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problems of distinguishing the fabrics 
of various Cycladic islands. After her 
untimely death in 1992, I came across 
an unfinished manuscript hidden in 
one of the many boxes of her notes. 
Entitled "O AM@OPETE TOf ANA- 
^ I^A" Anaxilas's amphora-the 

. . . paper was ln two sectlons, amountlng 
to some eleven pages of double-spaced 
text. In the same folder were many 
handwritten notes, primarily on the 
phenomenon of an archaizing style in 
later Geometric, and several photo- 
copies of photographs of pots from 
Athens as illustrations. There were, in 
addition, many handwritten notes on 
Naxos and on Cycladic pottery in 
general, as well as the transcription of 
the inerary inscription of Anaxilas of 
Naxos Athenian Kerameikos, inv. I. 
388 (see below). The manuscript itself 

comprised a brief introduction, a de- 
scription of the pot, and a section on 
"Excavation and Context." The manu- 
script, little more than an introductory 
draft, was among the last projects Evelyn 
worked on before her death. Enough 
survived in the manuscript and notes to 
indicate the basic structure of a paper. 

In the present article, much of the 
. . . . ntroc uctlon anc secton on excavatlon 
and context, as well as the basic descrip- 
tion of the vase, is Evelyn's, with my 
addenda and corrigenda, often in those 
sections marked by Evelyn as requiring 
irther work or elaboration. The Cy- 
cladic complexities of the vase follow 
some of Evelyn's notes; so too the 
discussion of the pot as a burial urn 
for an infant, and some musings on 
how it may have made its way to Athens. 
This said, the manuscript was very much 

1. The circumstances leading to the 
appearance of this article, published a 
decade after the death of Evelyn Smith- 
son, require a word of explanation. This 
study grew out of a conversation be- 
tween Evelyn and myself in the spring 
of 1988, at which time the amphora, 
Agora P 14819, became the focus of 
discussion. Over the next few years, 
Evelyn spent quite a bit of time thinking 
about P 14819. In her typical fashion, 
she dissected the original trench note- 
books of the Agora and scoured every 
possible context lot in order to recon- 
struct the context of the vessel. More- 
over, she acquainted herself with the 
Early Iron Age Cyclades and, despite 
her modest assertion that she was only 
an "Attic man" (see Papadopoulos 1994a, 
p. 564), she delved into the quagmire of 
scientific analysis and particularly the 
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AB STRACT 
This article presents the life history of a large, repaired Early Iron Age am- 
phora imported to Athens, fragments of which were discovered in 1939 in 
and around the Hephaisteion. The context of the vessel suggests that it was 
used in a tomb. Decorated in an aarchaizing" style reminiscent of Protogeo- 
metric, the amphora can be dated to the Late Geometric period. It finds its 
closest parallels on Syros, an island hitherto little known for its post-Early 
Cycladic antiquities. How the amphora made its way to Athens is addressed, 
and different types of evidence point to the existence of resident aliens (metics) 
in a period before the reforms of Solon and Kleisthenes. 

Among the surprises that lay beneath the building that has come to be 
known as the Hephaisteion (Fig. 1), few were more curious than a huge 
amphora, Agora P 14819 (Fig. 2), assembled during the 1939 excavation 
season.l Vincent Desborough saw the fragments at the time, and some 
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years later suggested, by implication at least, that the pot was an import of 
East Greek or island origin, and Subprotogeometric in date.2 As an "iso- 
lated find" of uncertain date and without close parallel, it attracted little 
further attention, and its ungainly size, delicate equilibrium, and heavy 
plastering relegated it eventually to the virtual oblivion of the back, south 
storeroom ofthe Stoa of Attalos, wired to the top shelffor safety's sake. A 
chance conversation between the authors in the spring of 1988 recalled 
the vessel to mind and, following a precarious viewing, it was brought 
down from its lofty position. 

Although one of the largest Early Iron Age vessels from the area of 
the later Athenian Agora, P 14819 received little attention. A problematic 
context (see below) meant that it could be dated only on the basis of style 
and, because it was not clearly recognized as Late Geometric, it was not 
included in Agora VIII. While the pot and its context do have some bear- 
ing on the use of the area before there was ever an agora nearby, particu- 
larly with regard to the history of early burials on Kolonos Agoraios, the 
vessel is later than any intact grave on the plateau or its western slopes. 
Moreover, in the framework of accelerated scholarly activity and new dis- 
coveries in island and East Greek Geometric over the past few decades, 
Agora P 14819 is a "problem piece" that should be more widely known to 
scholars. For these reasons, it seemed desirable to present it at this time 
and in this form, not least in the hope of finding a more secure prove- 
nience and date for it. 

The piece appears to be Cycladic rather than East Greek in ori- 
gin, perhaps from the island of Syros, and its date 8th century B.C., prob- 

unfinished. I, therefore, have to assume 2. Desborough 1952, p. 34: "Curi- is no context." He goes on to compare 
responsibility for any shortcomings of ously enough, fragments of a similar the vessel to an unpublished amphora 
the final result and, indeed, responsibil- amphora [like those from 8th-century from Melos that has semicircles on the 
ity for the decision to publish this paper contexts on Thera] of coarse red clay, shoulder and circles on the belly (Des- 
in its current form. Evelyn was a per- very micaceous, appear among the un- borough 1952, p. 34, n. 2), with a 
fectionist, and I hope the result does not published material of the Agora Exca- further mention on p. 36. 
fall too far below her high standards. vations (P 14819); unfortunately, there 
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ably no earlier than the third quarter, according to the conventional chro- 
nology.3 As such, the vessel may serve as a point of departure for any dis- 
cussion of imported pottery to Early Iron Age Athens.4 It also provides a 
clearer focus on the phenomenon of an Early Iron Age "archaizing" style, 
that is, one alluding to the Protogeometric, but produced in the Late Geo- 
metric period. In turning to the particular history of this large pot its 
cultural biographyS alternative scenarios are discussed, including the 
movement of commodities and people. Beyond this, the vessel provides a 
potential glimpse of the prehistory of a social phenomenon that was to 
define historic Athens. Various threads of evidence converge to suggest 
the possibility of resident aliens metoikoi as they came to be known in 
historic Athens not only in the period before Kleisthenes, but arguably 
generations before the reforms of Solon, in an era before recorded history.6 

Figure 2. a) Late Geometric belly- 
handled amphora, Athenian Agora 
P 14819; b) detail of handle, as pre- 
served. Courtesy Agora Excavations 

3. At the time of her death Evelyn 
inclined toward the view that the 
amphora was Naxian on the basis of 
comparanda available at the time; thus 
the original title of her paper, "Anax- 
ilas's Amphora," was appropriate for an 
amphora believed to come from Naxos, 
the homeland of the later metic Anax- 
ilas. Now that the Naxian provenience 
seems less likely, the old title slightly 
misses the mark. Although I have 
changed the title, the basic thrust of 
the original title is as immediate and 
direct as when Evelyn penned it. 

