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1
INTRODUCTION

The Iron Age remains one of the most dynamic periods of Mediterranean
history. Individuals travelled further than ever before, with various peoples
settling along foreign shores throughout the Sea, not just the central or
eastern regions as during the Bronze Age. Greeks and Phoenicians, in par-
ticular, established themselves on all coasts, from North Syria and Cilicia
to France and Spain, from North Africa to the coasts of the Adriatic. This is
the age of the dissemination of the alphabet from Phoenicians to Greeks, and
the subsequent development of alphabetic scripts based upon the Phoenico-
Greek model by populations throughout the Mediterranean. This is also the
period that generated the so-called Orientalizing Movement, in which other
aspects of Near Eastern cultures, particularly material goods and religious
ideas, inspired and motivated the Greeks and others in their own products
and practices. The volume and variety of items traded throughout the
Mediterranean, via long distance and more localized routes, expanded to
unprecedented levels.

This book explores one major aspect within this vibrant setting: the
responses by local populations to the permanent establishment of nearby
foreign communities. Virtually every element of this statement demands
explanation, justification and parameter-setting, although an even greater
question that deserves an answer first is why. The Iron Age Mediterranean as
a place during a particular time falls between spheres of scholarship, particu-
larly those traditionally defined as Classical Archaeology and Near Eastern
Archaeology. Study of the Greeks, as one significant culture active throughout
the Mediterranean, represents a major component of the former, while study
of the Phoenicians, as another significant, active culture across the Mediter-
ranean, is usually addressed by scholars in the latter (but not exclusively).
Both disciplines, however, have a reputation for working in isolation from
other archaeological fields and are perceived to have been slow to adopt
innovations in scholarship, particularly the integration of archaeological the-
ory. While this is not the forum for a debate about the merits or deficiencies
of the application of theoretical models to a body of data, developments in
theoretical interpretations do provide an impetus for reflection upon previous
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views. Inspired by postcolonial perspectives in particular, this volume aims
to reinterpret data from across the Mediterranean as a means of shedding new
light on ancient interactions.

To do so, it will be necessary to reassess patterns in and distributions of
material evidence and social practices, and interpretations surrounding them,
as a means of exploring the impact that the Iron Age colonial movements
had on various populations. This book is not about the development of colo-
nial identities, however, but rather will examine material culture associated
with and from the perspective of those populations already settled in the
areas where foreign colonies were then established, with explicit interest in
comparing and contrasting the influences of colonies on such populations. The
foreign communities in question are those settlements that are commonly
identified as Greek and Phoenician colonies. The nearby aspect mentioned
above reflects a dual meaning: as a geographical territory in which both
Greeks and Phoenicians established settlements, and as the notion that the
Greeks and Phoenicians were competing for the attention of a particular
population or populations. It is especially with this point that the scope of
the present study becomes bounded to three areas: the north-eastern corner of
the Mediterranean, in particular North Syria; the island of Sicily; and ancient
North Africa. In all three regions, Greeks and Phoenicians settled and were
therefore forced to interact with the same existing populations as well as one
another. Although colonies were founded elsewhere in the Mediterranean,
the prospect of competing influence over a territory and its population(s)
exists nowhere else than in these three regions, and this is the defining
feature of such a comparative study. Phoenicians did not found colonies in the
Black Sea, although the Greeks did so abundantly. On the island of Sardinia,
only the Phoenicians established colonies, and the dynamics of their activ-
ities, especially interactions with the Etruscans, Greeks and Sardinians,
remain a separate and distinctive sphere of analysis (van Dommelen 1998);
while a regional study of Sicily, Sardinia and Italy would be illuminating,
this would be situated amid very different cultural, economic and political
circumstances and thus would address diverse questions and issues. Similarly,
the nature of foreign settlement on Cyprus is distinct. Greek migrations to
Cyprus occurred at the end of the second millennium Bc, while the Phoeni-
cian settlements of the first millennium were ruled from Tyre. As such,
Cyprus represents a unique situation worthy of its own study. The far west
Mediterranean is excluded for temporal reasons, since by the time the Greeks
established their own settlements in France and Spain, the Punic phase of
Phoenician history can be considered to have begun. The Phoenician home-
land had been incorporated comprehensively into the Neo-Assyrian empire
by the end of the seventh century, and Tyre itself was finally destroyed by
the Neo-Babylonians in the middle of the sixth century, eliminating any
practical political motherland. Thus Phoenician overseas settlements turned
to Carthage as their cultural focal point, giving rise to the Punic era. The
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development and role of Carthage as a political power player on the Mediter-
ranean stage, in archaeological as well as historical terms, are significantly
beyond the scope, and even aim, of the present study. Therefore focus within
the Iron Age in this study lies between the eighth and sixth centuries BC,
which encapsulates the main thrust of overseas foundations prior to the
Punic period of Mediterranean history.

Much within even this brief explanation requires further discussion at
the theoretical level and with regard to background scholarship. The Iron
Age as a period needs temporal definition, since its dates are geographically
contextual. The identification of foreign settlements as colonies, trading sites
or other has been contentious in recent literature, and the utilization of the
term ‘colony’ in this study must be situated. Previous methods for reinter-
preting the archaeological evidence for early Iron Age cultural contact and
colonial influences also need to be presented to contextualize the present
study and its conclusions. The rest of this chapter therefore explains these
points, and others, as a means of providing the necessary frameworks for the
subsequent examinations of the case-study regions.

When is the Iron Age?

To Near Eastern and Greek archaeologists, the Iron Age begins during the
twelfth century BC, after the migration of the Sea Peoples and the general
collapse of the Mycenaean palace system. In Sicily, however, the Iron Age
is perceived as beginning only during the ninth century BC, when long-
standing Bronze Age chiefdoms gave way to more egalitarian communities,
and with associated material developments. The presence of iron, itself, is
not always a necessary factor for the beginning of an Iron Age anywhere
in the Mediterranean; in Sicily, for instance, iron was in use by the end
of the second millennium BC. Along coastal North Africa, an Iron Age may
be considered to commence with the foundation of Carthage, historically
dated to the twelfth century yet archaeologically supported only from the
eighth century; for the interior, however, traditional scholarship considered
all periods prior to Roman contact, which dates to the fourth century, as
merely Prehistoric.

One of the defining features of the Iron Age as broadly applied to the
Mediterranean is the perception of renewed cultural links after the wide-
spread destructions and subsequent community withdrawals from regular
long-distance communication during the twelfth and eleventh centuries BC.
This period used to be described as the Dark Age of Mediterranean history,
but research increasingly demonstrates that this period was not so dark, nor
so isolated, although it remains seemingly so in comparison to what was
before and what came after. It is particularly evidence for trade, in its most
general sense, that characterizes the beginning of a new impetus in the Medi-
terranean in the early first millennium, initially conducted by individuals
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working in an independent rather than state capacity. This in turn gave rise
to broader, more regular trading activities, and ultimately the movement of
peoples through the establishment of overseas settlements, often viewed as to
capitalize upon commercial opportunities.

The end of the Iron Age is rarely defined, as the period segues into the
Archaic phase of Classical civilization, which coincides with the advent of the
Punic era of Mediterranean history, the full development of the city-state
in the Greek world, and the very beginning of Rome’s Republican period.
Often literary references to major historical events, however the events in
question might be portrayed, have prompted scholars to define new phases
with regard to these events. Thus in the Near East, Iron Age terminology is
replaced in the sixth century BC with Persian periodization (Lehmann 1998:
1 and 30 for the use of such ethno-political tags), while in North Africa, it is
Roman occupation at the end of the first century BC that heralds this change,
despite continuity in the material culture on which the previous periodiza-
tions had been based. By contrast, in Sicily, the Iron Age as a chronological
term ceases to have relevance after the fifth century, for by the end of this
time the local pottery forms on which the periodization had been based
were no longer broadly produced; this change in terminology has been
materially-led.

Early exchanges

Our evidence for international contact comes from foreign objects found
across the Mediterranean, items that arrived in various places only because
someone brought them there and offered them to an individual. In particu-
lar, these are Near Eastern and Greek goods. The nature of these earlier Iron
Age exchanges is difficult to view as widespread and regular trade. Rather,
Greek and Near Eastern finds are sporadic in the other’s contexts largely
until the eighth century. Many have therefore viewed these nascent links as
evidence of gift exchange between elites, rather than regular contact through
established mercantile networks (recently: Crielaard 1998; Coldstream 2000;
Lemos 2001, 2005). Such gifts often may be interpreted as representations
of the obligations men assume in relation to one another as the symbols of
friendship, solidarity, peace, indebtedness and obligation, and reflect an
understanding of social context, custom, classification and hierarchy.' Some
scholars have emphasized the reciprocal nature of gift-exchange and its
ability to socialize aggressive behaviour, while others lend primacy to the
motivation to retain possessions in the context of a non-destructive mechan-
ism of social competition.” The gifts in question tend to be lasting works
of craftsmanship that circulated, such as bronze and silver vessels, items of
jewellery, or even classes of ceramics. Thus, the high prestige value of the
Near Eastern objects and their Greek contexts — deliberately disposed in
burials — articulate to some the status relationship, political obligation and
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social ranking aspects of gift exchange (Finley 1979; Coldstream 1983,
2000; Morris 1986; Crielaard 1998; Lemos 2001, 2005). Jones rightly points
out, however, that the different interpretations regarding gift exchange rest
on assumptions; there are no characteristics of the goods themselves or their
contexts that could be used to reject or accept any hypothesis regarding gift
exchange, since the motivations are unobservable (Jones 2000: 63). Never-
theless, gift exchange remains a valuable hypothesis to explain the seeming
discrepancies between the metal vessels and faience jewellery offered by
Near Easterners — objects we view as of high value — and the pottery vessels
circulated by the Greeks, which we do not consider to be of similarly high
value given the more ubiquitous nature of such clay goods. The somewhat
occasional nature of these finds, with regard to type of object, context and
date, still strongly imply an exchange between individuals — likely to be elite
— and must reflect some sort of cross-cultural understanding for the pattern
to be repeated during the tenth and ninth centuries in particular.’

By the end of the eighth century BC, there is a clear increase in the volume
of Near Eastern and Greek goods in foreign contexts, with a wider variety of
types, particularly pottery forms, including those that carried organic pro-
ducts (oil, wine, foodstuffs). Such items appear with sufficient regularity in
urban, domestic contexts (as opposed to funerary or religious ones) that these
exchanges are more easily marked as evidence of broader trading activities.
Such activity developed as merchant enterprise rather than state-controlled
exchange (Sherratt and Sherratt 1993), and various trade routes emerged as
individuals forged links between specific regions and settlements. During
the tenth and ninth centuries, Cyprus to Crete emerged as one route, and
Rhodes to the Aegean as another. Links extended subsequently to the Near
Eastern mainland, uniting Phoenicia into the Cyprus—Crete route; expanded
to the western Mediterranean; and integrated North Syria more directly
with the Aegean. These particular routes are implied by the quantities and
origins of eastern goods found in various contexts and locales throughout the
Mediterranean (such as at various coastal sanctuaries). By the eighth century,
such goods appear regularly, suggesting steady trade, and during the seventh
century, Egypt and North Africa entered into the Mediterranean network.

Early studies of the ancient economy viewed much of this exchange
specifically as trade in prestige goods, since the economy itself revolved
primarily around subsistence practices, and the main basis of wealth was
found in agriculture and land ownership. As a result, inter-regional trade was
small in scale and expensive, with only luxury goods, used for high-status
competition and ostentatious display in state, community and individual
contexts, being transported. Thus, in this model, advocated initially by
Hasebroek and Finley, the traders and craftsmen were of more lowly status
than their elite, gift-exchanging predecessors (Hasebroek 1933; Finley 1973;
for discussions of the development of interpretations of the ancient economy,
see Hopkins 1983; Cartledge 1983, 1998; Davies 1998; Andreau 2002;
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Reed 2003). The impetus to colonize has often been viewed as a direct result
of the need to broaden mercantile and hence financial opportunities within
such an economic sphere for these less upwardly mobile traders,* at least
for the Greeks. There is little evidence regarding the social status of their
Phoenician counterparts from a Phoenician perspective, since such records do
not exist. This relationship between trade and colonization, therefore, requires
further discussion here, especially with regard to models that address issues
of production and distribution.

Discussions surrounding the ancient economy that rely upon archaeology
have often been posited in terms of the discourse of World-Systems Theory —
such as Sherratt and Sherratt 1993, expressly for the Mediterranean — which
suggests a model to understand the relationships between various societal
divisions of labour, from the acquisition of raw materials to the markets.
Developed by Wallerstein as a means of studying the rise of capitalism,
it incorporated the raw materials, labour and markets into the industrial
process that began in the sixteenth century AD in Europe, culminating in
the imperial forms of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries across the
world. This truly global approach was the fundamental distinction between
Wallerstein’s model and those proposed by Marx and his followers, who
focused on Europe exclusively. A world-system may be defined as a unit with
a single division of labour and multiple cultural systems. In other words,
it is an inter-societal system marked by a self-contained division of labour.
It depends upon the identification of a core with advanced production and
distribution, and a periphery that provides the raw materials, as well as a
semi-periphery, which both exploits and is exploited (Wallerstein 1974;
Hall 2000; for core-periphery theory explicitly, see Rowlands ez #/. 1987;
Champion 1989; Rowlands 1998a). The model has been explicitly linked to
the study of colonial movements, since colonial foundations are often regarded
as a result of the expansion of trade (see, for instance, Dyson 1985).

Yet the applicability of this model to non-capitalist societies has been
widely challenged on the grounds that there is little evidence for trade
that supports systemic regional relations of dependency in such societies.
The model dictates that the same set of economic forces be applied, which
may not necessarily be appropriate. With particular regard to the Iron Age
Mediterranean, dependency or exploitation may not have been a characteristic
of the economies of the ancient world. It has been argued that Greece could
not have served as a core, for instance, since there was no concept of a state,
but rather in the Greek world a variety of state models were utilized, and
there is no indication of the kind of cooperation necessary between them
for the successful functioning of a stable economic core. Furthermore, social
meanings behind the acquisition of certain objects and reinterpretations
in other cultures are neglected in the model (with specific regard to the
Mediterranean: Arafat and Morgan 1994; Woolf 1990; for general applica-
tions and criticisms, see Peregrine 1996; Dietler 1999; Gosden 2004; various
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essays in Kardulias 1999; Denemark ez #/. 2000). These criticisms also set
it up in direct contrast with the Finley view of the ancient economy, which
denies any kind of systemic regional relationship, since in the Finley model
trade was only in luxury products, and thus there can be no notion of
exploitation through production for trade.

