboea has demonstrated that the northern and central parts
of the island were settled by the Early Neolithic (c.6540-5950)." However, the southern part of the
island, the Karystia, was settled much later, in the Late Neolithic (c.5300-4100 BC).* The Karystian
Kampos, an area with great potential for agricultural use that could have attracted Neolithic farmers,
was recently surveyed by Tankosi¢ and Chidiroglou, but no evidence earlier than the Late Neolithic

1. Sampson 1981, 50-79. It should be noted that Sampson’s Early Neolithic I is contemporaneous with the Thessalian
Early Neolithic, whereas his Early Neolithic II phase is contemporaneous with the Thessalian Middle Neolithic (see Al-
ram-Stern 1996, 117-118). For the absolute chronology of the Early Neolithic, see Perles 2001, 109-110.

2. Cullen et al. 2013; Mavridis and Tankosi¢ 2009; Sampson 1981, 92-93.
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was discovered.’ It therefore seems that the Karystia was in many ways functioning as an island within
Euboea, since it was ‘colonized’ together with other marginal landscapes, such as mountainous areas,
in the late stages of the Neolithic.* This phenomenon may be associated with a shift from spring-fed to
rain-fed agriculture and a greater emphasis on a seasonal, pastoral economy.’

The next period, the Early Bronze Age (EB) (c.3100-2000 BC) is well attested on Euboea.® In con-
trast to other Aegean regions, where the transition from the Final Neolithic (FN) to EB I is unclear,
Sampson’s important survey work has documented a significant increase in the number of sites during
his FN II and EB I phases,” which most likely reflects settlement dispersal into small farmsteads and
hamlets along with a population increase. The EB II (c.2650-2200/2150 BC) seems to be a flourishing
period. The evidence from Manika is impressive, and the settlement seems to achieve an enormous
size of 50-80 ha,® though it is not clear whether it was continuously occupied. The late phase of EB II
(¢.2450-2200/2150 BC) has been recognized at the site of Letkandi, where pottery types associated with
eating and drinking with strong similarities to types known from western Anatolia have been excavat-
ed.’ These pottery types also occur at Manika."

In this paper the connections between central and southern Euboea, eastern Attica and northern
Kea during the FN and the late EB II are investigated using archaeological ceramics as a source of
evidence. The study of excavated ceramics from these areas, which are connected through short mar-
itime journeys, can provide important insights into ceramic production, consumption and exchange.
The study has two main aims: to identify local and imported ceramic styles and to establish how local
pottery-making traditions are affected by broader changes in ceramic technology and/or the reorgani-
zation of social and economic networks in the prehistoric Aegean.

The two time periods under consideration, the end of the Neolithic, which is also known as the
EN (c.4100-3100 BC), and the late phase of the EB II (c.2450-2200/2150 BC) have been selected be-
cause there is sufficient data for inter-site comparisons of ceramic assemblages, which then allow for
the reconstruction of patterns of prehistoric interaction. For each period the ceramic styles (fabrics,
forms and surface treatments/decorations) excavated from several sites on Euboea, eastern Attica and
Kea are discussed (Fig. 1). The ceramic data on stylistic similarities and differences are interpreted in
terms of the extent and nature of the relationships among Euboean, eastern Attic and Keian communi-
ties.!! Intercommunity interactions in each period may relate to several socio-economic phenomena,
such as inter-village marriages, trade and exchange, piracy and warfare. It should be emphasized that
ceramic production, consumption and exchange are only one aspect of prehistoric economic and so-
cial relationships, which were most likely complex and formed and transformed through several types
of material culture. Still, of all the archaeological materials dated to these periods, pottery is the most
abundant and best-preserved type, and it occurs at all excavated sites, thus providing considerable re-
search potential for inter-site and interregional comparisons.

3. Tankosi¢ and Chidiroglou 2010.

4. See Tankosi¢, this volume.

5. Demoule and Perlés 1993, 399.

6. The Early Bronze Age is subdivided into three periods: EB I (¢.3100-2650 BC), EB II (c.2650-2200/2150) and EB III
(2200/2150-2000 BC). Absolute dates for the Early Bronze Age used in this paper derive from Manning 1995.