4. It is fairly clear that ceramic 
imports to Early Iron Age Athens, 
especially during Protogeometric, but 
also during Early and Middle Geomet- 
ric, were exceedingly rare-comparable 
to the import of the proverbial "owls to 
Athens." This situation contrasts with 
that at any number of Aegean sites, 
such as Leflcandi and Knossos, to 
mention only two. There, pottery 
imports, although not abundant in 
comparison to the local material, were 
nevertheless common occurrences (see 
esp. Lefkandi I, pp. 347-354, for Proto- 

geometric and Geometric imports; Cold- 
stream and Catling 1996, pp.393-409; 
also Coldstream 1990). 

5. There is a growing literature on 
this subject, much of which was either 
unknown to Smithson, or appeared after 
her death. Especially important are the 
various papers in Appadurai 1986, esp. 
Kopytoff 1986, p.86; cf. Davis 1997; 
Gosden and MarshaX 1999, esp. pp. 169- 
178. 

6. For overviews of metoikoi in Athens, 
see Clerc 1893; Gauthier 1972, esp. ch. 3; 
Whitehead 1977; 1984. 



JOHN K. PAPADOPOULOS AND EVELYN L. SMITHSON I52 

Figure 3. Interior of the cella of the 
Hephaisteion from the east, showing 
late burials under the floor. 
Courtesy Agora Excavations 

EXCAVATION AND CONTEXT 

After spending two years clearing the rest of Kolonos Agoraios to bed- 
rock,7 the Agora excavators returned to the so-called Theseion in Febru- 
ary of 1939, this time to remove the earth filling and Christian burials 
from within that building (Fig. 3) in order to study its foundations, con- 
struction filling, and any remains that might have survived of an earlier 
sanctuary on the site. Work began within the cella on 20 February, under 
the supervision of Dorothy Burr Thompson, with the collaboration of 
Homer A. Thompson.8 On the very first day "Protogeometric" material 
was observed in the disturbed levels immediately beneath the tile flooring 
of the modern "museum" (Fig. 4).9 Two days later more "Protogeomet- 
ric!" was recorded, including "considerable pieces of a Protogeometric 
amphora.''l° All of these "Protogeometric" fragments were from Agora 
P 14819, and in the course ofthe next month exploration to bedrockled to 
the recovery of 165 pieces of the pot, roughly a third of it, the profile 
complete. So remarkable was this piece and distinctive its fabric that not a 
single preserved sherd escaped the excavators' diligence; in 1988 reexami- 
nation of the sherd lots from the temple and immediate surroundings 
yielded no additional fragments. 

to the Thompsons on pp. 3-4. 
9. For the so-called Theseion as 

the "Central Archaeological Museum," 
1834-1874, see Karouzou 1968, 
pp. ix-xi. The Hephaisteion was de- 
creed"Central Public Museum for 
Antiquities" on November 13, 1834. 
The building was first used as an exhi- 
bition space, and later, from 1835 until 

at least 1934, for antiquities storage; 
see Papageorgiou-Venetas 1994, p.314; 
also p. 115, fig. 145. See further Kav- 
vadias 1890-1892, pp. 12-15; Kokkou 
1974, p. 104, n.2; Karo 1934, col. 146, 
for the "Sammlung im Theseion." 

10. References in quotation marks 
are from the excavation notebooks. 

7. Shear 1936, pp. 14-16, 23-24; 
1937, pp. 342-352. Limited cleaning 
was done in both sections KK and IIO 
in 1937, the latter referring to Plateia 
Theseion. 

8. The results were incorporated 
into William Bell Dinsmoor's thor- 
ough (1941) study on the Hephai- 
steion, with special acknowledgment 
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Figure 4. Interior of the Hephais- 
teion, showing the sculpture collec- 
tion of the then National Museum 
of Athens. Albumen print, Pascal 
Sebah, ca. 1870. The Getty Research 
Institute, acc. no. 92.R.84 (04.13.04). 
Courtesy Getty Research Institute 

Some of the fragments of P 14819, all but one of them joining, were 
found in each of the post-antique layers within the cella (Fig. 3), "in gen- 
eral near the south door," but at least two lay in the loose upper filling of 
Christian grave 45.11 A single sherd clearly derives from the temple con- 
struction fill (layer IV) that remained over bedrock beneath Christian grave 
34.12 It is likely that some sherds came, as well, from a pocket of heavily 
burned red earth (layer Vl) over bedrock in the West Peristyle beneath 
Christian grave 4.13 No fragment of P 14819 is known to have derived 
from the thin layer of gray earth (layer VII) preserved in four small patches 
over bedrock within the cella. 

style, Under Grave XLI [= grave 4 in 
Dinsmoor 1941]. Protogeometric-VI 
cent. B.C.," and so entered by HAT in 
the section lot-list; it was the only lot 
of 46 examined in 1988 that lacked a 
field ticket. It contained only seven 
small sherds, none conceivably Proto- 
geometric, two of them black-glaze, 
one from the handle of a cup, Type C. 
It seems impossible that pieces 
described by the Thompsons as "Proto- 
geometric" would not be readily 
identifiable, for both had had, by 1939, 
extensive experience with Early Iron 
Age wells and graves. Tiny lots, such 
as this, were regularly stored in smaller 
envelopes, of two standard sizes. One 
can only surmise that the "Proto- 
geometric" material they noted had 

been removed, and that it was more 
pieces of P 14819. At least two other 
lots listed as containing"Protogeo- 
metric" now have nothing in them 
that could have been so described. 
One may presume, then, that in a 
final effort to recover all sherds of 
P 14819 before missing portions were 
filled out in plaster to stabilize the 
mended vessel as preserved (1939), 
a conservator had reviewed all KK 
lots listed as containing"Proto- 
geometric," and that additional 
pieces were in fact found in some 
of them. Such an intervention might 
also account for the accidental loss of 
the field ticket, normally securely 
fastened. 

11. Dinsmoor 1941, p. 5, fig. 1. 
12. See below. Dorothy Thompson 

had suggested that this might have 
been the provenance of the entire pot. 
In fact, no cutting preserved within 
the temple is of suitable size or con- 
figuration for it. 

13. This layer has been related to 
possible Persian destruction in the 
area; see Dinsmoor 1941, pp. 126-127. 
This provenance would seem the most 
likely explanation of certain anomalies: 
in 1939 section KK, lot 476, was 
packaged for permanent storage in a 
large sturdy manila envelope, still in- 
tact and firmly clasped in 1988. The 
envelope was labeled (DBT/HAT 
[= Dorothy Burr Thompson and 
Homer A. Thompson]) "West Peri- 
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The seven strata within the temple were divided by the Thompsons 
into three groups; within each the range of sherds in the larger lots is 
essentially the same: 

Post-antique (layers I-III): these levels contained pottery that was pre- 
dominantly Byzantine and Turkish, along with a few Hellenistic and 
Roman pieces, and a scattering of Protogeometric through Classical sherds. 
The Christian burials were either dug down into these layers or the layers 
had formed over or were placed to cover the tombs. The burials them- 
selves were divided by Dinsmoor into Medieval and Protestant graves.14 
Of the former, the great majority of tombs belong to the period between 
A.D. 1057 and 1453.15 Of the latter, the earliest is probably that of John 
Tweddell, who died on July 25, 1799, while the use of the area as a burial 
ground probably came to an end immediately after the outbreak of the 
War of Independence.16 