The dialogue has developed in both spheres recently. From the view of
the ancient historian, one new model presents an almost three-dimensional
image of ancient exchanges. It discusses flows, rather than exchanges, in
three stages of complexity. The first stage is between cells from the smallest
individual household to those between a city agora and ‘out of region’. The
second stage incorporates a wider range of transactions not apparent in the
size-related increments of the previous stage, such as those involving private
employment or cultic entities. The third stage addresses state-related flows,
such as state wages and taxation (Davies 1998). The strength of such a model
is that it allows for the mapping of all the economic flows within a society,
describing structures and networks within a single model. It does not,
however, shed light on the motivations of individuals, for instance, nor
necessarily will it map relationships between two regions.

From the archaeological perspective, a recent development has been to
view the core and periphery (and semi-periphery) not as opposite, exclusive
spaces (Rowlands 1998a: 225), but rather to explore them as spheres for
interaction, viewed by some as the ‘middle ground’ (White 1991; Malkin
2002, 2004; Gosden 2004). The middle ground, which acts as core and
periphery, in both geographic and social contexts, serves as a means of inter-
preting the physical, material and social interactions of cultures, interactions
in which everyone had agency and mutual need. It emphasizes mutual
accommodation and requires an inability of both sides to gain their ends
through force, which is why new conventions for cooperation must develop
(White 1991: 52). As a process, therefore, it unites value systems to create a
working relationship between them, often resulting in new sets of meanings
and interactions over time. One might see a middle ground in North Syria,
for instance, a region where Phoenicians and Greeks lived and interacted
with the local cultures and one another, creating new meanings in material
usages and cultural ideologies. One of the most obvious results deriving
from this particular middle ground was what we discuss as the orientaliza-
tion of Hellenic culture, which in reality was the Greek reinterpretation of
selective eastern practices and traditions from the fostering of cross-cultural
interactions. Dominance and exploitation are not features of this particular
model and, indeed, this is borne out in the evidence from North Syria, as will
become apparent in the next chapter. Middle grounds may be also found in
Sicily and North Africa.

The various paradigms for examining spheres of multi-cultural interaction
come together in the ideas of connectivity across frontiers and between
microregions of the Mediterranean through the redistribution of commodities,
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as expounded recently by Horden and Purcell (2000). The metaphor of a
slope of connectivity is used explicitly to draw us away from notions of
centrality and peripherality in our interpretations of interregional interactions
(Purcell 2003: 22) and to refine notions of the frontier from physical (e.g.
land/sea) or political boundaries to gateways of human mobility through
which the relocation of producers and consumers in different microregions
took place (Purcell 2005a: 121-4). Despite an emphasis on production and
labour regimes, and movement, in the connectivity model (see Purcell 2005a
and 2005b for the ancient world in particular), our understanding of con-
nective distributive patterns still revolve around the idea that consumption is
a stage in a process of cultural communication in which social and/or cultural
value is embodied in commodities exchanged. Desire, demand, exchange of
one thing for another and power all interact to create economic value in
specific social situations of the moment, and drive production. The social
readings are reflected in the desire, demand for and economic value of an
item, since desire creates demand, leading us to consume (Bourdieu 1984;
Appadurai 1986; Douglas and Isherwood 1996). This consumptive angle
requires us to focus upon the perspective of the experiences and interests of
the consumer, rather than the producer, since objects were produced in
response to demand. This is especially in the case of luxury and desired
items, which are the primary commodities exchanged between different
cultural communities across the Mediterranean during the Iron Age. The
limited circulation of luxury goods and the need for centres of production
and reception return us to the broader views of ancient economic practice,
where while consumption must be recognized as an important factor on a
more globalized scale (Purcell 2003, 2005a, 2005b), its importance to the
local extraction of value must not be overlooked (Miller 1995). This is essen-
tial for our interpretations surrounding early colonial exchanges with local
populations.

Luxuries play a particularly important role in the communication of cultural
values and can be viewed as a special register of consumption, as part of a large-
scale consumption pattern, in which their principal use is rhetorical and
social, as goods that are incarnated signs. The deliberately limited circulation
of an object and its social significance promotes exclusivity in knowledge
of the cultural code, and this is often manipulated to promote power and
status.” Luxuries, therefore, may be characterized by restriction in price or
law to elites; complexity of acquisition; capacity to signal fairly complex
social messages; specialist knowledge as a prerequisite for their ‘appropriate’
consumption; and/or a high degree of linkage of their consumption with body,
person and personality (Appadurai 1986: 38). In other words, knowledge of
the cultural code is important to the value of luxuries. New commodities
may begin as luxuries but develop into perceived necessities, or at least
become culturally standardized. Luxuries can therefore lose their exclusive
nature, as knowledge of the cultural code spreads (Douglas and Isherwood
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1996: 68-9, 106) or develops as it is reinterpreted within the recipient
culture (Howes 1996). This aspect is particularly significant for colonial
situations, where it is important to understand the cultural codes of the
recipient cultures if an understanding of the impact and influences of colon-
izing cultures is to be better gained. Thus notions of agency and resistance
must be examined, as one scholar has recently phrased it, to ‘identify the
local social and cultural logic of consumption of foreign goods and practices
and to understand the unintended consequences of such consumption in the
entanglement of the colonial situation’ (Dietler 1999: 483). This entails an
emphasis upon how and why goods were selected for use and foreign customs
modified, why other cultural aspects were not adopted, and the resulting
cultural developments.

The developing consumptive role of luxuries can be identified easily in the
patterns of imported goods exchanged between the Near East and Greece
before and after the eighth century BC. Prior to the eighth century, the
exclusive nature of the types of goods and their findspots suggest selective
consumption identified with elite individuals in both communities, while
their more widespread presence and provenances during the eighth and
seventh centuries imply a broader understanding of the code that is no longer
restricted to the elite (e.g. Lemos 2005). As a more detailed case study, in
Sicily, initially only Greek drinking vessels associated with the symposium
were of interest to the non-foreign populations, despite the range of materials
otherwise available from the Greeks. Used in accordance with local traditions
and customs, the sympotic wares initially had a restricted circulation before
becoming more widely used, and finally imitated in local production (Hodos
2000c; for other specifically Mediterranean examples of consumption, see
also Snodgrass 1983; Osborne 1996; Crielaard 1999a, 1999b).

These two examples, one general, one specific, contribute to the notion of
Mediterraneanization, the dynamic process of connectedness in the Mediter-
ranean (Morris 2003: 33). As a concept, it derives much from recent theories
of globalization, particularly its emphasis on the process of connection. It stands
as an embellishment to the theory of connectivity in that it emphasizes states
of flux, takes into account sociological elements, and addresses the winners
and losers in the process. The active elements of the processes of connection
are the focus of the present volume, in which the specific case studies
developed in the following chapters examine the conditions of connectivity
and highlight the varied processes and outcomes across the Mediterranean in
a snapshot of the Iron Age.

Colonization in the ancient world

Those engaged in the transport and exchange of goods, whether as gifts,
commodities or other, gained detailed knowledge of other regions of the
Mediterranean as prospects for viable, sustainable settlement, opportunities
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for expanding commercial opportunities, and ways and means of doing
things. One of the direct results of the earlier Iron Age exchanges was the
foundation of colonies. The reasons are varied and contentious, and it is not
my intention to engage in a discussion of why the Greek and Phoenician
colonies were founded, although overpopulation, land shortage and com-
mercial ambition are generally cited as reasons that the Greeks, in particular,
established colonies; the Phoenician settlements are often characterized as
expressly interested in trade opportunities, particularly for raw resources.
Means of legitimization were often tied in with perspectives of cultural
superiority or dominance in our ancient sources. Foundation myths, first
recorded centuries after settlement, may subsequently have been used as a
method of establishing rights to the territory, and sometimes were based
upon mythic occupation tales. Religious sanction was another tool to justify
aggressive action on the part of the new settlers. Lands often described as
‘empty’ were empty only in the eye of the beholder, or authors legitimizing
the Greeks’ claim, in particular, to territory on foreign shores (Malkin 1987,
1997; Dougherty 1993).

For the ancient world, the movement of groups of individuals to settlements
in foreign territories has traditionally been discussed through the active
voice of colonization, rather than through the politically-laden overtones of
colonialism. Scholarship in the field of Greek colonization movements has
been dominated by two Oxford University archaeologists in particular:
T.J. Dunbabin, Reader in Classical Archaeology, and his successor, John
Boardman. Dunbabin was an Australian by birth and grew up in the 1910s
and 1920s, during the time that his nation, itself a colonial frontier, was
striving to define itself against an indigenous substratum. He moved to Brit-
ain in the 1930s, the final era of the British Empire, when notions of coloni-
alism were still held in high regard (de Angelis 1998). His research focused
on Greek activities in the central Mediterranean, and Greek interactions with
the civilizations of the eastern Mediterranean. His first book, The Western
Greeks (1998), explored Greek activity particularly in Italy and Sicily. Only
limited attention was given to the non-Greek populations in terms of discus-
sion and significance. Rather, they are generalized as primitive and in need
of the benefits of Hellenic civilization with nothing to offer the Greeks in
return.

Strong in Dunbabin’s background was the cultural primacy assigned to
Classical Greek civilization by the modern West, as rooted in the classical
tradition (Morris 1994; Shanks 1996), and this theme is perhaps more per-
vasive in scholarship on Greek colonization than any perceived colonialist
ideologies. Even when Dunbabin turned his attention to the supposedly
more enlightened eastern Mediterranean civilizations, who bestowed their
artistic styles and techniques, as well as religious ideas and practices, upon
the Greeks, he still found supremacy in Greek actions, since ‘the Greeks
learnt more, and made more use of these [Syrian} works, than Syrians or

10



INTRODUCTION

Phoenicians did of the Greeks’ works at this time [ninth to eighth centuries}
(Dunbabin 1957: 37). Even though the Greeks took much and gave little in
return in this instance, in Dunbabin’s eyes they still managed to make more
of the situation than anyone else involved, reinforcing the notion of the time
of Greek cultural superiority.

Emphasis on the importance of Greek civilization in the Mediterranean
world perhaps culminates in the works of John Boardman. Boardman became
Reader in Classical Archaeology after Dunbabin’s death. Although he may be
more widely recognized for his extensive contributions to the study of Greek
art (e.g. Shanks 1996), he has maintained a substantial publication record
in the archaeology of Greek colonization. In 1964, Boardman published his
seminal work on the subject, The Greeks Overseas, which appeared in its
fourth edition in 1999. Boardman’s focus, like Dunbabin’s, has been on the
spread of Greek civilization throughout the Mediterranean. Unlike Dunbabin,
Boardman was explicit in his examination of the material evidence for rela-
tions between Greeks and non-Greek speakers by examining the influences
the Greeks had upon these non-Greek cultures. To Boardman, however,
Greek culture (itself viewed as somewhat static) overwhelmed others with its
sophistication of objects and artefacts, and enlightened customs and tradi-
tions. In his essentialist view, there is little consideration of acts of agency on
the part of the non-Greeks, nor of any reciprocity. This is best summed up
in his description of Greek interaction with the non-foreign populations of
Sicily and Italy, when he states, ‘In the west the Greeks had nothing to learn,
much to teach’ (Boardman 1999c: 190).

These scholars worked within a framework dominated by the notion of
Hellenization, a concept broadly applied to the adoption of Greek cultural
elements by non-Greek populations, usually as a result of direct contact with
Hellenes through trade and/or, more often, colonization. It thus incorporates
both colonialist and philhellenic ideologies. As a term, however, it lacks
analytical power, since not all aspects of Greek culture were adopted by those
with whom the Greeks came into contact through prolonged settlement,
and different aspects were preferred by some and not others. Its usage, most
frequently in colonialism contexts, implies a passive acceptance of Greek
material goods and ideologies on the part of the non-Greeks, with no con-
sideration of agency, nor of reciprocity. Furthermore, it obscures the fact that
any adoption that did occur was not at a uniform rate. Hellenization, as a
result of colonization, remains a form of colonialism.

While Hellenization has been criticized, it is only most recently that
scholars are beginning to modify their interpretations and actively apply
more encompassing frameworks from other disciplines of archaeology, par-
ticularly ideas and models drawn from postcolonialism. The result is a much
more nuanced view of Greek activities abroad, and especially the responses
of other cultures to the Greeks as a result of direct contact. The ideologies
of postcolonial scholarship strive to articulate the active histories of the
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colonized and to deconstruct the binary models of colonized and colonizers.
Boardman’s recent criticisms of postcolonial scholarship as a replacement
of old prejudices with modern ones® ignores the fact that postcolonial
scholarship does not deny the impact of the foreign, colonizing cultures; it
continues to assesses their influences, but now takes into account notions of
agency, reciprocity and hybrid developments in the process.

Study of the Phoenician colonial movement in the Mediterranean can be
similarly criticized. This sphere of research as an archaeological discipline
was initiated by Sabatino Moscati, who published the first archaeological
synthesis in 1966 (I/ Mondo dei Fenici), at roughly the same time Boardman
produced The Greeks Overseas. In many respects, Moscati’s work presented a
similar monocultural understanding of the Phoenicians in their overseas
settlements, and focused exclusively on Phoenician characteristics within the
colonies, using Carthage as the archetype rather than an unusual exception.
Orientalists have a tendency to downplay Phoenician feats or conflate them
with Greek achievements, and Phoenician activities in the Mediterranean
are often still assessed from evolutionist and dualist frameworks (see the
discussion in van Dommelen 1998: 17-24). More recent scholarship, such
as the works of H.G. Niemeyer and M.E. Aubet’s recent synthesis (Aubet
2001), continues to set the study of Phoenician colonization within a frame-
work of opposition to and competition with Greek colonies, often paying little
interest to Phoenician interactions with and influences upon local populations,
and even less to any reciprocity or the development of hybrid cultures as
a result of such contacts (e.g. Niemeyer 1990, 1993, 1999, 2002; Aubet
2001). It is only very recently that this trend is altering (the work of van
Dommelen, in particular).’