7. Sampson 1981, 23.

8. Sampson 1988, 9.

9. French 1968, 8.

10. Sampson 1985, 243-261; 1988, 64-68.

11. The assumption that each ceramic assemblage is the product of a specific community can be criticized methodo-
logically: the ceramic assemblages under examination could have been the product of one or several potters used by one or
several residential groups. The term ‘community’ is used here to describe a ‘meso’ scale of analysis between the ‘individual
and the ‘region’ (on the concept of the ‘meso’ scale, see Knappett 2011, 98-111).
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The Final Neolithic

The FN dates roughly to the 4th millennium BC (c.4100-3100 BC). It should be noted that there
is some controversy in the literature on naming this period. Renfrew, based on the work of Phelps on
ceramic typology and the data from absolute chronology, coined the term ‘Final Neolithic’ to describe
the 4th millennium BC."”? Sampson has disagreed with the term ‘Final’ and suggested an alternative
chronological scheme." This paper uses Renfrew’s terminology, which is convenient for analysing the
dataset of the study.

The pottery from seven FN sites is considered in this paper: Tharrounia in central Euboea,"* Plaka-
ri in the Karystia," the Kitsos Cave,'® Kontra Gliate'” and Thorikos' in eastern Attica, and Kephala®
and Ayia Irini*® on Kea (Fig. 1). These sites have produced significant quantities of FN pottery, and have
been published to a level of detail which permits inter-assemblage comparisons.

The data on ceramic fabrics from all case-studies indicates local production of the bulk of the as-
semblages; some imported pottery has also been identified. At Plakari, Kontra Gliate, Thorikos, Keph-
ala and Ayia Irini, the examination of ceramic fabrics establishes that most of the pottery is produced
from the local red-brown clays, which contain rock and mineral inclusions that are common in local
geologies, such as schist, limestone and/or marble, quartzite and silver mica.?* At the Kitsos Cave, as
well as the local micaceous silver fabric, the petrographic study of Courtois has identified calcite-tem-
pered and volcanic fabrics, which are most likely imports to the site,” but imports which are not from
very far away. A volcanic fabric has also been identified at Kontra Gliate, and may be an Aeginetan
import.” There is no evidence from the literature on Tharrounia for locally produced and imported
fabrics.* To conclude, the current evidence on FN ceramic fabrics from these sites seems to indicate
shared technologies. Ceramic exchange seems to be limited, as imports are low in quantity (less than
5%) in most assemblages.”

Further insights into ceramic production during the FN are provided by the study of form reper-
toires. The same ceramic shapes are produced across Euboea, Attica and the northern Cyclades (Fig. 2).

12. Renfrew 1972, 68.

13. Sampson 2006, 244-247.

14. Mari 1993, 135-151; Sampson 1993, 126-134, 152-189.

15. Cullen et al. 2013, 21-42; Keller 1982.

16. Karali 1981; Lambert 1981.

17. Nazou 2014, 88-190.

18. Nazou 2014, 191-260; Spitaels 1982.

19. Coleman 1977.

20. Wilson 1999, 6-19.

21. For the Plakari macroscopic fabrics, see Cullen et al. 2013, 27-28; for Kontra Gliate and Thorikos, see Nazou 2014,
299; for Kephala, see Coleman 1977, 9. A petrographic study of the small FN assemblage on Thorikos square 153¢5 and of
the Plakari assemblage has been conducted by De Paepe (1982), who identified the presence of metamorphic rocks in the
pottery of both sites, but is reluctant to argue for local production owing to the widespread distribution of these rocks in
the Attic-Cycladic Massif. Since there are no major differences in local geologies of the Karystia, eastern Attica and Kea, one
would need a technological study which combined ceramic petrography and chemical analysis to distinguish possible differ-
ences in clay sources, processing and firing.

22. Courtois 1981, 385 and Nazou 2014, 271-275. The calcite-tempered fabric could have been produced somewhere
in south-eastern Attica, whereas the volcanic fabric is most likely an import from nearby Plaka (even though a provenance
from Aegina cannot be excluded).

23. Nazou 2014, 173-174.

24. Kilikoglou and Maniatis (1993, 438-440 and table 1) report that non-calcareous clays were used for the production
of FN pattern burnished pottery, but do not provide any further information on local and imported fabrics. Non-calcareous
clays were also used at Thorikos and Plakari (De Paepe 1982, 72, 74).

25. Nazou 2014, 299, table 80. The only exception is the Kitsos Cave, where there is an unusually high quantity of im-
ported pottery.
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Moreover, there are striking similarities in the execution of most forms and form parts.*® Such close
similarities in form repertoires most likely indicate shared technologies among the potters of the Kar-
ystia, eastern Attica and Kea. The most likely explanation for this phenomenon is the interaction of
these communities through inter-village marriages, since pottery making is a cultural tradition which
is usually diffused through learning within a family or an extended family.’

The study of surface treatments and decorations provides similar results,” strengthening the ar-
gument for strong stylistic similarities among the ceramic assemblages. The main decorated ware, the
pattern burnished, occurs at Plakari, Kontra Gliate, Thorikos and Kephala in association with local
fabrics.” This suggests local production, but the small variations in the execution of decoration motifs
most likely indicate non-standardized production among these communities.