Temple construction f lling (layers IV-V): these layers contained pre- 
dominantly 6th- and early-5th-century material, with only a handful of 
pieces certainly later than 480 B.C. More than half of the lots contained a 
few pieces of Protogeometric and Early Geometric; Middle Geometric 
sherds were rare, Late Geometric more numerous.This fillingwas dumped 
within the rectangle of the peristyle as the foundations rose. Foundation 
trenches for cella walls, porches, and internal colonnades were cut through 
this filling, mostly to, or deeply into, bedrock; the poros underpinning for 
the temple pavement cut through it to rest on bedrock or on the firm 
burned crust of the few surviving deposits that predate the temple.17 

Depositspredatingthe temple (layers Vl-VII): the red earth of layer Vl, 
often preserving a thick burned crust, contained a fair number of burned 
sherds, some heavily affected by the fire. The softer gray earth of layer VII 
contained no clearly burned sherds. Apart from these physical differences, 
which are significant, the material recovered from layers Vl and VII was 
very similar. The majority of fragments were of the 6th century B.C., with 
nothing clearly later than ca. 480 B.C. The early component is substan- 
tial in nearly all the lots, and about a third of one lot was certainly 
Protogeometric. Two lots from layer Vl from the west end contained a 
handful of Late Helladic IIIC sherds,l8 and one along the north peristyle 
preserved a fine piece of early Mycenaean.19 The LH IIIC material is not 
surprising in the context of nearby graves of that date,20 but this sample 
is now the earliest pottery recovered from the plateau or the northwest 
slopes of Kolonos Agoraios. All phases of Geometric are represented, a 

14. Dinsmoor 1941, pp. 6-30. 
15. Dinsmoor 1941, p. 15. 
16. Dinsmoor 1941, pp. 16-17, 30. 

After the War of Independence the 
aTheseion" would have been a very 
unlikely location for a burial ground 
because of the importance it had 
assumed at that time in the creation of 
the modern city of Athens. This is 
perhaps most clearly illustrated in Peter 
von Hess's painting entitled Arrival of 
King Otto of Greece in Athens on January 
12, 1835, now in the Neue Pinakothek 

in Munich (see Koch 1955, p. 161, 
fig. 2; see also p. 163, figs. 7-8; Bastea 
2000, pp. 6-7, fig. 1). As a monument, 
the building itself, along with Plateia 
Theseiou, came to occupy a prominent 
place both physically and symbolically in 
the newly created capital of the nascent 
Greek state (Athens became the capital 
of Greece in 1834, following earlier 
provisional seats of government at Aigina 
and Nauplia; see Bastea 2000, pp. 6-14). 

17. Dinsmoor 1941, pp. 3031, 65, 
126-127. 

18. KK lot 466, South Peristyle 
under grave 16, by the southwest anta; 
KK lot 479, northwest corner Peri- 
style. 

19. KK lot 474, North Peristyle, 
under grave 29. The fragment is of a 
vertical strap handle (W. 0.034 m), 
well burnished, fired light reddish 
brown to light red 2.5YR 6/4-6; the 
piece is LH III A:1 at latest. 

20. Especially graves D 6:3 and 
D 7:1, both of which can be assigned 
to Final Mycenaean/Submycenaean. 
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fair quantity of Late Geometric and Protoattic, as well as all stages of 
black-figure. Many pieces are ambitious and some are of high quality. 

None of the early material deriving from these deposits is, then, in its 
original context, and the layers antedating the temple represent filling that 
had been spread to serve a construction or landscaping project of the 5th 
century B.C. The source, or sources, of this material is arguable, but some 
of it came from disturbed graves or cemetery refuse around them. While 
earth fill elsewhere has been shown to have sometimes been hauled in 
from a distance,21 rarely is the distance substantial, and in this case a ready 
source may have lain just to the west and northwest where bedrock falls 
away, in places abruptly, from the temple area. Moreover, a number of 
graves were preserved along the west and northwest shoulder of the hill, 
and dozens of cuttings for what were certainly others.22 Surviving burials 
range in date from the closing stages of LH IIIC into Middle Geometric 
I,23 but scattered cemetery debris over bedrock around them leaves little 
doubt that burial in the area continued at least into the late 8th and prob- 
ably through the 7th century B.C. The latter is suggested by a fragment of 
a terracotta plastic snake that had surely peeled from a Late Geometric or 
Early Protoattic funerary vase.24 

Sherds in the temple filling are mostly small, joins few, and even re- 
constituted fragments small; the same is generally true of the presumed 
cemetery debris, reinforcing the impression that this is indeed the source 
of most of the sherds beneath the Hephaisteion. The sherds assembled as 
P 14819 are an exception. So much of the vessel is preserved, all but one 
small sherd joining, that it cannot have been moved far, and its survival on 
Kolonos Agoraios is virtually unimaginable outside an original context of 
a grave deeply sunk into bedrock.25 A likely sequence of events, therefore, 
is as follows: 

1. The pot was probably uprooted by builders of the Hephais- 
teion.26 If pieces of it actually derive from layer Vl, as seems 
probable (see above), the grave must have been destroyed at 
the beginning of the 5th century B.C. The vessel may have 

21. A good but rather rare example 
of fill having been carried some 
distance is that of the dumped road fill 
of the mid-7th century B.C. beside the 
Tholos Cemetery. The deposit 
contained sherds that joined fragments 
in the Protoattic Votive deposit on the 
Areiopagos, about 100 m to the 
southeast: deposit H 17:4, Young 1939, 
p. 10. Another case is that of sherds 
joining pyre debris in grave H 16:6, 
which were found in 4th-century B.C. 

dumped filling above that deposit, 15 m 
to the south; see Smithson 1968, pp. 
78-79. In both cases the distance is not 
substantial. 

22. The preserved graves and 
numerous grave cuttings will be fully 

presented in a forthcoming volume in the 
Athenian Agora series. 

23. The latest tomb, C 8:7 (Middle 
Geometric I), is located about 20 m 
southwest of the temple. 

24. The fragment derives from lot 
KK 461 (layer IV), under Christian 
graves in the cella. The incidence of such 
plastic snakes appears to originate in the 
Late Geometric IIb workshop of the 
Philadelphia Painter (see Coldstream 
1968, p. 57) and continues through the 
career of the Analatos Painter, that is, a 
chronological span of ca. 725-675 B.C. 

in the conventional chronology. The 
work of the Analatos Painter, including 
hydriai with snake-molded handles, is 
fully discussed by Sheedy 1992. 

25. While a well is also a possible 
source, the earliest pre-Archaic well on 
Kolonos Agoraios is D 12:3 (Middle 
Geometric II/Late Geometric Ia), nearly 
100 m to the southeast, at the edge of the 
eastern scarp; see Brann 1961, pp. 103- 
114, well I; for the date see Coldstream 
1968, p. 22. It is also worth adding that 
pots found in wells, particularly those 
substantially preserved (i.e., period-of- 
use), are normally smaller, and rarely 
exceed a height of 0.40 m. 