Until the rise of Carthage as a major Mediterranean power base and focus
for the other scattered settlements after the destruction of the Phoenician
homeland, the Phoenician settlements abroad were assumed to be not as
land-hungry as their Greek counterparts. Tales of hostile and aggressive
territorial conquest on the part of the Phoenicians are not mentioned in any
literary record. Distinction must be made, however, between those areas
where the Phoenicians were in competition with Greek settlements, and
those where they were not. In the former (which include the case-study
regions of this book), the material impact of the Phoenicians on other cul-
tures is less dramatic during the earlier colonial period; Sicily, for instance,
has been broadly interpreted as Hellenized, not Phoenicianized. The fact that
few areas are considered to have been Phoenicianized is intriguing, as the
impetus for Phoenician expansion overseas is generally held to have been for
the acquisition of raw materials, and thus implies commercial exchanges,
so it may be surprising that lasting cultural influences as a result of such
exchange are not readily apparent. In fact, the very basic forms of exchange,
themselves, may be masked by the intrusion of Greek cultural artefacts,
contributing to the debate regarding who transported what.
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Where Phoenicians maintained a geographical monopoly on colonial settle-
ments, there is strong evidence that they did adopt strategies of territorial
control. Sardinia is one such example. The Phoenicians initially founded the
coastal settlements of Nora and Tharros along the south and western coasts
respectively, and Sulcis on the south-western offshore island of Sant’Antioco,
in the middle of the eighth century BC. During the later seventh century,
new sites were established, presumably to facilitate contacts with the interior.
Their situations reflect a strategic awareness of routes between the coast
and the mineral-rich interior, and thus avenues of control, and include
hilltop strongholds. Some were pitched to secure easy and direct access
to inland fertile plains. The location of these sites and the subsequent distri-
bution of Phoenician pottery throughout the island, in comparison with
previous distribution patterns of Etruscan wares, in particular, reveal an
increased Phoenician involvement in the internal affairs of Sardinia (van
Dommelen 1998).

Nevertheless, parallels in Greek and Phoenician colonial scholarship can
still be drawn. On the one hand, Greek and Phoenician activities abroad are
no longer viewed as replications of life in the mother-cities. The colonial
experience is acknowledged as a modification into something new, framed
within ideologies of hybridity (Malkin 2003; Antonaccio 2005). It has been
demonstrated that the Greek colonists in Sicily, for instance, made active
decisions about the burial forms they utilized more in competition with
neighbouring Greek settlements rather than in replication of homeland prac-
tices. A sense of distinct identity, developed and nurtured in foreign shores
and explicit from the mother-city, was extended to the pan-Hellenic religious
sphere, observable in the architecture of Sicilian Greek sanctuaries and the
dedications that Sicilian Greeks made in the international sanctuaries of
Greece (Shepherd 1995, 2000, 2005b). Approaches to Phoenician colonization
have undergone a similar renaissance, with the recognition that Phoenician
colonies highlighted certain features not common in the homeland, such as
the tophet, and created distinctly colonial cultures, including more localized
cultural spheres (Aubet 2001; van Dommelen 1998, 2002, in press a). In
addition, there is an emphasis on the articulation of voices of the so-called
native populations from the material remains, and a focus upon why elements
of foreign culture were only selectively adopted, and adapted, with regard and
in response to active local social mechanisms rather than mere emulation, and
why other aspects were rejected (Dietler 1989, 1999; Hodos 2000c; Albanese
Procelli 2003; Antonaccio 2004). All these avenues of study underline the
local significance of any colonial-sphere interaction.

Colonialism in the ancient world

Scholarly interpretations of colonial movements have been related frequently
to our experiences of more recent colonial activities, especially those influenced
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by the British Empire and its particular colonialist aspect. Colonialism itself
refers to the colonial system or principle, one in which foreigners are resident
outside of their homeland and engaged in the socio-economic exploitation or
domination of the otherwise existing population. It therefore addresses power
relations, and those of domination and resistance. As a process to be examined
archaeologically, it has been defined as one where ‘material culture moves
people, both culturally and physically, leading them to expand geographic-
ally, to accept new material forms and to set up power structures around a
desire for material culture’ (Gosden 2004: 153; see also Rowlands 1998b;
Gosden 1999; with specific regard to the Iron Age Mediterranean: Dietler
1999; Morris 1994; Shanks 1996; van Dommelen 1997, 1998).

Colonialism in modern thinking finds its origins in the empires of the post-
Renaissance world, and from which parallels to ancient forms of colonialism
were drawn, often as a means of legitimizing the economic and political
domination of foreign territories by European cultures (Rowlands 1998b;
Gosden 1999; van Dommelen 1998, 2002; Malkin 2004). It was initially
applied to the ancient world as a means of exploring the Roman empire from
a perspective other than that of imperialism, which was rooted in the post-
Medieval phenomenon of imperialism as bound to economic exploitation and
Marxist ideologies that linked imperialism with capitalism (Bartel 1985;
Millett 1990; Woolf 1990; Webster 1996, see Mattingly’s North Africa case
study: Mattingly 1996b). Thus it has only recently been considered as a
framework for examination in Mediterranean archaeology, particularly when
compared with the study of colonialism within the sphere of anthropology
(van Dommelen 1998: 15-36; Malkin 2004).

The term itself derives from the English word colony, initially meaning
nothing more than a settlement in a new country which was subject to a
parent state. This term, of course, originated from the Latin colonia, which
was used to indicate a variety of settlements that seem to have been dis-
tinguished by their constitutions with an emphasis on citizenship, and were
often federal foundations. Some were for territorial control, perhaps as a
defensive settlement established by the Roman administration, or to provide
land grants to retired legionaries (Sherwin White 1973: 76-94; for a com-
parison of coloniae in Britain, see Millett 1990: 85-91). None of these usages
compares with the varieties of overseas settlement types of the Greeks and
Phoenicians, however, and this has given rise to recent dissatisfaction with
English terminology to describe and discuss the nature of Iron Age settlings
at overseas sites (see below; Osborne 1998).

Perhaps even greater dissatisfaction can be found in the colonialist ter-
minology used to describe those peoples and cultures with whom the Greeks
and Phoenicians came into contact in these foreign regions, particularly the
terms ‘native’ and ‘indigenous’. Indigenous, which should refer to a culture
that originated in its region of settlement, implying permanent habitation
since the beginning of time (Whitehouse and Wilkins 1989: 124, note 1), is
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often taken to mean those cultures who were settled and established for some
time in a given territory before the arrival of new foreign settlers, even
though the already-resident population may have migrated from elsewhere
only a century or two prior to the arrival of the new colonists. Such is the case
of the Aramaeans in North Syria, who settled in the region only during the
Early Iron Age, mixing with the existing populations to such an extent that
many generalize the North Syrian population of the Iron Age as simply
Aramaean, even though it was culturally mixed. Equally, the Ausonian
culture in Sicily migrated from the Aeolian Islands during Sicily’s Late
Bronze Age, the most recent cultural migration in prehistory, yet they are
often discussed as one of the so-called indigenous populations of the island.
The semi-nomadism practised by North African populations clearly defies a
permanently sedentary characterization. ‘Native’ is equally unsatisfying, as it
is imbued with nineteenth-century notions of the inequality of races, influ-
enced by Darwin’s evolutionary theories of race and human nature, in which
natives were seen as socially primitive and culturally static, who simply pas-
sively accepted enlightened Western civilization. In such views, the idea of
agency has been disregarded (Trigger 1989; Gamble 1992; Bowler 1992).
The term ‘local’ may initially appear to be a simple solution to this dilemma
of what to call the pre-existing populations, since it is unencumbered with
past overtones. Yet the term can also incorporate those who descended from
colonists and who have remained in the colonial context for some time, ‘local’
therefore taking on a geographical meaning rather than a temporal-related
classification for ‘indigenous’ (van Dommelen 1998: 214-15). I do, however,
use ‘local’ to distinguish the origins of pre-existing populations and their
material culture from those peoples and goods that were initially colonial;
I speak in terms of hybrid communities to reflect the new cultural values that
emerged in these mixed contexts.

This terminology comes into play with discussions of cross-cultural inter-
action and impact, or the anthropological notion of acculturation, which may
be defined as those phenomena which result when different cultural groups
come into continuous, first-hand contact, resulting in changes in the original
culture-patterns of either or both groups. In most cases, however, it is used
as a model to highlight the processes by which the pre-existing cultures
adopted and adapted the material and social cultures of the foreign settlers.
In general, acculturation perspectives have similarly been criticized for the
applied view that the societies who had to respond to colonial movements
were somehow static, unchanging cultures within themselves who accepted
the foreign goods and ideas offered to them, and that change was dynamic-
ally introduced by contact with resident foreigners. They do not address
ideas of individual choice vs. group decision, modification, selectivity, rate or
reciprocal influence (Bartel 1985; Dietler 1999). Hellenization is a classic
example of this, as by its very name it implies unidirectional influence from
the Hellenes upon the other cultures they came into contact with, without
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any indication of reciprocity, nor of agency on behalf of the non-Greek cul-
tures, or how any such cultural influences may have been reinterpreted by
them to accord with their own customs and traditions (acculturation: Dietler
1999: 478-9; Hellenization: Morel 1983; Whitehouse and Wilkins 1989;
Curti er 2/. 1996; and Romanization as a parallel: Jones 1997: 34-6).

Colonialism in the Iron Age Mediterranean has, in fact, recently been
redefined as a ‘history of selective indigenous consumption of alien goods
and practices across cultural frontiers and the unintended social and cultural
consequences of that consumption’ (Dietler 1999: 475). Others describe
it as a new grip that material culture gets on people, where people are
moved by objects into new structures of production, exploitation and social
division (Gosden 2004: 39), or a situation in which power over part of the
‘connectivity slope’ is applied from a region of low or high connectivity
(Purcell 2003: 20). While these modified definitions acknowledge that cul-
tural influences and inspirations can and often do develop into something
new — perhaps hybrid — that is locally specific, the focus for influences
remains a unidirectional one. Any reciprocal impact that contact with
indigenous populations may have had upon the colonizers is still largely
overlooked. Furthermore, the ways in which meanings behind goods may
have been modified is also not considered. For example, Gosden characterizes
the early Greek expansion as colonialism in a shared cultural milieu, or
colonialism without colonies, processes whereby ‘the values attached to mate-
rial culture are created and appropriated by a few, and become attractive to
an elite over a large area, but still maintaining a symbolic centre of reference,
which is an important part of their power’ (Gosden 2004: 41).* While this
can be supported archaeologically, such a broad characterization offers no
means by which to explore reciprocity or the manipulation of values by
those doing the appropriating. Yet it is apparent that local populations did
exercise choice, that the meanings behind the acquisition and use of goods
were modified to accord with local customs and practices, and that reci-
procity can be seen. In sum, to continue to assess the interactions of Greek
and Phoenician colonists with others within a framework of colonialism
ignores significant aspects of the picture.

Such dissatisfactions have given rise to interpretations that do focus on those
very interactions, often dubbed ‘a postcolonial perspective’. Postcolonialism
as an ideology arose from the independence movements of former European
colonies after the Second World War, and it began as an interest in the
perspectives of the colonized and the exploration of the effects of colonial
discourses, particularly in the spheres of economic ideologies, social and
literary criticisms (Loomba 1998; see also Said 1978, 1993; Spivak 1987;
Bhabha 1994; for its archaeological applications, see most recently Gosden
1999; Lyons and Papadopoulos 2002; Given 2004; for its application in
specifically Mediterranean archaeology, see van Dommelen 1997, 1998,
2002, in press a, in press b; Antonaccio 2003, forthcoming; Malkin 2004).
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Postcolonial theory may be defined as the exploration of colonial cultural
politics. Originally, it developed through critique of the processes by which
knowledge of the colonial other was produced, and its early proponents were
social critics such as Said, Spivak and Bhabha. Its initial aims were to
decenter the dominant self-histories of the West and Western categories of
knowledge. Within such a framework, therefore, aspects of agency began to
be examined, as many recognized that colonized cultures manipulated colo-
nial systems and reinterpreted foreign goods and ideals to accord with their
own customs and traditions.

More recently, there has been an emphasis upon the new cultures that
emerged out of colonial encounters, cultures that are a blend of indigenous
and foreign traditions, actively reinterpreted into something new that is
specific to a particular situation. This is the notion of hybridity (a term
sometimes interchanged with creolization, which should explicitly apply to
language modification in such contexts; for extensive bibliographies on the
development and criticisms of hybridity theory in general and its application
to archaeology, see van Dommelen in press a; Antonaccio 2003, 2005, forth-
coming). The focus of hybridity studies rests upon the active construction
of local identities in contact situations, whether these are shared cultural
milieux, a middle ground or a terra nullius.

To some, however, hybridity and creolization, like acculturation, also
imply that there were fixed forms of identity that met and mixed. This is
simply not the case in the Iron Age. Greek identities, in particular, were in
the process of creation during the eighth and seventh centuries BC, and their
evolution is related to the development of the polis. It therefore was not a
Greek culture that founded these settlements (they were not even exclusively
Greek), nor were they established to benefit the Greek states from which
they derived. In fact, it could be argued that the colonies altered the home-
land as well as the colonized. Similar arguments may be made for Phoenician
culture.

This leads directly to issues surrounding the expression of ethnic identity
in such mixed contexts, and its identification in material culture. The root of
the term ‘ethnicity’ derives from the Greek ehnos, which was used in Greek
literature to categorize a class of beings who shared a common identification,
although often extended to distinguish those who were somehow outside the
sphere of Greek social normality (Chapman ez 2/. 1989: 12; Hall 1997: 34-5,
2002: 17). Yet in today’s usage it is related to notions of shared culture, origin,
language and other social traits (see Malkin 1998: 55-61 for an explanation
of the development of studies of ethnicity in archaeology).

Ethnic identity is accepted by its very nature to be geographically and
temporally rooted, as it is dynamically, actively constructed (Shennan 1989:
14-17; Diaz-Andreu 1996; Graves-Brown 1996; Hides 1996; Jones 1996,
1997; Jones and Graves-Brown 1996). Ethnicity may be defined as a form
of self-conscious self-description that is constructed through comparison
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with others, rather than a passive reflection of cultural tradition. An ethnic
identity can only arise once there is a collective view of its characteristics. For
some, this is intrinsically political (Morgan 2001: 75). For others, these must
include perceived cultural differentiation and/or common descent (Gosden
2004: 69; Jones and Graves-Brown 1996: 6; Jones 1997). More explicitly,
these might include a common myth of descent and kinship, association with
a particular territory, and a sense of shared history (Hall 1997: 17-33, 2002:
9-14 for criticisms and counter-criticisms).” Others characterize ethnicity
less explicitly as any such identity based on situational identifications that
are rooted in the localized contexts of daily life of that particular individual
or group (Jones 1997: 13—14).