Therefore, the data on EN pottery production in the Karystia, eastern Attica and Kea indicate
the existence of shared ceramic technologies. This is most likely associated with active maritime links
between these areas. As we have seen, pottery exchange is limited, but there is strong evidence for the
transfer of technological knowledge and shared cultural traditions.

The late phase of the Early Bronze Age II (Lefkandi I-Kastri group)

A millennium later, during the late EB II period, different dynamics can be recognized among
the communities of Euboea, eastern Attica and Kea. In this period long-range maritime interaction
between the southern Aegean and western Anatolia affected ceramic production. At sites of this peri-
od, excavations have yielded the standard EB II ceramic repertoire of tableware forms (bowls, jugs and
sauceboats) and transport and storage vessels of various shapes and sizes.*® However, excavations at
Lefkandi have also yielded a different group of tableware forms that has received considerable research
attention. This pottery group was named the ‘Lefkandi I-Kastri group’ after the sites where this pottery
was first excavated.

When French first reported the earliest pottery from Lefkandi, he highlighted its uniqueness and
importance.* The most distinctive characteristic was the presence, for the first time in the Aegean, of
wheelmade pottery, which co-occurred with handmade pottery. Moreover, the closest form parallels
for this pottery were reported from western Anatolia, from sites such as Troy II. These stylistic connec-
tions were indicative of cultural interactions of Aegean and western Anatolian communities; however,
their precise nature still eludes us.

Earlier approaches have considered this group evidence for invasions and/or migrations.*? Further
research has considerably improved our knowledge of this group. Most researchers are now agreed
that this pottery dates to the end of EB II, namely around 2450-2200/2150 BC. Moreover, the specific
set of tableware shapes of the Lefkandi I-Kastri group (Fig. 3) may indicate the adoption of Anatolian
drinking customs, and a proliferating ideology which was in competition with existing structures.”
The shapes of the group seem to be inspired by metal prototypes, as metal vessel shapes may have in-

26. The most cited examples are the lugs of the so-called ‘elephant head’ type, the pedestalled bases and the rolled rims.

27. For examples of ethnoarchaeological studies that have demonstrated this, see Arnold 1989; Crown 1999; Deal 1998.

28. Nazou 2014, 301-303.

29. Nazou 2014, 301-302.

30. Manika, especially, has produced a wide repertoire of EB II ceramic shapes; see Sampson 1985, 142, drawings 34,
145, drawing 35.

31. French 1968, 8.

32. Doumas 1988. In support of the theory of migrations, Nafplioti (2009) has argued that some of the individuals
buried at Manika were migrants from western Anatolia.

33. Broodbank 2000, 316.
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fluenced ceramic aesthetics.* It is interesting that not all pottery types of the Lefkandi [-Kastri group
co-occur at all sites,” a fact that could partially be attributed to sample size and preservation differ-
ences, but may also be indicative of local preferences for specific shapes. At sites such as Kolonna on
Aegina and Koropi in eastern Attica the local EB II and ‘Anatolian’ traditions seem to have merged,
resulting in the creation of hybrid forms with clear ‘metallic’ influences.*

The role of Euboean communities in the process of the adoption of the potter’s wheel in the Ae-
gean and as an important exporter of the ‘Anatolian’ forms to other areas such as Attica and Kea has
become clearer in the last decade. The ‘Anatolian’ forms are very well represented in Euboea, at the very
large site of Manika near Chalkida* and in the earliest phase of occupation at Lefkandi, Letkandi phase
I (Fig. 4).”® Unfortunately, there is not enough information on local and imported fabrics from Manika
to allow us to establish whether the shapes are locally made or imported. French’s description of the
Lefkandi I fabric as ‘uniform with fine cores, even firing and of light colour (i.e. buff, pale brown and
pale red)’ raises the possibility for local production, since this fabric is macroscopically similar to the
later local Buff Plain fabric of later periods at Lefkandi.”