26. An earlier uprooting of the vessel, 
though possible, seems unlikely, especial- 
ly since the surface breaks appear sharp 
and relatively unworn; reinforcing plaster 

. . . . now coanng t ze entlre lnterlor ot t ze 
vessel prevents closer inspection. 
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been originally in one of the robbed burial pits just outside the 
foundations of the west peristyle (see below).27 

2. The amphora was deliberately broken up into sherds and tossed 
into or onto the early-5th-century B.C. fill. 

3. The sherds were dispersed through the Hephaisteion construction 
filling, either entering as a part of the pre-temple fill dumped 
within the area of the rectangle or churned up from levels 
disturbed by the Hephaisteion builders. 

4. Christian burials and repairs to the church, to the extent that they 
penetrated and displaced construction filling or pre-temple 
levels, drew some pieces up into post-antique or modern levels. 

If the sequence of events presented here is sound, then the relevant con- 
texts in and immediately around the building help to pinpoint the precise 
date of the construction of the Hephaisteion. They supplement the "new 
evidence for the dating of the temple" prepared by Lucy Talcott and pre- 
sented in Dinsmoor's study,28 primarily based on the material from the 
deposit of working chips of Pentelic marble some 33 m to the southwest of 
the temple, and suggest a Kimonian date for the building. Moreover, the 
location of Christian burials within the cella (Fig. 3) throws some doubt 
on the restoration, and even the very existence of the interior colonnades.29 

As for the immediate surroundings of the building, it is worth adding 
that the bedrock in the area of the Hephaisteion was dug into for numer- 
ous Early Iron Age graves. A few of these, such as the "Final Mycenaean/ 
Submycenaean" tomb D 7:1 (Fig. 5), were dug deep into the natural rock 
and, being well sealed in some cases, escaped the attention of later builders 
on the hill.30 It was very common, however, to find on Kolonos Agoraios 
large areas of bedrockwith numerous destroyed, looted, or damaged burial 
pits with a configuration identical to the better-preserved tombs nearby.31 
Figure 6 illustrates only a few of these pits, and it is highly likely that 
P 14819 derives from such a damaged tomb. Assuming the pot to have 
come from a tomb, as seems most likely, one may well ask of what kind 
and whose. Before addressing these questions, it is important to describe 
the vessel more fully and to establish, as far as is possible, its date, since 
chronology has a direct bearing on the question of preferred burial custom 
in Athens at any given time in the Early Iron Age. 

27. As, for example, one on either from Sounion formed part of an unpub- 
side of the third peristyle column from lished paper presented by Frederick 
the north; graves D 7:1, D 7:6, and D Cooper (1985) at the American School 7:7 lay within a distance of 4.0 m. of Classical Studies on March 27, 1985. 
Other pits and an intact grave, D 7:8, I am grateful to Fred Cooper for send- 
dotted the slopes further to the west ing me a copy of his manuscript. 
and southwest. 30. For the later activity around the 
28. Dinsmoor 1941, pp. 128-150. Hephaisteion, including the establish- 
29. The lack of an interior colon- ment of a landscaped garden, see 

nade for the Hephaisteion and the fact Thompson 1937. 
that the statue base that was restored in 31. For full discussion and details, 
the Hephaisteion was moved to Athens see Papadopoulos, forthcoming. 
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Figure 5. Final Mycenaean/Sub- 
mycenaean tomb D 7:1, with cover 
slab preserved in situ, dug deep 
into bedrock. Foundations of the 
Hephaisteion on the north side in 
background. Courtesy Agora Excavations 

Figure 6. Empty pits in bedrock in 
sector IlE (Plateia Theseiou), in the 
area of the Hephaisteion (Kolonos 
Agoraios), representing looted or 
destroyed Early Iron Age tombs. 
Courtesy Agora Excavations 
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Figure 7. Agora P 14819. Scale ca. 1:7. 
Drawing A. Hooton 

TH E AMPH O RA AND ITS REPAI R 

Although never fillly published, P 14819 has been briefly mentioned in 
more than one publication.32 It may be described as follows: 

P 14819: Large belly-handled amphora Figs. 2, 7 
Imported, Cycladic, perhaps from Syros 
H. 0.730-0.740 m; I)iam. (base) 0.155 m; I)iam. (mouth) 0.203 m 

Reconstructed from many joining fragments preserving a substantial 
part of the amphora, including a portion of the base, much of the body, 
neck, rim, and parts of both handles. About a third of the vessel preserved, 
the profile complete; missing parts restored in plaster, with interior heavily 
coated in plaster to stabilize vessel. Surface very worn in parts, particularly 
on upper body. 

Tall ring foot; underside flat. Tall ovoid body, with point of maximum 
diameter set high. Vertical neck, offset from body on interior by a substan- 
tial thickening, indicating that the neck was made separately from the body 
and subsequently attached or that the neck was thrown onto the leather- 
hard body by attaching a coil to the upper edge of a finished body. The 
cylindrical neck terminates in a plain rim, with the top edge smoothed to 
form a rounded lip. The mouth is not original to the vessel but has been 
repaired (see below). Two horizontal double handles are set on the body at 
the point of greatest diameter. Wheelmarks prominent on neck interior. 

32. Dinsmoor 1941, p.126; 
Desborough 1952, pp.34 and 36; 
Oakeshott 1966, p.121, underaIsland 
Protogeometric," wrongly stated as 
"Agora P 14189"; Smithson 1968, p.85, 
under no. 1; Snodgrass 1971, p.101, 
n. 43; Papadopoulos 1998, p.115, n. 37. 

(gerl@ g 
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Non-Athenian clay, filll of inclusions, predominantly white (lime- 
stone or quartz?), only a few darker ones, with many individual particles 
erupting onto the surface. Fabric very micaceous, with mica visible all 
over surface and on clean breaks. Clay body fired close to reddish yellow 
5YR 6/6 and light red 2.5YR 6/6, best described as "brick red." Reserved 
surface on neck interior and upper part of the vessel on exterior fired as 
the clay body, in places closer to light reddish brown 5YR 6/4; reserved 
surfaces on lower parts of vessel fired closer to reddish brown 5YR 5/4, 
in parts slightly lighter, especially on belly zone, closer to light reddish 
brown 5YR 6/4, in parts gray. Upper half of vessel largely oxidized, while 
lower part is reduced. 

Paint mostly well adhering on lower wall, in parts much worn and 
peeled, especially on upper body. Variously fired red through black, in 
accordance with the fired color of the reserved surface. Lower exterior 
edge of foot reserved; remainder of foot, to juncture with wall, painted. 
Lower wall reserved, except for a single horizontal band, quite thick. 
Three broad bands near and slightly below point of maximum diameter, 
immediately below the handles, define the lower belly zone. The belly 
zone is decorated, on either side of the vessel, with sets of mechanically 
drawn concentric circles, each set comprising nine circles, with a very 
small dot at center. Alternating between the circles are two sets of short 
double squiggles, one set hanging pendant from the band above, the other 
lower down. On the better-preserved side there are five sets of circles; the 
belly zone on the opposite side of the vase is largely lost. Each set is drawn 
with the same pivoted multiple brush; individual brushes of the imple- 
ment were very thin and the sets of circles are rather small for the size 
of the vessel. The left set on the better-preserved side is the only one 
that shows "flooding."33 Judging by the fine pivot point, the circles 
were executed while the clay was rather dry, probably leather to bone 
hard. 