Ethnic groups or cultures are not natural categories. They are actively
formed and manipulated, like other social constructs, and are temporally
and contextually contingent, and they must be taught. No one possesses a
‘natural” affinity with an ethnic identity, as it is not inherent within us, nor is
it a biological characteristic. A difficulty arises, therefore, when one attempts
to study ethnicity using a postcolonial ideology: how should we discuss the
ethnicities of new, hybrid cultures? By what criteria can we identify ethnici-
ties in a new, mixed milieu, especially as the study of ethnicity relates to
broader discussions of social performance and display, and the shaping of
social structure, such as Bourdieu’s notion of habitus (Bourdieu 1977)?'°
Cultural distinctions in the ancient world were manifested in literature more
as expressions of superiority and inferiority and largely do not appear in
Greek writings until the fifth century BC, by which time they are related to
contemporary issues surrounding the Persian War and the need to identify
the enemy as a collective object of hostility."

Shared attributes are integrated into different societies in different ways;
cultural identities, therefore, are multifaceted (Graves-Brown 1996: 91).
Even with the integration of biological analyses (e.g. Mattingly with Edwards
2003: 232-4), the fact that ethnic identity is socially constructed means that
we will never be able to arrive at an absolute identification from the material
record alone, since our interpretations of the material past are subjective. Yet
this is essentially all we are left with, particularly given the multiply-biased
nature of literary references to ancient ‘others’. Furthermore, it could be
argued that while collective identities may share general attributes, indi-
viduals who share in that identity may choose to express it in a manner that
incorporates some, all or none of the traits. Therefore, any discussion of
ethnicity and ethnic identity must be taken as subjective, and more often be
in collective terms. In any event, any material display may have as much to
do with other categories of society than just ethnic affiliation and reflection.
This study therefore speaks in terms of culture, defined as a constantly-
evolving system of shared beliefs and practices between people, and which
has contesting substrata (Dougherty and Kurke 2003: 1-2), rather than
ethnicity, which is just one facet of culture (2003: 6).
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What is a colony and when is it not?

So what of the nature of these overseas sites? The Greeks, for instance,
were not consistent regarding their terminology for various kinds of settle-
ments and communities. A general distinction between the two primary
terms, apoikia and emporion, has been sought, with the former defined as a
home away from home, whereas the latter functions explicitly as a trading
station. The identification of apoikia, in particular, as a form of colony
stems from the fifteenth century AD translation of the Greek word to the
Latin colonia, lending it the overtones of Roman imperialism which have
tormented our English translation to this day (de Angelis 1998 with biblio-
graphy). Furthermore, it has been recently noted that in classical literature,
an apoikia must also possess polis-related (or even ethne-related: Morgan 2001,
2003) socio-political characteristics, as well as physical elements, such as a
hinterland, while the emporion model has a distinctly economic function,
generally relying upon the import and export of goods as the site’s primary
reason for existence, with little need for self-sufficiency generated by control
of an agricultural base (Malkin 1997: 27; Moscati 1984-85: 14, for the
relationship between the development of the polis and apoikiai, see Malkin
1994; Wilson 1997). A settlement was not designated as one or the other
mutually exclusively, however, and both apoikiai and emporia could also be
poleis. Herodotus, for instance, talks about Olbia in the Black Sea as the
emporion of Borysthenes (4.17.1), and yet the residents of Olbia identify
their city as a polis in their own description of themselves as Olbiopolites
(4.18.1). Herodotus’ choice emphasizes particular characteristics in the spe-
cific passages. Prior to the fourth century BC, commerce served as an integral
aspect of the city-state, so a settlement could be described as both a po/is
and an emporion. The term emporion also designates part of a coastal town
separated from the rest of the city that was devoted to foreign commerce,
characterized by a harbour, quay, warehouses, associated administrative build-
ings and its own food market, as in Herodotus’ description of Naukratis
(2.178-9).

Apoikiai as poleis are found more commonly in literature, and Malkin
discusses at length the relationship between colonies and the development
of the institutions and characteristics of the po/is (Malkin 1987, 1994). Dis-
tinctions between these terms reflect the concerns and ideals of the Classical
period, however, and not of the actual times of the foundations of the settle-
ments in question. Thus, by the late fifth century BC, an apoikia was viewed
as a community on foreign shores in the image of the mother-city polis
(Wilson 1997). Yet in the eighth and seventh centuries, when many overseas
settlements were first established by a variety of Greek mother-cities, the
polis itself was not fully fledged in its ideologies nor physical traits. Any
quest for such characteristics during our particular period of interest will
be of the chicken-and-egg variety, since overseas settlements were being
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established at the same time as the political, physical and ideological features
of the polis were cementing.

Such variation in terminology is generally not attributed to the Phoenician
settlements abroad, since they are usually described as purely trading sites
(Niemeyer 1990: 485; Boardman 2001a). Yet there is more to these settle-
ments than just trade. In fact, they may be characterized as a trade diaspora,
defined as interregional exchange networks composed of spatially dispersed,
specialized merchant groups (Stein 2002; Cohen 1971). These groups will be
culturally distinct, socially independent and organizationally cohesive from
the communities in which they have settled. They will retain close economic
and social ties with related communities who define themselves in terms of
the same general cultural identity. In short, these are communities that
specialize in exchange while maintaining a separate cultural identity from
their host community. A degree of political stability needs to exist within
such communities in order for the long-distance exchanges with other
similar communities to be secured and maintained. It is the shared identity
(which may extend to linguistic, religious or other cultural criteria, not just
descent) among different diaspora communities, as distinct from their host
communities, that provides the framework for the exchange system to function
reliably over time.

The Phoenician overseas settlements maintained close economic ties with
one another while retaining shared sociocultural practices (especially language
and religion). Phoenicians generally produced, exchanged and consumed
goods within their own encapsulated social domains, and spheres of localized
production and exchange can also be seen (see Chapter 3). Individual com-
munities did not dominate — culturally, politically or economically — the
societies in which they cohabited and with whom they interacted, and this is
perhaps the most fundamental difference between the Phoenician and Greek
overseas settlements. Their settlements were also economically self-sufficient.
At Motya, for instance, ceramic production, iron working and purple dye
manufacturing industries developed soon after the settlement was established.
The site was thus a production centre in its own right, and in many instances
producing goods for local consumption (especially ceramics and iron products)
and not merely serving as a conduit for goods produced elsewhere. In Sardinia,
there is certainly evidence for use of the hinterland (van Dommelen 1998).
Expansion into the hinterland and ideas of self-sufficiency contradict the
Greek definition of an emporion, and so it is inappropriate to characterize
Phoenician colonies as such. (One might also consider the sea to be another
kind of hinterland for the Phoenicians, or perhaps even an inhabited space,
following Purcell 2003: 18, as Phoenicians are well attested in literary
records as experienced seamen and traders; there is evidence that they did
control various routes across the sea with the situation of their colonies.)

There are clearly different political and economic reasons underlying colo-
nial settlements, and various scholars have focused on particular elements in
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their search for unifying features. Many have tried to characterize the estab-
lishment of all communities on foreign shores as colonies, conscious of the
variety of forms an overseas settlement might take (such variation was not
lost on Finley: Finley 1976: 174).

Political control has been one means used to assess the nature of settle-
ments abroad (Branigan 1981). Governed colonies, for instance, are defined as
existing settlements that have a foreign administration imposed upon
them by force and are then governed in the interests of the foreign state. By
such a definition, the Neo-Assyrian conquest of various cities in the Near
East would have resulted in many sites becoming governed colonies. The
phrase settlement colonies applies to those sites founded and subsequently occu-
pied by a foreign people, retaining strong links with the homeland culture.
Such a settlement may be self-governing, governed from the homeland or
achieve self-government. The Greek and Phoenician colonies of the Mediter-
ranean Iron Age would fall under this general category. Finally, some may
function as community colonies (related to enclave colonies: Tournavitou 1990), in
which a significant element of a settlement’s population comprised foreign
residents. Tell Sukas may be one such example.

The economic nature of overseas settlements has been another area of
emphasis, in which such settlements are viewed as having primarily an eco-
nomic and commercial purpose as specifically ports of trade (thus avoiding
the laden term ‘colony’) (Polanyi 1963). This model, however, also integrates
varying degrees of political control, and by extension protection of a site’s
neutrality as a safe place for exchanges to take place. Various types include a
port whose neutrality may have been safeguarded by the agreement of the
hinterland empire which it served; a port as part of, rather than controlled
by, the hinterland; a port whose neutrality is overseen by the consensus of the
overseas powers that utilized it; a port that provided for its own security,
perhaps through a navy.'” These categories were not mutually exclusive,
however. Al Mina, for instance, served as the port of an independent small
state and was safeguarded by that empire which it served; Tyre also served as
the port of an independent small state, yet provided its own naval strength.
The emphasis on professional trade and maintenance of neutrality rather than
as part of a more complex system related to polis-type characteristics provide
a better model in general for the Phoenician overseas settlements."’

One of the difficulties in reconciling these models to literary and archaeo-
logical evidence is that each site is unique in terms of its historical circum-
stances and material culture patterning. This is one of the reasons why
scholars find it increasingly difficult to apply generalizing models to specific
case studies; this is also why within the postcolonial movement, the individual
nature of contexts is emphasized. The terminology above is particularly dif-
ficult to relate to the variations visible in the Iron Age. The case for enclaves
(a geographical notion), communities (more socially based), or ports of trade
(an economic basis) — all of which may be indicated archaeologically by
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warehouses, foreign goods and perhaps even specialist workshops producing
distinctive, foreign styles, as well as foreign weights, measures and scripts —
merely indicates the movement of people. In the case of the political models,
it can be interpreted as colonialist to brand pre-existing local settlements
which subsequently acquire Greek or Phoenician settled populations as
colonies of any type, since the use of the word colony itself gives a priority
to the presence of foreign residents over the nature of the settlement as a
whole, although such a dominance may not be reflected in the site’s broader
archaeological record and social practices.

None of this makes it any easier to use the term colony, and it has
recently been suggested that the term be discarded altogether in favour of
viewing Greek and Phoenician overseas settlements solely as culture con-
tact (Osborne 1998; Gosden 2004: 33). It has already been noted that the
trading links developed initially through individuals, whether elites or mer-
chants, rather than state-controlled commerce. This, for some, stretches the
notion that the subsequent settlements should be deemed colonies, since
they were not necessarily state-directed.

Yet a distinction must be drawn between trading/commercial contacts and
contacts through settlement. The creation of colonies gives a very different
dynamic to the idea of culture contact than regular trading or gift exchange
contact because the latter lack the daily experience and juxtaposition of ‘self’
and ‘other’ (van Dommelen, personal communication). One might therefore
argue that these are cultural colonies and their impacts in communicating
cultural codes were profound, for through them objects, cultural tools and
practices were disseminated to other cultures and reinterpreted by them
throughout the Mediterranean. The emphasis on culture is one of the themes
of postcolonialism." Therefore it can be argued that within a postcolonial
framework, it is appropriate to continue to utilize the term colony, although
perhaps with more specific parameters. A colony demands more than just one
foreign resident (not necessarily from the same place of origin) living in a
geographic community abroad. A colony also necessitates spatial distinction
from either the rest of the community or the host society. By its very nature
it will be socially distinctive and will retain some ties, not necessarily polit-
ical but certainly cultural ones, with its homeland culture which may be
viewed almost as a corporate identity. Material manifestations of this will
vary. At its barest minimum, a colonist can be nothing more than a settler
overseas, without judging motivations, professions or even numbers, but the
shared cultural features remain a key difference between colonist/colonies and
individual or family migrations. Such a definition does not need to incorpor-
ate issues of political domination of the colony by the mother-city, nor judge
the colony’s own interaction with surrounding communities and popula-
tions. Colonization, therefore, is not an institutional or political manifest-
ation but a movement of people or individuals who collectively identify
themselves with a certain social coherence.
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What comes next

While broad studies such as those from the perspective of a global economy
or acculturation have provided useful models for our study of the nature and
impact of the colonial movements of the Iron Age in the Mediterranean, it
has become clear that the generalizations they encourage can be deconstructed
on a more localized level. The present study celebrates these local dynamics
through an exploration of material culture patterns and an examination of
the mechanisms and ideologies behind them.

Some of the models that have been applied to this dynamic period and
the approaches previous studies have taken have been been outlined in this
chapter. The following chapters therefore offer a re-examination of a variety
of material evidence from each of the case-study regions as a means of assess-
ing the impact of Greek and Phoenician colonies upon the local populations
to demonstrate the variety of responses, and the localized nature of colonial
influence. The scope of the project has rendered it necessary to accept many
of the judgements of a site’s original excavators, however, and it was never
my intention to revisit every sherd from every site. There is, however, a
question of scale to be asked: at what scale is it appropriate to accept general-
izations or reject them? Clearly, Mediterranean-wide generalizations about
how local populations responded to Greek and Phoenician colonization are
rejected. At the other extreme, differences in a culture can also be identified
between individual neighbouring sites within the same cultural population,
and even within a single site (and a site with a single cultural population).
For the purposes of this study, it is at the level of a microregion of coresiden-
tiality, defined as an area that is smaller than a settlement region but larger
than a single site (Yaeger and Canuto 2000: 10). Within such a scale, which
delimits a mid-level scale of analysis, intra-site comparison becomes possible,
although the differences between a culture’s substrata as reflected in the
corpus of material and practices at an individual site are kept in mind and
acknowledged.

Each subsequent chapter is divided into sections with parallel headings to
facilitate comparison and contrast between areas. These include a discussion
of who the local populations were within each region; local chronologies as
tied to the ceramic sequence; communities, with a special emphasis on the
physical expressions of such communities (Yaeger and Canuto 2000: 9-12);
burial customs; religious practices; consumption patterns as seen in material
culture distributions; artistic styles; and written voices. Embedded within
each chapter are also discussions of diet and settlement patterns, both of
which constitute significant avenues of study in other colonial contexts. In
the case-study regions, however, relevant floral and faunal analyses or high-
quality survey data are not widely available. Many of the sites discussed were
excavated before archaeobotanical and zooarchaeological sampling became
standard field practices. With regard to survey data, it is only in Libya that a
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detailed regional survey has taken place to assess broad settlement patterns.
This has been limited to the desert and pre-desert regions, however, and
with emphasis on the Roman and subsequent periods, which are beyond the
temporal scope of this work; no such survey data exists for the immediate
hinterland of the Greek and Phoenician colonies. Discussion of these features
in the present work therefore is necessarily limited.