At Ayia Irini on Kea, five shapes of the group are represented,” and the Mine 3 assemblage from
Thorikos yielded three shapes*' (Fig. 4). Wilson reports that all the forms of the group at Ayia Irini
III are reproduced in the local Keian red-brown clays except for the wheelmade plate.* Even though
further investigation of this data through petrographic analysis still needs to be conducted, the current
evidence suggests that Keian potters at Ayia Irini III did not use the ceramic wheel, as opposed to the
Lefkandi I potters. The same may be true for Thorikos.*

Therefore, in the late phase of the Early Bronze Age II the potters of Lefkandi had learnt to use the
potter’s wheel, most likely through direct contact with potters from other regions who had mastered
this technology. The impact of the use of the potter’s wheel in the late EB II was surely very important
in the longue durée of Aegean prehistoric technology. However, a question arises as to whether wheel-
made pottery was valued more than handmade pottery at this stage. The ‘Anatolian’ tableware forms
of the Lefkandi I-Kastri group’ were skeuomorphs, most likely valued because of their aesthetic asso-
ciation with metal vessels and within the social context of feasting** and consumption. There is as yet
no data to indicate that the Euboean wheelmade bowls were imported to Attica and Kea because the
technology of their manufacture was appreciated; it seems more likely that they were imported with the
rest of the Anatolian forms as tableware sets. Still, the settlements of Manika and Lefkandj, strategically
located on promontories of the southern Euboean Gulf seem to have enjoyed privileged access to new
technologies and ideologies. Lefkandi, especially, can be highlighted as a production centre of wheel-
made pottery in this period and as an exporter of ceramics to Kea and eastern Attica.

34. Nakou 2007, 228.

35. Rutter 1979, 5-7.

36. Rutter 2012, 73-79.

37. Sampson 1985, 243-261; 1988, 64-68.

38. French 1968, 8.

39. French 1968, 8; Spencer 2010, 672-673.

40. Wilson 1999, 94-101.

41. Nazou 2014, 230-231.

42. Wilson 1999, 92-93, table 3:3.

43. At Thorikos Mine 3, the single example of a wheelmade plate is of a light brown fabric, which is most likely imported
(see Nazou 2014, 230).

44. Pullen 2013.
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Conclusions

The ceramic evidence discussed above indicates that prehistoric pottery-producing communities
living on Euboea participated in short- and long-range maritime networks. A coastal network of mar-
itime interaction between the communities of southern Euboea, eastern Attica and Kea was in action
as early as the end of the Neolithic period. Ceramic technologies were shared during this period, but
pottery exchange among settlements was limited. The social context of this network may have been
inter-village marriages, undertaken in order to broaden gene pools* and form social alliances. One
millennium later, at the end of EB II, ceramic imports become increasingly visible in the archaeological
record; the data suggests that the settlement of Lefkandi was exporting pottery to the Cycladic island
of Kea and perhaps to Thorikos in eastern Attica. The potters of Lefkandi learned to use the potter’s
wheel, a technological innovation transmitted through long-distance maritime networks along with
new tableware forms and cultural customs.

45. The need for inter-village marriages in order to broaden gene pools and its implications for Early Cycladic maritime
interaction and ideology has been discussed by Broodbank (2000, 87-89, 253). It is interesting that Stravopodi’s (1993) study
of the human bones from the Tharrounia Cave and cemetery has yielded evidence for endogamy during the Late and Final
Neolithic.
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Figures

Figure 1. Geographical
location of ceramic
assemblages used as
case-studies:

1) Manika,

2) Lefkandji, 3) Tharrounia,
4) Plakari, 5) Kontra Gliate,
6) Kitsos Cave, 7) Thorikos,
8) Ayia Irini, 9) Kephala.

/N — P

NZZ ANV KU A RPN (KD S e dﬁ)
Tharrounia % % x X x X X X
Plakari ¢ X x X X X
Kontra Gliate % % « x X x X X
Thorikos % x x X X
Kitsos % x X X X
Kephala » x X X X X X
Ayia Irini % % x x X X X

Figure 2. Table indicating the presence and absence of eight Final Neolithic forms (bowl, pithos, hole-mouth jar,
necked jar, collared jar, cheese pot, pan and scoop) in the case-studies (Data from Mari 1993, 137-138; Nazou 2014,
300, table 81; Sampson 1993, 110-116; Wilson 1999, 6-19).
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Figure 3. The most characteristic shapes of the Letkandi I-Kastri group (After Rutter 1979, figs. 1, 2):
1-2) wheelmade plate or shallow bowl, 3) shoulder-handled tankard, 4) neck-handled tankard,
5-7) bell-shaped cup, 8-9) depas cup, 10) lentoid jug with cutaway spout, 11) incised pyxis.

Lefkandil | Manika | Ayialrinilll | Thorikos
Wheelmade plate X X X X
Neck-handled tankard X X X X
Shoulder-handled tankard X X
Bell-shaped cup X X X
Depas cup X X
Lentoid jug with cutaway spout X X X

Figure 4. Table indicating the presence and absence of the ‘Anatolian’ shapes in the case-studies
(Data after Wilson 1999, 97-100).