Shoulder decorated with a broad horizontal band framed by two 
thinner bands below and two above. From the uppermost of these 
spring upright, mechanically drawn, concentric semicircles. The pivot 
point for each, mostly not preserved on account of wear or damage, is set 
slightly above the lower band, with the result that the semicircles are not 
perfect half circles of 180° but rather define a slightly greater arc. They are 
executed with the same implement used for the circles on the belly zone, 
with each set of semicircles comprising nine arcs. Only a few sets, or 
portions of sets, are preserved on the shoulder, but these would have been 
continuous around the shoulder. Judging by the parts of three sets preserved 
above one side, the semicircles were set quite far apart, and there is space 
around the shoulder for at least seven sets. 

Thin horizontal band on uppermost shoulder, near juncture with 
neck. From this band hang pendant sets of double squiggles identical to 
those on the belly zone. These squiggles, judging by what is preserved, 
are for the most part located in the area between the sets of semicircles, 
and therefore alternate with them, but at a higher level. It is possible that 
there is a second set of double squiggles below, between each set of semi- 
circles, but in all cases the relevant area of the vase is either not preserved 

33. This is a common occurrence on 
sets of concentric circles and semicircles 
painted with a pivoted multiple brush, 
for which see Papadopoulos, Vedder, 
and Schreiber 1998. 
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or extremely worn. The reserved area between the semicircles and the thin 
horizontal band above is rather large and this may be why the semicircles 
are greater than 180°. Preserved neck, though much worn, is clearly painted 
solid; there is no trace of paint on the preserved rim top. Outer faces of 
handles painted, as is the connecting rib between each double handle, as 
shown. The paint extends from the lower outer handle attachments in a 
broad sweep, over the three bands below and well down the wall of the 
vessel; each ends in a ragged termination. Preserved neck reserved on 
. . 

lntenor. 

As noted above, the neck of the vessel now ends in a plain lip that is 
not original. The fact that the mouth is only partially preserved and rather 
worn does not assist in establishing whether the repair was executed be- 
fore or after firing. Nevertheless, a number of factors combine to suggest 
that the repair was done after firing, and possibly some time well after the 
vessel reached Athens. The top surface of the rim is uneven and dips down 
on one side about 0.005 m, with the result that the line of the rim crosses 
those of the wheelmarks. The trough of a gouge, approximately 0.005 m 
wide, runs diagonally for a distance of 0.040-0.045 m across an area of 
intact paint on the neck; it terminates about 0.01 m below the top in a 
rounded "nose," as if made by a fine chisel that slipped. About 0.015 m to 
the right a chipped notch interrupts the surface, the bottom of which ap- 
pears to be what remains of a possible mending-hole that shattered the 
inner surface of the wall and flaked the edges outside. If the chipped notch 
is indeed part of a mending-hole, as seems likely, then it is clear that the 
adjustments to the vessel occurred after firing. An attempt to clamp or tie 
the severed neck and rim seems to have splintered the neck beyond con- 
ventional repair; the line of the fracture was evened up as much as possible, 
as the irregularities at and near the mouth show, and the resulting edge 
was sanded smooth to form a lip. 

Salvage repairs, beyond the usual rivet- or tie-holes, are known, espe- 
cially on large vessels, though they are also known on smaller pots. The 
ring foot of a very large neck-handled amphora from the Kerameikos, for 
example, was chipped off and the bottom hollowed, evidently after paint- 
ing, so that the vessel would stand firmly.34 It is not clear from the pub- 
lished description of the vase whether this was done before or after firing, 
though it seems likely that the repair was executed when the clay was 
rather hard, perhaps after firing. A classic case of a salvage repair made 
prior to firing can be seen on a Middle Geometric I vessel from well L 6:2 
in the area of the later Athenian Agora, which was originally designed as a 
large hydria, but subsequently trimmed down to the base of the shoulder 
to form a krater.35 

Whatever the life history ofthe amphora P 14819 a history to which 
we shall return in the final section of this paper it is clear that the vessel 
was prized enough to warrant a repair, which, having failed, necessitated 
the more drastic step of cutting offthe upper part ofthe neck and all of the 
rim, and sanding down what remained to form a plain round mouth. The 
current state of the amphora, with its upper neck and rim gone, gives the 
appearance of a proportionately dysfunctional vessel, one that does not 
look quite right in any period, a feature that does not assist the dating of 
the vessel. 

34. Kerameikos I, p. 115, pl. 41, grave 
mound T 8, inv. 568. 

35. The vessel is fully published in 
Papadopoulos 1998, along with a 
similar vessel, also of Attic manufac- 
ture, from the Early Iron Age cemetery 
at Fortetsa, near Knossos, for which 
see Brock 1957, pp. 43 and 47, pl. 31, 
no. 454 [13]. A number of other repairs 
to smaller vases from the Agora are also 
listed in Papadopoulos 1998. 
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THE DATE OF THE AMPHORA AND THE 
PHENOMENON OF ARCHAIZING 

In her publication of the burial urn of the celebrated Tomb of the Rich 
Athenian Lady (tomb H 16:6-1 [P 27629]), Smithson had occasion to 
mention Agora P 14819. In discussing the solidly glazed handles on 
P 27629, she noted that they were unique in Athens, adding: "They are 
exactlylike those on Agora P 14819, an imported belly-handler from some- 
where in the Cyclades; it might be this late, though it is still Protogeometric 
in style."36 Although in later notes Smithson came to consider P 14819 as 
Late Geometric, she had always essentially viewed the vessel as "Subpro- 
togeometric" in date, despite its "Protogeometric-looking" style. 

Stylistically, a number of features combine to suggest that P 14819, 
although firmlyrooted in Protogeometric tradition, is not of Protogeometric 
date. Perhaps foremost, the mechanically drawn circles and semicircles are 
exceptionally fine and their paint thin. As a result, the circular ornament 
appears flimsy and is overshadowed by the rather sturdy squiggles and 
comparatively massive bands. While the inspiration of the piece is clear, 
both in composition and execution, it lacks the balance and solid texture 
of genuine Protogeometric decoration. For Smithson, this suggested an 
adaptation, whether by means of survival, revival, or both, detached from 
an earlier living tradition and not fillly understood. An analogy can be 
made with well-trained and skilled modern classicists: however deft their 
control over the syntax and grammar of Greek or Latin, their pronuncia- 
tion ofthe languages remains a contentious issue, still practiced but never- 
theless severed from a once thriving tradition. A few points underscore the 
relationship and differences between P 14819 and pieces of Protogeometric 
date, especially in Athens. 