The subheading designates reflect the active nature of the evidence to
demonstrate the ways in which material culture was used socially and to
assess the behaviours behind both the archaeological and social contexts as
hybrid cultures develop in each region. Yet within each section, it is the local
material culture itself that is presented, and there is a particular emphasis on
the continuity of forms, shapes, styles and ideas, rather than an exclusive
focus on changes. This is to help contextualize the extent of material devel-
opments. Furthermore, a more descriptive approach has been adopted to
compensate for the disciplinary boundaries that have traditionally divided
these regions. Someone familiar with North Syrian material may not neces-
sarily recognize local Sicilian or North African types, while Greek and
Phoenician examples are generally easily recognized. Only by understanding
the local material can interpretations about the choices people made as
reflected in subsequent typological development be assessed. Much that is
synthesized here has been published in scattered works, some of which are
quite obscure, and not every example has been included, as to be expected in
works of a synthetic nature. My aim has been to provide a flavour of cultural
continuities, modifications and reinterpretations as a result of and in response
to colonization. It is from such a foundation that social issues surrounding
material development within the community as a whole can then be
explored. Although the material elements are classified into distinct categor-
ies (e.g. Albanese Procelli 1996b), these cannot be considered independently
of the various social components that produced them (e.g. craftsmen and
their patrons). Therefore this work aims to offer an understanding of the
material culture from which social interpretations have then been drawn.
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NORTH SYRIA

The Iron Age of the eastern Mediterranean is marked by a period of cultural
movements and interactions. From the lands of the East, the Assyrians began
actively to extend their empire through aggressive military campaigns.
Across the Mediterranean itself, new goods and ideas began to circulate cour-
tesy of the seaborne activities of a variety of peoples, primarily Phoenicians
and Euboean Greeks. This chapter is not so much concerned with the impact
of the Bronze Age-Iron Age transition as seen in the Early Iron Age
(Iron Age I, generally dated to between 1100 and 900 BC), but rather
with the multicultural and international developments during the Middle
Iron Age (Iron Age II: 900-600 BC), when Mediterranean cultures began
to actively trade and interact with one another in the Near East and through-
out the Mediterranean. This is also the period that coincides with the
Assyrian Imperial period (930-610 BC). The region where these cultures
come together is, in fact, the north-eastern corner of the Mediterranean,
particularly the North Syrian littoral (Figure 2.1). Phoenician, Greek and
Aramaean settlements have all been argued for on the basis of archaeological
evidence, making this one of the most dynamic areas for studies of cultural
interaction.

Literature has tended to identify the peoples of the eastern Mediterranean
who travelled by sea at this time as Phoenicians. Assyrian annals refer to the
Phoenicians by their city of origin (Sidonians and Tyrians, for example), a
distinction also found in Homer, while later Greeks used the term phoinikes
(Phoenician) to generalize about all eastern maritime merchants, rather than
to specify a particular city-state, much less an ethnic, linguistic or cultural
group (Frankenstein 1979; Burkert 1992; Morris 1992; Réllig 1992; Winter
1995; it may have also sometimes been a question of linguistic convenience:
for instance, Culican 1982: 28 suggests that cidovin provided a better scan
than the Tyrian alternative). The Phoenicians most likely also referred to
themselves by city (Frankenstein 1979: 288; Morris 1992: 130; Burkert
1992: 28; Rollig 1992: 93; but cf. Bonfante 1941: 1, who says they called
themselves Sidonians; this may be related to the notion that Tyre-Sidon
functioned as a single state during the ninth and eighth centuries: Aubet
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Figure 2.1 North Syrian littoral.

2001: 46). They may also have referred to themselves as Canaanite (the
Phoenicians used the Canaanite script until the ninth century BC. Frendo
1993; Kestemont 1983).

One effect of the Neo-Assyrian conquest of the eastern Mediterranean was
that the Phoenicians became the main suppliers of primary raw materials
for the empire and were thus compelled to extend their trading network
beyond the confines of their ninth-century territory. Neo-Assyrian pressure
on Phoenician coastal settlements for tribute is well known, as are campaigns
against individual city-states during the eighth and seventh centuries when
they occasionally rebelled (Oded 1974; Zaccagnini 1984 for Assyrian tribute
payments and gifts, especially by the Phoenicians; see also Kestemont 1972;
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Frankenstein 1979). This necessitated expansion into areas beyond the
Eastern littoral, from Cyprus and Cilicia to North Africa, the central Mediter-
ranean, and as far west as Spain. No doubt this need is also related to the
territorial erosion that followed successive incursions by the Israelites, Philis-
tines and Aramaeans since the eleventh century, which by the tenth century
had reduced Phoenician territory to a narrow coastal fringe,' forcing the
Phoenician city-states to consider economic alternatives, given the loss of
much of their own natural resources (Niemeyer 2002). Thus we hear about a
mid-tenth-century joint Phoenician—Israelite Red Sea merchant fleet to tap
into Asian trade routes (1 Kings: 9-10), while archaeologically this may be
reflected in the occasional Near Eastern item, mostly faience and glass beads
and the sporadic bronze or pottery vessel, that found its way into graves
particularly on Euboea, Skyros and Crete (although the transporter remains
unidentified) (Lemos 2002: 226—7; Hoffman 1997; Jones 2000).

During the ninth century, Tyre had expanded its sphere of influence with
the foundation of Kition in Cyprus. Close political control of the settlement
was maintained by Tyre through a governor who was subject to the king.
Phoenician settlement in Cilicia is presumed to be contemporary (Kestemont
1972, 1985; Lipifiski 2000). Myriandros is mentioned by Xenophon and
Pseudo-Skylax as a Phoenician port near the Cilician Gates, although it
was probably situated somewhere along the Bay of Iskenderun (Xenophon:
Anabasis 1.IV.6; Pseudo-Skylax: Periplous 102; Kestemont 1985: 135 suggests
Iskenderun itself). Stephanos Byzantios suggests that Aiga lies in the same
area (under Aiga). Herodotus also mentions Phoinike (IV.38) and Kilix
(VIL.9) as additional Phoenician settlements in the region. Archaeology so far
has not identified any sites along this shoreline as Phoenician. Phoenician
and Cypro-Phoenician pottery have a wide distribution among many sites in
the region, and therefore cannot be taken as indicative of resident ethnic
Phoenicians. Thus, Phoenician presence in Cilicia has traditionally been
argued for on other artistic and epigraphic grounds, such as the Phoenician-
style reliefs at Karatepe, accompanied by Phoenician inscriptions. It has been
suggested, however, that the non-standard Phoenician elements within the
carvings imply they were produced by local rather than Phoenician stone
carvers, while the texts, themselves, may reflect a political function of the
Phoenician language, rather than Phoenician settlement itself (Winter 1979:
138, note 96; Aubet 2001: 50).

Greek colonization east of Aegean waters is attested in literature, although
along the southern coast of Turkey these sites are confined to Pamphylia and
Cilicia Tracheia, significantly to the west of our region of interest. Greek
mercenaries along the Eastern littoral of the Mediterranean in the service of
Near Eastern kings, however, are well attested in literature, and their acti-
vities date back at least to the eighth century (Kestemont 1985; Kearsley
1999; Niemeier 2001 with references). For instance, literary references
indicate that Greeks participated in the 10-year Cilician revolt against
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the Assyrian king Sennacherib between 705 BC and 696 BC (Bing 1971:
100-1 with references). It is difficult to find archaeological correlates
for such references, however. A Greek greave and shield from Carchemish
from the context associated with the Babylonian overthrow of 605 BC
may be one attestation of Greek fighters, as may be a pictorial allusion
on a silver bowl from Amathus. Greek cooking pots from the fortress
sites of Mesad Hashavyahu and Tel Kabri similarly suggest the presence
of Greek mercenaries during this period.” Recently, Al Mina has been
proposed as another mercenary settlement, a compelling argument based
on historical references and archaeological parallels alongside its distinctive
absolute and relative quantities of Greek pottery, especially at its foundation
level.?

No literary sources mention the coast of North Syria as a site of early
Greek colonial activity, however." Nevertheless, it is held by some that
Greek settlers founded Al Mina as an emporion, or port of trade, while arch-
aeological evidence suggests a number of Greeks were also resident at Ras el
Bassit and Tell Sukas, both with a character more like an enoikismos, a settling
of Greeks among others. These will be discussed below.

It was not just the Phoenicians or Greeks who were actively travelling
overseas. At Pithekoussai, it is likely that North Syrian Aramaic-speakers
were resident as well as Phoenicians, attested by Aramaic inscriptions (which
may refer to units of measurement, and perhaps also a religious symbol)
(Garbini 1978; Amadasi Guzzo 1987; Docter and Niemeyer 1994: 112,
number 47; for other evidence, see Boardman 1994a; the connections with
Phoenician Carthage, however, are stronger: Docter and Niemeyer 1994).
While no mention is made in Assyrian sources of Aramaeans travelling, and
Aramaeans are not mentioned in Greek works at all, in Deuteronomy: 26.5,
Moses declares ‘a wandering Aramaean was my father’, and the legend is
repeated in the Haggadah, which, although compiled sometime during the
first millennium AD and referring to the Jewish exodus from Egypt during
the second millennium BC, suggests that Aramaeans were not adverse to
living elsewhere.” Although originally nomadic, during the Early Iron Age,
they migrated to and settled in the region of North Syria, an area defined
by the boundaries of the Taurus and Amanus mountain ranges and the
Euphrates river and Orontes river valley.

The North Syrian populations

The ethnic/cultural make-up of the local populations of the eastern Mediter-
ranean littoral, particularly North Syria, are not clearly identifiable materi-
ally nor in literary sources. Luwian-speaking Hittites were no doubt the
Hatti described by the Neo-Assyrians, yet sources attest that Aramaeans also
were settled in this region, particularly in the area around the Orontes itself
(Amadasi Guzzo 1987; Klengel 2000; Dalley 2000). In fact, Neo-Hittite
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Luwians and the originally nomadic Aramaeans settled into communities
alongside long-established North Syrian populations.

Politically, the situation is equally complex, as rather than a unified poli-
tical entity, the region consisted of small city-states, diffuse kinship-oriented
urban settlements that replaced the regional powers of the Bronze Age palace
towns, and each of which had varying political alliances with one another and
their regional neighbours (Bunnens 2000; see also Thuesen 2002). Even once
this region was annexed into the Neo-Assyrian administration system, some
cities and alliances would rebel or refuse to pay tribute, forcing the Assyrian
army to return again and again (Bing 1971: 100 with references; Thomason
2001: 67).

The Neo-Hittites of this region are not migrated remnants of the Bronze
Age Hittite civilization, but rather represent a blending of traditions result-
ing in an Iron Age identity characterized by Hittite traits found amongst
several states in North Syria, Cilicia and south-central Anatolia. Particular
sculptural styles and techniques that were features of the Bronze Age Hittite
empire continued to be used in these regions after 1200 BC, while certain
onomastic elements, including Hittite rulers’ names and the use of a form
of Hittite hieroglyphs to express the Luwian language on public inscriptions,
characterize a continued sense of shared culture (Luwians were Anatolian in
origin and came to this region already during the period of the Hittite
empire and again during the Early Iron Age) (Klengel 2000). Bunnens
(2000) suggests that Carchemish, which survived the interregional collapse
at the end of the Bronze Age, may have served as a model for an integrated
state to these communities. It certainly was the main power-base for the
Neo-Hittites (yet is also closely connected with the Aramaeans). This
would explain why so many monumental inscriptions in Syria were written
in Luwian, an Anatolian language used in the Carchemish inscriptions
(Bunnens 2000: 17).

The rise of the Aramaeans was the result of a long period of peaceful
sedentarization and consolidation of power through urbanization in a kinship
system that emerged after the Late Bronze Age, when local North Syrian com-
munities and nomadic groups bound together to replace the former territorial
palace-oriented states, merging Luwian, Neo-Hittite and Aramaean cultural
elements to form new hybrid identities in the Iron Age (Mazzoni 1995;
Bunnens 2000; Klengel 2000; Sader 1987, 2000; Harrison 2001; Peckham
2001). Aramaic itself is a new language in the first millennium Bc, utilizing
a linear, alphabetic system of writing (Klengel 2000: 25; but Bunnens 2000:
17 notes that it has linguistic features that can be traced to the second
millennium, and thus represents a later development of those spoken semitic
languages, particularly Canaanite). This sense of developing identity during
the Early Iron Age may explain why Aramaeans are not mentioned by name
or identified as such in Assyrian sources before Tiglath-Pileser III (third
quarter of the eighth century) (Bunnens 2000: 16-1 7).6
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There were several principalities active in North Syria at this time attested
in Assyrian texts (Figure 2.2). These include Carchemish, Milid (Malatya),
Ungi/Pattina (Amugq), Gurgum, Que and Kummubh, all of which relate to
the Luwians. Others that were primarily Aramaean include Sam’al (Zincirli),
Bit Agusi (Arpad), Hadatu (Arslan Tash), Bit Adini (Tip Barsip) and Hamath
(Hama) (Klengel 2000; Mazzoni 2000; see Parker 2002: 373 for distinctions
between boundary, border and frontier; for more on frontiers see Purcell
2003: 20-2 and 2005a: 121-4). Some of these encompassed sizeable terri-
tories. Sam’al, for instance, was located at the eastern edge of the Amanus
mountain range, and its territory extended between the northern border of
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Figure 2.2 North Syrian territories.

30



NORTH SYRIA

Ungi and the southern confines of Gurgum, incorporating several smaller
sites (Hawkins 1995). ‘Ain Dara may have been part of this state, as sug-
gested by sculpted stonework from the site (Abou Assaf 1985). Cultural-
ethnic differences between these territories are not always clear cut, however.
For example, the rulers of Sam’al have Anatolian/Neo-Hittite/Luwian names
(Panamuwa, Kilamuwa) as well as Aramaean ones (Bar-rakib, BRSR), while
Aramaic inscriptions with Aramaean and Semitic names have been found at
Hama (Sam’al: Bunnens 2000; Hama: Otzen 1990).

The foundation history of the fortress of Karatepe, in the Taurus hills
above the Ceyhan valley, sheds light on the organization of these com-
munities. It was founded by the Luwian Azitawada, who called his site
Azatiwataya, although at its foundation, during the reign of the Assyrian
king Sennacherib (early seventh century), it was probably under the domin-
ation of Que, the seat of the local dynasty (Bing 1971; Hawkins 1995),
which today lies under modern Adana. The eponymous territory of Que,
called so by the Assyrians, also is known at other times as Plain Cilicia,
Cilicia Pedias and Cilicia Campestri.” It is a well-defined geographical
entity, bounded by the sea to the south, the Taurus mountains from the
west around to the north, and the Amanus range to the east. Que refers to
the plain only (Seton-Williams 1954: 124, although when under Hittite
control it may have also been referred to as Hatte). Entry into the territory is
limited by natural features to its western coastal strip and the Cilician and
Amanus Gates.

The founding of Karatepe was commemorated in an early seventh century
Neo-Hittite/Luwian hieroglyphic inscription with a parallel Phoenician text,
accompanied by lively reliefs in North Syrian and Phoenician styles (Winter
1979; Hawkins 1979; Hawkins and Mopurgo Davies 1978; Bron 1979;
Hawkins 1999). The texts explain that Azitawada was promoted by the
Adana king Awarikas, and that he extended the territorial control of Adana
and prospered; Que is designated in the Karatepe bilingual by the Luwian
hieroglyphics as ‘city Adana(wa) and ‘Adanawa plain’ and the Phoenician
text as ‘Danunym’ and ‘plain of Adana’ (Hawkins 1995). The political struc-
tures may be more nuanced, for Karatepe is also identified as part of the
smaller kingdoms of Kundo and Sissu; while the location of Kundo itself
remains unidentified, Sissu has been sited at Kinet Hoyiik."”

Of particular interest is the coastal region of the north-eastern Mediter-
ranean, since this was the area of greatest interest to other Mediterranean
populations, particularly the Greeks and Phoenicians, and the importance of
this region cannot be underestimated for its natural resources and trading
links. The Taurus mountains to the west are rich in iron and silver, which
presumably played a role in Que’s power, wealth and interest to the Assyrians
(Bing 1971: 100 with references; see also Parker 2002. The Assyrians hardly
ventured further west than Que and Hilakku: Hawkins 1995, 1999: 40-3),
while the Amanus mountains to the east had natural gold, copper and arsenic
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resources (Yener et @/. 2000: 167). The Amanus mountains themselves are
also surprisingly formidable, as Alexander the Great discovered when he
could not find Darius III's army to engage at the time of the Battle of Issos in
333 BC. This region also inspired the Assyrians for its landscape, vegetation
and timber, particularly shrubs, fruit trees, cypress, boxwood and especially
cedarwood (Alkim 1965; Thomason 2001). Agricultural products, including
cereals and olives, are attested in storage contexts at various sites (Bonatz
1993: 131). Resources extended to sea-related output and the production of
purple dye. While purple dye manufacture is usually attributed to the Phoe-
nicians in literary sources, evidence for possible purple dye production from
Kinet Hoyiik suggests that this activity was not limited to the Phoenicians,
since there is no indication from the archaeology that the residents of the site
at this time were Phoenician.” Purple dye was, in fact, produced elsewhere
in the Mediterranean, at Taras in Italy since at least the fifth century BC, as
well as on Euboea, Kythera and Crete, although in the case of the Greek
examples, literary references indicate a Phoenician identity of the purple
producers (Morris 1992; one exception, judging by his name, may be
Korobios, the Cretan purple-fisher who showed the Therans to Platea, where
they established the first North African colony; for purple production
at Taras, see Morel 1978). Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the
two North Syrian states of Que and Ungi controlled the inland (riverine)
routes between the Mediterranean and the iron resources of eastern Anatolia
(Winter 1995: 254). The lower Orontes valley, today known as the Amuq
plain, politically is identified as Ungqi. Its capital city was Kinalua/Kullania/
Kunulua/biblical Calneh, known today as Tell Tayinat, where a temple and
palace have been excavated (Hawkins 1974: 82—3; Harrison 2001). It lies
at the end of the shortest caravan route from Mesopotamia to the Mediter-
ranean. As such, the Orontes river served as a natural route to the interior
of Syria, and by extension to the Anatolian highlands, Mesopotamia and
Palestine (Pamir and Nishiyama 2002; for a discussion of the designation
of Syria, see Bunnens 2000; Seton-Williams 1954 views the Amanus range
as a barrier, isolating the Syrian coastal strip, especially pp. 121 and 126).
There are only two points of entry into the Amugq: Arslanli Bel at the
western end of the Amanus chain, which gave access to the northern Amuq
valley, and via Belen, just where the mountains turn south at the coast,
allowing entry into the Amuq near Antakya (ancient Antioch) (Alkim 1965;
Ozaner and Calik 1995). During the eighth century, when Greek pottery
begins to atrive in the Near East with regularity, it is in this region that it is
most concentrated, not elsewhere along the Levantine coast (Boardman
2002b: 3).

The Neo-Assyrians became particularly interested in the eastern Mediter-
ranean coastline only during the second half of the eighth century under
Tiglath-Pileser III (744—727 BC). In the earlier years of their Imperial period,
they seem to have concentrated on the annexation of territory to the east,

32



NORTH SYRIA

towards the Zagros mountains and Elam, before turning their attentions to
the eastern Mediterranean littoral eventually to encompass the coastline from
the Cilician Gates to the Nile Delta. Tiglath-Pileser III was the first to annex
part of the Phoenician coast directly into an Assyrian province, rather than
engage in seasonal campaigns that seem to have marked his predecessors’
interactions with the coastal zones. There is no written record of the military
campaigns in this region of Tiglath-Pileser III's successor, Shalmaneser V
(726722 Bc). It is assumed that the territories of Sam’al and Que came
under Assyrian rule during the reign of Shalmaneser V, but this is suggested
simply because they are not explicitly mentioned as provinces falling under
Assyrian control in either the records of Tiglath-Pileser III or those of
Shalmaneser V’s successor, Sargon II (721-705 BC), although they are
included as holdings subsequently.

The change in leadership seems to have inspired a revolt among these
western regions of the Assyrian empire. The provinces of Bit Agusi, Simirra
and Damascus further south were badly beaten during the second year of
Sargon’s reign, when Hamath also became an Assyrian province. In 717 Bc,
he destroyed Carchemish, the last independent state in inland Syria, deport-
ing the population and settling Assyrians in their place. Sargon II’s successor,
Sennacherib (704—-681 BC), equally took seriously this western edge of the
Assyrian empire. In 696 BC, he destroyed the town of Tarsus after yet another
rebellion and established an Assyrian presence at the site, presumably to
guard against subsequent dissent in this region. Thus, the North Syrian
states lost their political independence by the end of the eighth century, as
the Neo-Assyrian empire swept across these regions, incorporating them into
the Assyrian provincial administrative system.'”

Chronologies in the Near East

In the Near East, the Iron Age chronology is associated with a strong literary
record primarily from Assyrian annals and the Bible. The relationship
between absolute dates and destruction deposits is often difficult to correlate,
however, as history attests recurring military incursions to quell rebellious
populations, and local pottery styles have long durations. For this reason,
scholars have turned to the more finely tuned absolute and relative chronolo-
gies of associated Greek pottery (Hannestad 1996; Coldstream 2003; Tarsus
is a case in point: cf. Goldman 1963 with Boardman 1965, but see also
Forsberg 1995). Late Geometric sherds have been found sporadically in the
eastern Mediterranean from Tarsus, Kinet Hoyiik and Al Mina, and along
the Orontes river valley down to Hama, as well as at various sites on the
Levantine coast (Ras el Bassit, Ras Ibn Hani, Tell Sukas, Tabbat al Hamman),
the Phoenician ports of Sidon and Tyre, various sites in Palestine (Tell Qiri,
Tell Abu Hawam and Phoenician Tell Kabri), inland at Megiddo and Samaria,
and the Philistine capitals of Ashkelon and Tel Miqne-Ekron, to name a few
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(Figure 2.3) (Luke 2003: 31-42; Waldbaum 1994, 1997; Waldbaum and
Magness 1997, all with bibliography; Waldbaum 1994 in particular sum-
marizes finds dated to the ninth century and later). This relative period,
which is absolutely dated to the eighth and seventh centuries, correlates well
with dated Assyrian and Babylonian campaigns and serves as a firm absolute
chronological anchor. Hama, for instance, was destroyed in 720 BC by the
Assyrian Sargon II and not re-occupied, thereby serving as a terminus ante
quem for the late eighth century, while Ashkelon’s destruction in 604 BC by
Babylon’s Nebuchadnezzar I forms another anchor at the end of the seventh
century, as do contemporary destruction levels at Tel Migne-Ekron and Tell
Kabri (Waldbaum and Magness 1997, who convincingly refute Francis and
Vickers’ 1985 downdating of Mesad Hashavyahu). These well-stratified
destruction levels and their associated ceramic sequences have helped to date
the influx of Greek pottery with related wares. Lehmann’s important study of
the later Iron Age and Persian assemblages across the eastern Mediterranean
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seaboard now also allows for detailed internal developments from the eighth
century onwards.""

It is with ninth-century material that the correlation between the relative
and absolute dates of Greek ceramic chronology begins to diverge from Near
Eastern sources, as there are few similarly securely-datable contexts (James
et al. 1991; Morris 1998; Papadopoulos 1998). At Tell Abu Hawam, for
instance, the destruction of stratum III has been dated to 926 BC, 840 BC
and ¢.750 BC (926 Bc: Hamilton 1935; 840 BC: Aharoni and Amiran
1958; ¢.750 BC: Herrera and Balensi 1986; Francis and Vickers 1985). A
Greek pendent semi-circle skyphos and glazed cup from this stratum have
been correlated with Attic Early Geometric II and Middle Geometric I
respectively, which are conventionally dated to between 850 and 800 BC
(Coldstream 1968: 303, note 2), and therefore is problematic for the pro-
posed 926 BC destruction date, in particular. Megiddo stratum V has
produced five Greek — perhaps Attic — Geometric sherds (two rims and three
body sherds) also attributed to Early Geometric II and Middle Geometric I.
This stratum has been dated by some to the tenth century and by others to
the ninth century (Kenyon 1964; Coldstream 1968: 303, 305-10; see also
Balensi 1985; Fantalkin 2001a), although the latter is finding increased sup-
port (Finkelstein 2004; Coldstream 2003). Although eleven fragments of
Greek Geometric pottery have been found at Samaria, few of them come
from a secure context: period V (although they all probably derive from
two vessels, one Attic and one Argive: most recently Coldstream 2003:
249; Fantalkin 2001a: 119). Evidence for Samaria period V suggests that
the deposit was sealed ¢.722 BC, when Sargon II destroyed the city (for the
context, see Riis 1970: 146, who cites a letter from Kenyan; cf. Fantalkin
2001a; see also Tufnell 1959: 97). Dating conventions for Greek ceramics,
however, dictate that Middle Geometric II ended near the middle of the
eighth century. This does not have to be particularly problematic as it is
quite possible that the vessels were not recent imports to the site; their
preservation for a period of time may reflect a status value the items held.
Tyre, which has similar imports and in greater quantity, is not sufficiently
well stratified to be used to refine absolute dates (thus Coldstream 2000 must
still keep discussion relative).!?

Examples of Greek imports in stratified contexts prior to the ninth cen-
tury call into greater question the absolute dates for Greek ceramic produc-
tion when compared with conventional Near Eastern chronologies. For
example, a Euboean Protogeometric lebes from Tel Hadar has been dated
stylistically to Middle Protogeometric or early Late Protogeometric, which
in absolute terms date to the tenth century BC (Coldstream 1998b, with
reference to Lemos, personal communication on 358-9, note 25; Kopcke
forthcoming; Morris 1998: 361). Yet the rest of the pottery assemblage, of
Near Eastern types, fits very will within the eleventh century, although per-
haps extending as far as 980 BC. A similar circumstance exists with regard to
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the (possibly) Argive deep skyphos from Tell Afis, which finds near-identical
parallels to Argive imports at tenth century Lefkandi yet whose Tell Afis
deposition context appears to be eleventh century, or at least after 1050 BC
(Bonatz 1998: 214—15). Other poorly stratified findspots with tenth-century
Greek material include Ras el Bassit (four Euboean amphoras); Tyre (three
amphoras, one krater, one cauldron, and 3 concentric circle skyphoi, all
Euboean); and Tell Abu Hawam (one Euboean pendent semi-circle skyphos,
although Kearsley has dated it to the eighth century: Kearsley 1989: 104)."
Excellent tenth-century contexts at Tel Dor and Tel Rehov, however, where
tenth-century Greek sherds have been found, offer promising, more secure
contributions (Tel Dor: Gilboa and Sharon 1997 and 2003; see also Fantalkin
2001a; Tel Rehov: Coldstream and Mazar 2003; Finkelstein 2004).

The slippery slope of circular arguments for dating has not been lost on
scholars in recent years (e.g. Fantalkin 2001a). As a result, these findings
have suggested to some that perhaps (Attic) Protogeometric should be
raised to before 1100 BC (Saltz 1978, for instance, suggests raising the
beginning of Attic Protogeometric to before 1100 BC; see also James et /.
1991; Morris 1998: 361; Papadopoulos 1998). Such a restructuring would
have a far-reaching impact upon the internal chronologies of various Greek
Protogeometric productions that would be inconsistent with the relative
parallels across different manufacturing regions (Coldstream 2000, 2003;
Fantalkin 2001a). The Low Chronology advocated by Finkelstein, however,
based upon Near Eastern ceramic outputs and dating calibrations and which
redates to the tenth century a number of Near Eastern destruction strata
conventionally dated to the eleventh century, complements the relative
chronology of Greek pottery attributed to the tenth century at Lefkandi
and elsewhere (Low Chronology: Finkelstein 1996, 1999; Fantalkin 2001a;
Gilboa and Sharon 2003; see also Crielaard 1998; Lemos 2001, 2005;
Coldstream 2003; Finkelstein 2004 for specific reference to the dating of
tenth-century Greek pottery). This is not the forum to engage with the
debate surrounding Finkelstein’s Low Chronology, as its impact lies before
the chronological focus of the present study, but it is sufficient to note that
regardless of the chronologies adopted, the gap under dispute is narrowing:
it seems to be now more a question of precisely where in the tenth century
this early Greek material should fit in with Near Eastern chronologies: before
980 BC, or the middle or second half of the tenth century.

Near Eastern bronzework found its way to Greece as early as Greek ceram-
ics appeared in the East. The earliest may be the bronze bowl with a Phoeni-
cian inscription from Knossos’ Tekke Tomb J on Crete, which has been
dated by some to be a product of the eleventh century, although it is
associated with a later context and may represent an heirloom (see below;
Coldstream 1982; Cross 1980, 1986; Sznycer 1979; Puech 1983; Falsone
1988a; Hoffman 1997: 12; Jones 2000: 87). A Syro-Palestinian juglet was
found at Lefkandi in a late eleventh-century context. More securely dated are
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tenth-century bronzeworks at Lefkandi and Knossos, as well as contemporary
Near Eastern faience and ivory, and the occasional ceramic vessel (Hoffman
1997; Jones 2000; Lemos 2002). These attest more broad connections with
Cyprus and the Levant, and by the ninth century, such types of craftsman-
ship appear with increasing regularity at the major Greek sites of the period.