Agora P 14819 is larger than any surviving Protogeometric belly-handled 
amphora, although a few, both Early and Late Protogeometric, approach 
it in size.37 Such large pots, with a height above 0.50 m, particularly when 
used as epitymbia, are especially vulnerable to breakage. Fragments, rela- 
tively common in cemetery debris from Final Mycenaean into Late Geo- 
metric, show that they were part of the standard ceramic repertoire, even 
though the normal size belly-handled amphoras (H. ca. 0.40 m) become 
comparatively rare after the close of Protogeometric. The large ver- 
sions were not chance curiosities but were produced routinely to meet the 
ritual needs and status requirements of wealthier families. The decorative 
formulas for very large Protogeometric belly-handled amphoras diXer from 
those of standard size and are fairly rigid: circles across the belly and semi- 
circles on the shoulder.38 

36. Smithson 1968, p. 85, under tions to the rule. At least one very large two belly-handled amphoras of standard 
no. l; cf. the solidly painted handles on belly-handled amphora lacks the circles size have circles on the belly zone like 
P 27629, pl.20 (bottom). on the belly zone: Athens, National their larger counterparts; both are Early 

37. An Early Protogeometric exam- Museum inv.18113, from Nea Ionia Protogeometric, decorated at a time be- 
ple is Erechtheion Street H-15, Brou- (H.0.572 m), Smithson 1961, pl.24, fore conventions were firmly fixed: Ke- 
skare 1980, pl. 4:a (H.0.64 m); for a no.3. The belly zone of the vase is left rameikos inv. 8808/09 (= Schlorb-Vier- 
Late Protogeometric example see Kera- clear and the shoulder height is dimin- neisel 1966, Beil.11,4-5, Gr. hS 101; 
meikos IV, pl. 9, grave 38, inv.1089 ished by extending the paint from the H.0.446 m); and Agora P 24240 from 
(H. 0.69 m). neck and with the addition of three well J 14:2, with an estimated height a 

38. There are, as always, a few excep- horizontal bands. Somewhat earlier, little over 0.40 m (unpublished). 
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Since the same pivoted multiple brush was regularly used for both filll 
circles and semicircles,39 the height of the shoulder zone on genuine 
Protogeometric vases was reduced to proportions commensurate with the 
height of the semicircles. Two schemes are usual: several bands between 
the neck and the patterned zone,40 or two, rarely three, superimposed pat- 
terned zones; the latter, popular in Final Mycenaean and Early Pro- 
togeometric, is abandoned before Late Protogeometric. On P 14819, the 
single narrow band, closely set beneath the neck, does nothing to reduce 
the zone height. The semicircles fill less than half of the height and the 
squiggles dangle high above them. 

The semicircles and circles are very small for the size ofthe pot, smaller, 
in fact, than is usual on Protogeometric belly-handled amphoras of stan- 
dard size anywhere in Greece.4l The heavy shoulder-banding, comprising 
a wide band framed by two thin bands below and two above, is usual on 
amphoras found in graves, literally Protogeometric in form, placement, 
and execution; the lower bands are not. A deep belly zone with an em- 
phatic row of filll mechanically dravfn concentric circles is one of the hall- 
marks of Protogeometric grave-amphoras. On true Protogeometric am- 
phoras this belly zone is defined, below the handle attachments, by a 
repeated scheme of a wide band framed by two thinner bands above and 
below, or by three narrow bands. In either case, the narrow bands are equal 
in width and are usually dravfn with the same brush as those on the shoul- 
der above, resulting in a balanced effect. On P 14819 the lower bands are 
placed comparatively too high, and although they run a little below the 
base of the outer handle attachments, the attachments themselves are short 
and quite unlike the tapered attachments carefillly smoothed against the 
wall of genuine Protogeometric pieces. 

Furthermore, the handles on P 14819 are too small for this pot. The 
central rib of the double handle rests squarely on the top band below, a 
cramped and inelegant juxtaposition that negates the decorative effect of 
the double handle.42 The firm, even mighty, bands below the handle, three 
times the width of the narrow ones on the shoulder, overpower the dainty 
circles of the belly zone. The circles, placed more or less at the middle of 
the belly zone, are approximately 0.06 m above the point of greatest diam- 
eter of the vessel; although it may seem a minor point, such a position is 
virtually unthinkable on genuine Athenian Protogeometric. If the semi- 
circles on the shoulder have too much room, the circles on the belly have 
too little. Added to this is the fact that the entire patterned decoration has 
been squeezed up to the top halfofthe pot. The solitary band on the lower 

39. Contrary to the arguments of band above and below, and a pendant 41. In addition to Athenian 
Eiteljorg (1980), it is clear that the zigzag canopy above the semicircles; amphoras already mentioned, cf. a 
decoration of Attic Protogeometric see also Erechtheion Street, H-15 similar decorative idiom on Proto- 
and Geometric vessels in the form of (Brouskare 1980, p. 23, pl. 4:a), where geometric amphoras, and other closed 
concentric circles and semicircles was the paint on the neck extends in a broad vessels, from Boiotia, the Corinthia, 
done with a pivoted multiple brush band on the shoulder, below which are the Cyclades, Thessaly, East Greece, 
implement; see Papadopoulos, Vedder, two narrow bands and a zigzag canopy. Crete, and even Macedonia; see, 
and Schreiber 1998. Both vessels are Early Protogeometric. generally, Desborough 1952; 1972. 

40. See Kerameikos I, pl.55, inv.561, Cf. further Kerameikos inv. 1089, which 42. For such handles generally see 
with a wide band enclosed by a narrow is later Protogeometric. Oakeshott 1966. 
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body does little to counterbalance the top-heaviness of the decoration, 
and although a subsidiary band (or bands) on the lower bodies of very 
large Protogeometric closed vessels is not uncommon, the one on P 14819 
teams up with the heavy triple bands below the handles to detract from 
the patterned decoration. The manner in which the outer face of the pre- 
served handle is painted contrasts with the normal thinner"arches and 
bows" of Protogeometric vessels, especially belly-handled amphoras, but 
its prolongation in tails extending onto the body, below the level of the 
bands, is an echo of Protogeometric practice.43 

A comparison ofthe size, shape, and decoration of P 14819 with any 
number of genuine Protogeometric belly-handled amphoras indicates that 
the vessel cannot be Protogeometric in date.44 The distinctive features seen 
in P 14819, particularly the tall ring foot, the ovoid body with point of 
maximum diameter set quite high, the comparatively broad neck, along 
with the great size of the vessel, are all consistent with a Late Geometric 
date. Such a combination of features can be seen in a number of regional 
workshops. In Athenian Geometric these features are standard in a variety 
of vessels, including very large amphoras, such as the neck-handled am- 
phora measuring 1.350 m, now in Leiden.45 In the Cyclades large belly- 
handled amphoras shaped like P 14819, with the characteristic double 
handles, referred to by Noel Oakeshott as "horned-head,"46 are found as 
early as Middle Geometric. A good example is the amphora said to be 
from Melos, now in Munich, which is almost certainly Naxian (Fig. 8).47 
Standing to a height of 0.730 m, the Munich amphora is of similar pro- 
portions to Agora P 14819 (0.73>0.740 m, though originally larger), but 
is decorated in the standard patterned style of the time, with much of the 
lower body covered in black.48 A virtually identical amphora, also said to 
be from Melos and now in Vienna, was published by Elena Walter-Karydi 
(Fig. 9),49 who went on to list and discuss a number of related vessels and 
fragments, especially from Naxos.50 The stylistic similarity between these 
and other closely related vessels and contemporary pottery from Athens 
has been most recently discussed by Photeini Zapheiropoulou, Kenneth 

pl. XLII:1, referred to as aAttiques," but 
listed under Cycladic Middle Geomet- 
ric in Coldstream 1968, p.166. 

49. Walter-Karydi 1972, p.390, 
fig. 4; Zapheiropoulou 1983, p.131, 
fig.28; Vienna, Kunsthistorisches 
Museum inv. 1879. 