Despite these chronological debates, it is clear that by the tenth century,
material was already beginning to find its way between the East and West
(Coldstream 2000; Lemos 2001, 2005). From these few Near Eastern finds-
pots and Greek contexts, it appears that Greek ceramics travelled to the East,
while Near Eastern bronze bowls, carved ivory and jewellery went to the
West. One could argue that in terms of material worth, such exchange was
unbalanced, with the eastern Mediterranean populations exchanging their
valuable metalwork and carved ivories for a commodity type they already
produced themselves: clay vessels.'* These vessels, and the items given in
exchange, therefore, must have held another kind of non-material signifi-
cance, probably one of social value. The limited quantities and types of
goods, and their restricted findspots, has suggested to many that such
exchange be viewed as a specific form of gift-exchange between rulers later
characterized in Greek literature as xenia, or ritualized friendship. This is
part of the elite consumption of luxury goods, whereby the cultural codes
between the exchanging elite must be understood for the bestowing of
the gift to generate the desired outcome. The luxury in question, how-
ever, does not necessarily have to be something that is financially more
valuable. Rather, it is the social obligations implied by the gift that are
significant. This is much more complex than mere reciprocity (Herman
1987; Coldstream 1998b: 356-7; Luke 2003: 50-3; cf. Jones 2000:
59-66). This is why an elite-class consumption-oriented view may be more
appropriate to explain general patterns in exchange of primarily pottery
(Coldstream 1998a; Crielaard 1999a). By the eighth century, evidence of
regular exchange is seen in both the Near East and Greece, giving rise to the
theory of foreigners settling in these overseas lands to facilitate what was
moving away from an elite-oriented system to one that was developing into a
growing trade network which embraced more levels of society.

North Syrian coastal communities

It is Al Mina that is cited most frequently as evidence of a Greek colony in
the eastern Mediterranean. It is situated near the mouth of the Orontes
river. Historical texts indicate that Al Mina lay in the territory of the state
of Ungqi/Pattina, and the site may be referred to in an inscription attributed
to Tiglath-Pileser III that discusses a coastal emporium with royal store-
rooms."” Today, the site is marked by the tomb of a local sheik, and pottery,
in particular, can still be seen in the surrounding orange grove.

The nature of the settlement’s origin has been a source of debate amongst
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scholars since it was first excavated in the 1930s. Neither its foundation date
nor its founders have been agreed upon (for neat, recent summaries, see
Niemeier 2001; Descoeudres 2002; Luke 2003; Niemeyer 2004). Greek
pottery seems to have been used almost exclusively during the earliest
period of occupation, stratum 10, which has given rise to the hypothesis
that the foundation of the settlement was by Greeks. This pottery is dated
to ¢.770 BC at the earliest, although ¢.750 BC seems to be more generally
attributed as a foundation date.'® Yet the earliest Cypriot and Phoenician
pottery, which are generally associated with stratcum 9, have most recently
been dated to the second half of the ninth century (850/825-800 BC)
(850 BC: Lehmann 2005; 825 BC: du Plat Taylor 1959; Gjerstad 1974;
cf. Descoeudres 1978: 17, note 81). Woolley had suggested that earlier
levels may have been washed away by flood, but archaeologically this
seems unlikely. Additionally, Woolley himself could not always distinguish
between strata 10 and 9 and was unsure to which the ‘sub-geometric’
material belonged (Woolley 1959: 174; Boardman 1999b: 142; Kearsley
1995: 16-18). More recently, Kearsley’s arguments for a Greek mercenary
foundation merge the two levels and speak only in terms of stratum 9
(Kearsley 1999: 110-11).

The absolute chronology becomes more secure in stratum 8, when associ-
ated ceramic assemblages at Al Mina and the Amuq phase Oc concur
(Lehmann 1996, 1998, 2005; Swift 1958). This period may also be associ-
ated with the Neo-Assyrian campaigns in North Syria by Tiglath-Pileser IIT
in 738 BC and Sargon II in 720 BC. An apparent interruption of Greek
pottery in this stratum coincides with a predominance of Cypriot ceramics in
terms of imported wares. Furthermore, continuity in the Phoenician pottery
types between strata 8 and 7 contrasts with a corresponding break in the
local Syrian ceramic sequence.'” Therefore, the heavy import of Cypriot and
Phoenician wares may be a reflection of the political and economic con-
sequences of the Neo-Assyrian interests in this region, as it has been argued
that the Neo-Assyrians entrusted coastal trade to the Phoenicians, perhaps at
the expense of the more rebellious North Syrians (on Assyrian supervision of
conquered ports in Phoenicia and with regard to Egypt and Philistia, see Elat
1978: 26—7 and Na’aman 1979: 83-4).

The arguments for Al Mina being a Greek foundation rest solely on
the Greek ceramics attributed to strata 10 and 9, the earliest of which is
Euboean Sub-protogeometric, although most are Late Geometric. Vessel
shapes include an abundance of Euboean skyphoi, as well as kotylai, kantha-
roi, kraters, some dinoi and plates, and a lekanis and a pyxis. Imports from
elsewhere in Greece, such as East Greece, the Cyclades, Attica and Corinth,
also reached Al Mina in its early period, but in extremely few numbers
(Kearsley 1999: 112—-16; Luke 2003: 26-7; see also Kearsley 1995; Boardman
1999b, 2002a).

None of these finds is indicative of the users, however. Primarily, this
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pottery represents fine table wares, not kitchenwares,'® and similar examples
found their way to the major polities of the Amuq, the hinterland for the
port. In particular, Tell Tayinat, the capital, had the greatest number of
similar types of Greek ceramics, including in palace contexts, while Catal
Hoyiik and Tell Judaidah, which also were the second and third largest
settlements in the Amugq at this time, had, respectively, the second and third
largest quantities of Greek material."

The presence of Greek cooking pots in the Near East has been used to
support arguments for Greek occupation elsewhere, specifically mercenary
bases at Mesad Hashavyahu and Tel Kabri. The recent identification of two
Greek cooking pots at Al Mina thus has formed part of the archaeological
argument proposed to explain the foundation of Al Mina and its collection of
Greek drinking wares: as a Greek mercenary encampment (Kearsley 1999;
cf. Waldbaum 1997: 8 and note 16 for arguments against culturally-specific
kitchenwares equalling the presence of such cultures). They were found only
in stratum 8, however,”’ during which time the site attests interaction with
areas other than Greece and was therefore clearly serving as a port of trade
with a culturally diverse population engaged in mercantile activities. Greek
presence in such a commercial and temporal context therefore would not be
surprising.

Others have countered a Greek foundation for Al Mina by promoting
the site as Phoenician (in particular, Graham 1986; Perreault 1993 says
Levantines; see also Boardman 2002a: 323), yet this is equally misleading.
As with the Greek foundation argument, any explicit Phoenician connection
is most often sought in the pottery, particularly the Red Slip ware, usually
taken as the hallmark of the Phoenicians. It has been demonstrated recently
that Red Slip ware was produced broadly in the Near East, however, and not
just in Phoenicia. Analysis of Red Slip from Tell Ajjul and Tell Fara in
Palestine, for instance, reveals that Red Slip at these sites was locally pro-
duced (Liddy 1996), while the results of an unpublished neutron activation
analysis report on Red Slip dishes from Hama, Tell Rifa’at, and the Amuq
(Catal Hoyiik, Tell Judaideh, Tell Tayinat) suggests that the fabric of such
dishes varies considerably from site to site, and concludes that they were
locally produced and hardly travelled (Hughes, cited in Lehmann 2005: 64).
The Al Mina examples are also most likely locally produced, as suggested by
atomic absorption spectroscopy, which has identified two distinct clusters
(Liddy 1996). That the Red Slip from Al Mina is not identical to that of
Samaria was already observed by du Plat Taylor (1959: 79; but see Lehmann
2005: 84). None of this should be surprising as the Orontes Delta lies in the
area outside of direct Phoenician control at this time (Winter 1976: 21).
Even small finds such as faience scarabs do not match examples that are
attributed to Phoenician production, while the site lacks other Phoenician
hallmarks, such as inscriptions, hard-stone glyptic, lamps and wall brackets,
and even the architectural construction technique of pillar and rubble.”!
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With the exception of the presence of only Greek ceramics at the founda-
tion level, Al Mina is otherwise typical of other contemporary North Syrian
sites. Cooking wares are mostly of Syrian types; Greek cooking pots are rare,
while Phoenician types are so far represented by a single unstratified example
(BM1995.12-27.88, cited in Lehmann 2005: 68). Most of the identifiable
jars that may have been used for storage were originally used for transport,
whether from Greece, Cyprus or the Levant, and therefore merely attest
Al Mina’s commercial interests; other storage jars are North Syrian (Luke
2003: 17-18). The architecture is similar to forms and techniques elsewhere
in the region, such as at Kinet Hoyiik and Tarsus, where houses were con-
structed with riverstone foundations and mudbrick walls (Luke 2003: 13-17,
23-4).”> Of furniture, only lamps have been found, the earliest of which
occurs first in stratum 8 and is the pinched saucer type, a typical Near
Eastern lamp shape with a wide geographical distribution. The same can be
said about the fibulae (du Plat Taylor 1959: 86-7; Stronach 1959). Other
artefacts, like glazed earthenware vessels and jewellery moulds, find closer
parallels at regional sites like Kinet Hoylik, where similar glazed vessels and
a stone jewellery mould (Figure 2.4) have been found in contexts contempor-
ary with the Al Mina examples (on North Syrian jewellery moulds: Treister
1995; Kinet glazed alabastra: Gates 1999a: 262 and Figure 6; the Kinet
jewellery mould: Gates 2001: 208, note 19). Even a model boat containing
ashes, from stratum 8 and identified as MNP 659 in the field register,
described but never drawn or photographed, has parallels from Catal Hoyiik
in the Amuq, Zincirli, Megiddo and Tell Ghassil (see below). Finally, an
interpretation excluding substantial Greek settlement accords well with
Assyrian references, which suggest that Greek links with the Assyrian
empire at this time were slight (Kuhrt 2002).

A question remains, however, over the material in its earliest strata (10
and 9), particularly the overwhelming abundance of imported Greek fine
tablewares.” Thus, there is still scope for discussion regarding the nature of
the foundation of the site. This does not exclude that Greeks and Phoenicians
may have been settled at this North Syrian port town, however, whether
permanently or seasonally. Recent survey work around the site reveals that
the settlement was considerably larger than Woolley concluded, particularly
to the west of the site (Pamir and Nishiyama 2002). Therefore, the most
likely conclusion is that Al Mina was founded by the local population to
serve as the port for Tell Tayinat, the dominant settlement of the Amuq
during the Iron Age, and fell under Neo-Assyrians control during the second
half of the eighth century, along with the rest of North Syria.** Most likely a
community that was multi-cultural in its make-up, Al Mina specialized in
the import of primarily Greek ceramics for its hinterland, although Cypriot
and Phoenician material passed through, with North Syrian carved ivory,
seal stones and metal bowls being exported in exchange.

Ras el Bassit is another site that is often regarded as Greek. It has been
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Figure 2.4 Jewellery mould from Kinet Hoyiik (published with kind permission from
M.H. Gates).
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identified as Posideum, based on references to a site of that name in the
region allegedly founded by Greeks at the end of the Trojan War (Herodotus
3.91 and Strabo 14.4.3; 16.751; see also Courbin 1978: 53-4). Arguments
for this association rest primarily on the site’s location with regard to sailing
times from Seleucia during the era of Ptolemy III in the third century BC,
and the fact that the port has a Bronze Age foundation, unlike Al Mina
(Graham 1986; Courbin 1978). The Greek references give no indication of
the precise foundation date, although Herodotus does claim that it was
founded by one Amphilochus. It has been argued that justification for a
foundation myth can only be found in a permanent Greek settlement at the
site, yet the early foundation date suggests that this founder is more likely a
mythic figure, like Mopsos, whose legend of settlement foundation appears
in Greek and Phoenician traditions, rather than a true oikist (Courbin
1986: 194; for mythic founders, see Malkin 1987: 207; for Mopsos, see Bron
1979: 172-6).

Archaeologically-speaking, there is very little to substantiate claims for a
Greek settlement, much less a Greek foundation. One Greek graffito, which
may represent the Greek efz, has been found on a Late Geometric skyphos
fragment, although the letter may also represent the Phoenician character
het. Another more lengthy incised Greek inscription on an Ionian bowl
attests an Jonian name, as does one on a Levantine torpedo-shaped amphora
(Figure 2.5a and b) (Late Geometric inscription: Courbin 1986: 194, fig. 20;
Ionian bowl: Courbin 1978: figure on p. 58; Levantine torpedo-shaped
amphora: Courbin 1986: 199, fig. 31, 1990: 508, pl. 48.1). Otherwise the
quantities and types of Greek pottery imported to the site find parallels with
sites like Tarsus and Kinet Hoyiik, where Greek settlement is not argued for,
indicating instead more about trade and ceramic influence between Greece
and the eastern Mediterranean during the eighth and seventh centuries.

Its sixth-century occupation, however, does demonstrate closer links with
the Greek world than noticed amongst its neighbours in its breadth of cer-
amic imports. Chian, Clazomenian and Fikellura ware have been found in
abundance, but so has a variety of Attic types,” as well as Lakonian types and
even an Etruscan kantharos. Such a range is unparalleled at Al Mina, Kinet
Hoylik or Tarsus. Therefore if a Greek enozkismos did exist at Bassit, its period
would be the sixth century, not before.

Little else in the archaeology of the site suggests foreign settlement or
influence, however. Like other urban areas in the region, the city is character-
ized during the Iron Age by rectangular and trapezoidal structures that were
constantly built and rebuilt, some with several rooms (Figure 2.6), although
no sense of the urban layout has been achievable. One trapezoidal-shaped
structure, thought to be of the second half of the seventh century, had the
ground outside the house covered in a thick layer of crushed murex shells.
Crushed murex flooring was also found at nearby Kinet Hoyiik, both inside
and outside buildings of the seventh century.” During the seventh century, a
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Figure 2.5 Inscriptions from Ras el Bassit (© Geuthner 1986 and reproduced with
permission from P. Courbin, Bassiz).
a: Graffito (Courbin 1986: fig. 20).
b: Inscription on a Levantine amphora (Courbin 1986: fig. 31).

warehouse was constructed, subdivided into a series of rooms. A merchant’s
house of the sixth century has been identified. No public buildings were
found, however (Courbin 1986, 1990). Thus, its architectural nature implies
a community of primarily North Syrians into which Greeks integrated and
coexisted.