50. Walter-Karydi 1972, esp. 
pp.386-390. Foremost of these is the 
fragmentary amphora said to be from 
Thera, now in the Louvre (inv. A 266), 
Walter-Karydi 1972, pp.388,390, 
n.12, fig.5, and a similar fragmentary 
but smaller amphora from Philoti on 
Naxos (p.388, fig.2), first published 
by Kontoleon (1949, pp. l-3, figs. l-3), 
now fully discussed in Kourou 1999a, 
pp.183-198, pls.56-59. 

43. C£ Desborough 1952, pls. 4-5; 
Papadopoulos 1994b, pls. 109:a-b, 
1 19:c. 

44. For Attic Protogeometric belly- 
handled amphoras see, among others, 
Kerameikos I, pls. 32 (inv. 529), 43-45, 
46 (inv. 857), 54-56, 58; Kerameikos IV, 
pls. 9-11; Desborough 1952, pp. 2s37, 
pls. 4-5; Desborough 1972, pp. 35-36, 
figs. 2-3, pp. 148-149, pl. 27. For 
amphoras from other parts of the 
Greek world, see Desborough 1952; 
1972. Comparing Cycladic Proto- 
geometric amphoras is more difficult, 
given the rarity of true Protogeo- 
metric-especially earlier and devel- 
oped Protogeometric-pottery in the 
Cyclades. The existing evidence is 

admirably assembled and discussed 
by Desborough (1952, pp. 153-163; 
1972, pp.221-224); see also Cold- 
stream 1968, pp.148-157. In its latest 
phase, Athenian Protogeometric was 
widely imitated in various parts of the 
Aegean, particularly in the Cyclades. 

45. Leiden I.1909/1.1, conveniently 
illustrated and discussed in Coldstream 
1968, p. SS, pl. ll:a. 

46. Oakeshott 1966. 
47. Munich inv. 6166, Coldstream 

1968, p. 167, pl.34:m; Zapheiropoulou 
1983, p.131, fig.27; Boardman 1998, 
pp.47,59, fig. 88. 

48. C£ the related fragmentary 
amphora with a restored height esti- 
mated at 0.810 m, Delos X%, pp. 90-91, 
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Figure 8 (left). Naxian Middle 
Geometric belly-handled amphora, 
Glyptothek und Museen antiker 
Kleinkunst, Munich, inv. 6166. 
H. 0.730 m. Courtesy Museum; photo 
C. Koppermann 

Figure 9 (right). Cycladic (Naxian) 
Middle Geometric belly-handled 
amphora, Antikensammlung, Kunst- 
historisches Museum, Vienna, 
inv. 1879. H. 0.695 m. Courtesy 
Museum (neg. 11179) 

Sheedy, and Nota Kourou.5l The number of recognized Athenian Pro- 
togeometric and Geometric imports to the Cyclades has been steadily grow- 
ing, thanks to the work of Richard Catling and Sheedy.52 Large Cycladic 
amphoras have also been found outside the Cyclades and especially in the 
various cemeteries at Knossos.53 

The Munich and Vienna amphoras shown here (Figs. 8-9) are both 
assigned to the Middle Geometric period. Similarly large amphoras are 
common in the Cyclades in Late Geometric, as illustrated by the frag- 
mentary example from Delos (Fig. 10), which stands to a preserved height 
of 0.740 m.54 Its decoration follows the more standard patterning of Late 
Geometric. It is worth adding that earlier Cycladic amphoras of the 
Protogeometric period are never this large. By the Early Archaic period, 
large belly-handled amphoras in the Cyclades became proportionately taller 
and more slender, as numerous examples from Delos attest.55 On the basis 
of shape alone, Agora P 14819 can be reasonably assigned to the Middle 
and Late Geometric period. 

51. Zapheiropoulou 1983, esp. 
pp. 130-133; Sheedy 1990; Kourou 
1999a, esp. pp. 90-97, 185-187. 

52. Catling 1998a, esp. pp. 370-378; 
Sheedy 1990. 

53. Coldstream 1990, pp. 26-27, pl. 
6, nos. 1 and 3. Of the two amphoras, 
Coldstream assigns Tekke Q 63 to 

Early Geometric I and KMF 283.91 to 
Middle Geometric I. In addition to the 
imports from the North Cemetery at 
Knossos, Coldstream discusses com- 
parative material from the Fortetsa and 
Tekke cemeteries. 

54. Delos XV, p. 37, no. 2, pl. XVIII: 
a-b, group Ac (B 4.213); neck and rim, 

as well as base, not preserved. For large 
belly-handled amphoras from other 
islands, see, among many, Coldstream 
1968, pl. 39:h ("Melian," now in Leiden; 
H. 0.620 m), pl. 58:a (Rhodes; H. 0.560 
m, discussed in more detail below). 

55. See Delos XVII, pls. I-VI 
(group Ba). 
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Figure 10. Fragmentary Cycladic 
Late Geometric belly-handled 
amphora from Delos, group Ac, 
no.2.Pres.H.0.740m. 
Courtesy Ecole fran jcaise d'Athenes 

Among the many large amphoras found in the Cyclades, perhaps the 
closest parallel to Agora P 14819, especially in terms of the painted deco- 
ration, is the belly-handled amphora from Thera first published by Ernst 
Pfuhl almost a century ago (Fig. 11).56 Standing to a height of 0.815 m, 
which would be not too far from the original height of P 14819, the am- 
phora fromThera (inv. 825) is identical in virtually all respects to P 14819. 
The most obvious exception is that it has a thick band framed by thinner 
bands immediately below its belly zone instead of the three bands of simi- 
lar thickness found on P 14819. Even the squiggles on P 14819 are echoed 
in the groups of short vertical strokes found between the full circles on the 
belly of the amphora from Thera. If Agora P 14819 is restored with an 
upper neck and rim like that of Thera 825, the two vessels would be very 
similar to one another, except that the base of P 14819 would be propor- 
tionately slightly more narrow, resulting in a lower body fractionally more 
piriform, and therefore closer to the shape of amphoras like that from 
Delos illustrated in Figure 10. 

Despite these strong similarities, the fabric of the two vessels is not 
the same. The clay of Thera 825, judging by its reserved surfaces, has 
prominent dark inclusions and only a light dusting of mica; it is light- 
colored, in places reddish yellow, elsewhere approaching a light red with 
an almost maroon-purple tinge.57 In his publication of Thera 825, Pfuhl 
listed the amphora under his category E "Samisches und Verwandtes," 
and more specifically under category E II, that is, related to Samian, but 
not considered Samian. Some 50 years later, Desborough listed Thera 825 

56. Pfuhl 1903, p. 170, Beil. EII:2 
(E 4), from grave 29 (72) 6. 

57. I took notes on Thera 825 while 
visiting the island in September of 
1997. Reconstructed from fragments, 
with missing parts restored in plaster, 
Thera 825 has no visible breaks from 
which one could better judge the clay 
body of the vessel and I was unable to 
take a Munsell reading of the surface. 
The paint is dull, and varies in color 
from red through different shades of 
reddish brown to black. 
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b 

Figure 11. a) Late Geometric belly- 
handled amphora from Thera, grave 
29(72)6.H.0.815m.b)Detailof 
handle area. a) Courtesy Deutsches 
Archaologisches Institut, Athens; 
b) photo author a 

among a number of amphoras from Thera and assumed it to be of local 
manufacture.58 Coldstream, however, like Pfuhl, listed Thera 825 as an 
East Greek import to the island, and stated: 

The survival of the belly-handled amphora, still decorated in the 
PG tradition, is attested by an example found in the burnt layer at 
Miletus, and by two others exported to Thera [including inv. 825], 
both found in LG contexts.59 

As for the date, there is no question that the context of Thera 825- 
grave 29 (72) 6 and of a related amphora from grave 89 (109) 3 is Late 
Geometric.60 This, together with the Cycladic Middle and Late Geomet- 
ric vessels discussed above, helps place Agora P 14819 broadly within the 
Late Geometric period. Any more precise date would be sheer guesswork, 
though a date in the third quarter ofthe 8th century B.C., according to the 
conventional chronology, seems more likely (on the basis ofthe overall ap- 
pearance of the vessel) than one toward the very end of the century. 