Tell Sukas was in the territory of Hamath, outside Unqi’s borders. While
architecturally typical of other North Syrian sites, Tell Sukas is significant
because it is widely postulated that a number of Greeks made their home
here, too. While the earliest Greek material at Tell Sukas can be dated to the
ninth and eighth centuries, it is not until after the destruction of the site
by Assarhaddon in 675 BC that a more permanent Greek establishment can
be considered.”” Such an argument rests on the identification of a seventh-
century rectangular structure as a temple of Greek type, later dedicated to
Helios (see below), as well as an abundance of Greek drinking vessels of
the Archaic period coupled with the identification of Greek burials in the
contemporary cemetery.

The domestic architecture of the site does not betray any Greek influence.
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Figure 2.6 Plans of Ras el Bassit (© Geuthner and reproduced with permission from
P. Courbin Buassit).
a: Iron Age 1 (Courbin 1986: fig. 22).
b: Iron Age 2 (Courbin 1986: fig. 32).
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Domestic architecture of the earlier Iron Age seems to have been of typical
Levantine form, with houses consisting of a rectangular room with a second
room adjacent to one of the short walls of the main room (Figure 2.7) (Lund
1986: 187-9; in particular, this is Braemer’s type Ia: Braemer 1982). Walls
were generally built of local sandstone and limestone rubble laid in clay or
earth in a shallow foundation trench (Riis 1970: 18). The post-675 BC
periods maintain local building styles despite near-complete rebuilding and
reorienting of the settlement itself.”®

While there is an abundance of imported Greek ceramics at the site (Ploug
1973), these are mostly fine drinking and pouring vessels. These are all
highly decorated and would be suitable for household display; for example,
there is a particular abundance of Wild Goat closed vessel shapes. No trans-
port amphoras have been found, however, nor have any Greek cooking
pots. The only cooking pots that have been identified are of local types (Buhl
1983: 27-9, 115). The imported wares are particularly prevalent from the
sixth century onwards, especially Ionian bowls and Wild Goat ware, yet it is
exactly these types that were popular throughout the eastern Mediterranean
at this time and widely imported to the region. Tell Sukas, therefore, could
have served as a major transit point from sea to land for such wares. The
discrepancy between the earlier seventh-century date of the construction
of the first so-called Greek temple and near total lack of Greek imported
seventh-century ceramics, especially when compared with the absolute
quantities imported during the sixth century, requires further consideration
(Luke 2003: 36-7).

Nevertheless, it is possible that Tell Sukas did contain a few foreign resi-
dents, perhaps serving as an enoikismos for Greek and Phoenician merchants
active in the Near East. Six fragments of East Greek lamps may reflect a
small number of resident foreigners, to be compared with the 24 examples of
lamps of Near Eastern types (although one cannot be later than the ninth
century) (Figure 2.8) (East Greek: Ploug 1973: 87-8; Near Eastern: Buhl
1983: 61-5, 118). Other domestic items are generally also typically Levantine,
such as wall brackets (Buhl 1983: 65-7, 118). The temple at the site, dis-
cussed below, may have served all the members of the community, as did
the cemetery, where a diversity of rites suggest that Greeks and Phoenicians
were buried alongside one another, and the other members of this mixed
settlement (see below) (Riis 1979).

It has also been suggested that Tarsus had a Greek foundation, as a colony
of Lindos, and that during the seventh century it possessed a temple dedi-
cated to Athena (Bing 1971), although neither is widely accepted. Tarsus, in
fact, represents one of the few well-published sites in the north-eastern Medi-
terranean, lending itself well to comparative study. It lies at the western
end of the province of Que, and was a major urban settlement, characterized
by curving streets lined with multi-roomed houses (Figure 2.9) (Goldman
1963: 5-8). The excavators note that with the exception of an apsidal

45



ROOM &

Figure 2.7 Houses at Tell Sukas.
a: Complex V (after Lund 1986: pl. 9).
b: Complex VI (after Lund 1986: pl. 11).
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Figure 2.8 Lamps from Tell Sukas.
a: Greek (after Ploug 1973: 87-8).
b: Near Eastern (after Buhl 1983: 62).

building of the Early Iron Age, the general character of the houses and layout
of the town changed little during the course of the Iron Age. Rooms of
buildings were rectangular or sometimes trapezoidal in shape, constructed
with stone foundations to support mudbrick superstructures. Often they
contained small ovens, bins, storage jars and other ceramics and items associ-
ated with domestic use. Evidence for roofing materials are slight, so it is
presumed they were organic. Second floors are sometimes suggested, and
there is the occasional pebbled public space. In addition, a pottet’s quarter
was situated to the east of the main settlement, near the steep slope of the
hilltop edge, allowing winds to carry the heat and fumes away from the
settlement. There is no question of the occupants of the site being anyone
other than the local population, as there is simply no archaeological evidence
for widespread foreign settlement at Tarsus.

Following Sennacherib’s destructive campaign during 696 Bc,” the site
was rebuilt along similar lines and a circuit wall was constructed for the first
time since the Bronze Age. While generally city walls are assumed to serve a
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Figure 2.9 Plan of Early Iron Age Tarsus (after Goldman 1963: plan 1).

defensive purpose, it is possible that this wall reflects an offensive stance,
perhaps motivated by the presence of a small Assyrian administrative guard
that may have been stationed at Tarsus, as suggested by an archive of Assyrian
tablets discovered in a single room in an area of the town that was
undistinguished materially or otherwise (Goldman 1963: 8-11).

Kinet Hoyiik was also located in the territory of Que, but its Iron Age
material culture demonstrates particular syncretism with North Syria, par-
ticularly that of the ancient territory of Unqi. The site itself is located on the
eastern shore of the Iskenderun Bay, where it served as a port of trade
throughout its long periods of habitation (Gates 1999b). Its material culture
links with Unqi are evident particularly during the ninth and first half of the
eighth centuries BC: rectilinear mudbrick buildings rested on stone founda-
tions, while the local pottery output imitated Cypriot and Phoenician styles
(Hodos 2000b; Hodos et @/. 2005). Small finds such as weaving equipment
and personal ornaments (including their techniques of manufacture) also find
close parallels with types common in Ungi.

During the Middle Iron Age, its situation served as the maritime edge of
the Assyrian empire at its maximum expanse. Much like other regions in the
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Assyrian empire, the political structures of this littoral zone seem to have
been left largely intact, perhaps creating a buffer zone between the core of the
Assyrian empire and the pirate cultures of the Mediterranean attested in
Assyrian records (i.e. the Greeks).”” The Assyrian phase at Kinet can be seen
archaeologically in both a dramatic change in the ceramic assemblage during
the second half of the eighth century BC, and sudden developments archi-
tecturally. With regard to the ceramic assemblage, there appears abruptly
vessels tempered with chaff, rib-rimmed bowls, occasional pieces of Assyrian
Palace ware, and particularly an overwhelming abundance of plain wares.
Imports from Cyprus and their local imitations drop dramatically during this
phase of occupation. The buildings of this stratum were reconstructed along
a different orientation from the previous (and subsequent) period, in a some-
what haphazard manner. Unusually for the site, associated walls had jogs and
shallow niches, and the mudbrick sometimes had no stone foundations at all,
which contrasts with the building technique both before and after this phase,
which always utilized fieldstones and riverstones as foundations. Even the
diet of the people living at the site changed suddenly during this time —
hardly any fish seems to have been consumed, suggesting that the occupants
were not accustomed to the rich offerings of the sea, and perhaps hailed from
inland territories. In contrast, fish was a regular part of the diet of their
immediate predecessors and successors (Gates 2004: 411; cf. Parker 2003:
547-8, for example). The end of this phase is represented by a violent fire
and was followed by a very brief break in occupation (Gates 2001: 208).
This is most likely to have occurred at the end of the eighth century, or
possibly beginning of the seventh century, in which case it may be related
to Sennacherib’s 696 BC campaign against Cilicia, which resulted in the
destruction of Tarsus during that year.

Other sites along the north-eastern Mediterranean coast have been less
extensively excavated or published. Tabbat al Hamman is located near the
mouth of the Eleutheros river; it was an Iron Age resettlement whose port
was constructed during the ninth century to serve as a gateway to the Syrian
settlements of Emesa, Qatna and Qadesh further along the river valley, and
ultimately Hama. The breakwater itself was constructed of ashlar blocks of
local porous limestone. Finds from the site — mostly Phoenician pottery —
have resulted in the settlement being viewed as a Phoenician one, although
Cypriot pottery and some Greek fragments were also recovered (including a
pendent semi-circle skyphos). Therefore arguments of a Phoenician settlement
here are not well supported by evidence other than pottery. The architecture,
for example, is mostly of stone foundations with mudbrick superstructures,
with close parallels at Hama and elsewhere during this time (Hama: Fugmann
1958; Tabbat al Hamman: Braidwood 1940; Riis 1970: 152, 158; Luke
2003: 37; for a comparative study, see Braemer 1982).

Even less can be said about the settlement at Ras Ibn Hani, a site with
Iron Age occupation although no architectural forms could be identified. The
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dating of these strata to between the ninth and sixth centuries has been based
largely upon ceramic remains, particularly Cypriot White Painted and
Bichrome wares of Cypro-Geometric III and Cypro-Archaic I styles, although
a range of local shapes have also been identified, as well as the occasional
pendent semi-circle skyphos, East Greek Wild Goat ware and Ionian bowls,
attributable to the eighth, seventh and sixth centuries respectively (Bounni
et al. 1976, 1978).

Although many generalize that the architectural forms and construction
techniques of buildings are common throughout the Levant, in fact regional
variations may be observed. We have already seen that house forms may be
rectangular or trapezoidal, and with two or more rooms. Buildings may have
stone foundations or be entirely stone built. Riis, for example, notes that the
prevalence of stone-built structures at Tell Sukas is in contrast to a more
widespread use of mudbrick further north, at Al Mina, Kinet Hoyiik, Tarsus,
and at sites in the Syrian interior (Riis 1970: 18 and note 16). Crushed
murex shells to line floors and courtyards seems to be a feature of the seventh
century at several sites, as well.

In sum, it is quite likely that a small number of Greeks and Phoenicians
were settled in these north-eastern Mediterranean communities to facilitate
trade with their homeland and respective foreign enclaves (e.g. Peckham
2001: 29-31), but there is nothing in the urban architecture of these sites to
suggest that colonial settlements were established by them in this region.
The temple at Tell Sukas, discussed below, may have been used by a number
of individuals. Pan-Hellenic sanctuaries, for instance, received dedications of
foreign items, which may have been from Greek merchants or equally from
others selling their merchandise in foreign waters, and it is known that in
later times the Persian kings made dedications and consulted Greek oracles.
Thus, the dedication of one small votive to Helios — who is not widely
recognized as a deity to whom temples are dedicated, nor is he popular
outside of Rhodes — could be indicative of an individual Greek using the
sanctuary in a manner he or she was familiar with. Other dedications from
the sanctuary could equally be Levantine.

Only the Assyrians seem to have left a marked impact, albeit briefly,
during the eighth and early seventh centuries, with architectural changes,
particularly at Tarsus and Kinet Hoyiik, in addition to sharp alterations
in the ceramic assemblages notably at the latter. Yet not all sites have
destruction layers that can be associated with these campaigns. Al Mina
and Tell Sukas, for instance, do not demonstrate any such level, although
the Assyrians were aggressively active in these regions during this time.
Tarsus, of course, has a significant destruction layer that is associated with
Sennacherib’s campaign in 696 BC. It is Kinet Hoyiik, however, that bears
the most striking hallmarks of this interference. Given its sudden archi-
tectural changes and ceramic developments that are associated with Assyrian
traditions, it is possible that Kinet served as a regional Assyrian post,
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perhaps as early as the reign of Tiglath-Pileser III.°! Equidistant between
Tarsus and Al Mina, and with good harbours and the protection of the
Amanus Mountains, the site was ideal as a major base looking to the western
extent of the Assyrian empire towards the end of the eighth century, with
Tarsus then serving as the Assyrians’ westernmost outpost after Sennacherib
quelled the local rebellion in 696 BC.

Burial customs

From the few cemeteries that have been excavated, it seems that cremation
was the preferred practice in the greater North Syrian region during the Iron
Age, a custom generally attributed to Hittite influence (Moorey 1980: 6;
Courbin 1993: 106). The practice can be seen at Carchemish between the
tenth and seventh centuries, and Deve Hoyiik between the eighth and sixth
centuries. The cremations were contained within North Syrian clay vessels,
including those of Cypriot styles as well as occasional examples from further
afield, sealed with a ceramic plate or bronze bowl, with an inverted bell
krater or terracotta bath on top (Figure 2.10). Locally-made jewellery also
was interred, and in the case of Carchemish so was a rich variety of addi-
tional personal ornaments and votives, particularly in children’s graves
(Carchemish: Woolley 1939; Deve Hoyiik: Moorey 1980). At Hama, crema-
tion was also exclusively practised. Those burials dated to between ¢.925 BC
and 720 BC (periods IIT and IV) also contained occasional fragments of an
armour breastplate, but no weapons, and very little jewellery was interred.
More frequent, however, were objects made of bone or ivory (Riis 1948: 37,
who suggests that these are relatively poor burials and presumes that the
elite were buried elsewhere). At Assyrian Tell Halaf, both cremation and
inhumation were practised during the tenth and ninth centuries (Riis 1948:
38 with references), while the eighth- and seventh-century Phoenician centres
of Tell Fara, Tell Ajjul and Athlit, situated along the coast of Palestine,
practised primary and secondary cremations. In the case of the latter, cremated
remains were often interred, along with smaller vases, inside a main burial
receptacle, which was then covered with an upsidedown plate. At Sidon and
Tell Rechidiye, near Tyre, during the sixth century, cremation burial vessels
were found, although inhumation was also practised at the latter (Riis 1948:
39 with references).

At Ras el Bassit, the oldest Iron Age tombs identified so far date to the
ninth century, although some may go back to the tenth century. The major-
ity, however, are dated to the eighth and seventh centuries. These include
some poor intramural infant burials as well as a more substantial dedicated
cemetery to the south-west of the settlement, where family burials were
clustered together in shallow niches in the bedrock (Figure 2.11) (Courbin
1986, 1990, 1993).>* All these burials were secondary cremations in primar-
ily Phoenician vessels, although Cypriot, North Syrian and local vases were
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