In considering such a late date forThera 825, Desborough stated that 
"it comes, therefore, as rather a shock to find that the context of this am- 
phora is undoubtedly eighth century.... The only conclusion seems to be 
that it is a remarkable case of the survival of an Attic Protogeometric form, 

58. Desborough 1952, pp.31,34, 
215. 

59. Coldstream 1968, p.269, with 
reference to Hommel 1959-1960, p.39, 
fig. 1; cf. also the large fragmentary 
beUy-handled amphora, p. 54, pl. S3, 
no. 4, referred to as (proto?)geo- 
metrischen." 

60. Pfuhl 1903, p. 170; Desborough 
1952, pp.34,215; Coldstream 1968, 
p.269. 
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Figure 12. Subgeometric hydria, 
Athenian Agora P 4614. 
Courtesy Agora Excavations 

at least in Thera.''61 In this context Desborough made passing reference to 
Agora P 14819: "Curiously enough, fragments of a similar amphora of 
coarse red-brick clay, very micaceous, appear among the unpublished 
material of the Agora excavations (P 14819)."62 

Vessels like Agora P 14819 andThera 825 raise the issue of archaizing. 
A number of scholars looking at the problem from an Athenian perspec- 
tive have discussed the incidence of a Protogeometric style in later Geo- 
metric contexts in terms of survivals and/or revivals, and even as copies.63 
In discussing the phenomenon of specific Protogeometric shapes echoing 
Mycenaean tradition, Smithson noted that this "may be, like a number of 
resurgent types, a Mycenaean revival, i.e. a 'copy,' slightly modernized, of 
pieces salvaged from disturbed tombs."64 A similar sentiment is expressed 
by Eva Brann in her discussion of Late Geometric and Early Protoattic 
shapes and motifs that are strikingly Mycenaean in their appearance. She 
states: "The Athenians certainly often came across Mycenaean antiquities, 
so there would have been no lack of models."65 In discussing an early-7th- 
century B.C. hydria from the Agora (Fig. 12), together with several related 
vessels that echo Protogeometric tradition, Rodney Young wrote: 

The hydria gives a false impression that it is Protogeometric; but the 
pale clay, creamy slip, and general appearance of the fabric are 
entirely different from true Protogeometric. The body ... is seen to 
be deeper and more pointed, narrower at the bottom, and with a 
higher, less flaring ring foot. The decoration too is not usual for 
Protogeometric; the multiplication of glaze bands on the shoulder, 
the solid glaze on the handles instead of the canonical glaze bands 
ending in "tails," and the single wavy line in the handle zone instead 
of the double or triple wavy bands always used in true Protogeo- 
metric, are evidence that our hydria belongs to a different fabric. 
The hydria too is comparatively rare in Protogeometric.66 

61. Desborough 1952, p. 34. 
62. Desborough 1952, p. 34. 
63. See, for example, Smithson 

1961, p. 166, under no. 43; Agora VIII, 
pp.34-35, under no.37. 

64. Smithson 1961, p. 166, under 
no. 43. 

65. Agora VIII, p. 19; cf. Brann 
1961, p. 125, under L 66: six Mycen- 
aean goblet stems found in the fill of a 
Late Geometric well, and perhaps 
(re)used as bobbins. 

66. Young 1939, p. 27, under 
no. V 1. Young goes on to cite as close 
parallels nos. X 1 (see below, n. 67) and 
C 148 (p. 186, fig. 137), as well as a 
related example from the 7th-century 
grave 10 at Phaleron (Pelekides 1917, 
p. 31, fig. 20). Among many other 
related hydriai see Charitonides 1975, 
pl. lO:vr (rM 45, tomb XVI). 
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Figure 13. Subgeometric hydria, 
Athenian Agora P 4980, two views. 
Courtesy Agora Excavations Young noted that a related Subgeometric hydria from grave X in the 

Agora (Fig. 13) was also very Protogeometric in appearance, but that its 
fabric is unlike any true Athenian Protogeometric vase.67 In her discussion 
of the same hydria, together with a number of related examples, Brann 
noted that it was not clear whether the banded hydriai were "survivals or 
revivals of their Protogeometric prototype."68 Elsewhere, Brann referred 
to old-fashioned hydriai, of light-ground ware, considered "a Mycenaean 
type revived in the 8th century and found on many Greek sites, especially 
eastern ones."69 As for Protogeometric "models," Brann considered it likely 
that pottery of this period was still to be found as "heirlooms," and con- 
cluded: "At any rate, there is a whole group of Late Geometric pots done 
in a style which seems like a return to Protogeometric clay-ground tech- 
nique."70 

The dark-ground technique began to take over from the light-ground 
during the latest stages of the Protogeometric period, and is well estab- 
lished by Early Geometric I, continuing through the end of Middle Geo- 
metric. Although this is the case for many shapes, it is important to stress 
that for other specific vessel forms there is continuity in both style and 
production technique. This is especially true for pottery traditionally con- 
sidered as "utility ware," though many such pots are found in exactly the 
same contexts as more elaborately decorated ("non-utility") vessels and 
were often used for the same function. A good example is the plain banded 
neck-handled amphora from the fill of well K 1:5, found together with 
several vessels decorated in the standard dark-ground technique of the 
period (Fig. 14).71 Indeed, such plain vessels stand out in comparison to 
their more elaborately decorated contemporaries from the same context. 

Whereas many of the larger and smaller vessels of the Athenian Early 
Iron Age repertoire develop rapidly in terms of the fashion of the day, 

67. Young 1939, pp. 42-43, fig. 27. 
68. Agora VIII, p. 34; Brann also 

notes two related hydriai from the 
Kerameikos dating to the first half of 
the 8th century B.C.; Kerameikos V.1, 
pl.SO. 

69. Brann 1961, p. 100. 
70. Brann 1961, p. 100. 
71. The three pots illustrated in 

Fig. 14 were all found in the period-of- 
use fill of this well, recently excavated 
in the area north of the Eridanos, 
which can be assigned to Early 
Geometric II/Middle Geometric I; see 
Camp 1999, pp. 266-267. 
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other shapes remain remarkably conservative and consistent. Some of these display little noticeable change over a period of several decades or even centuries, while others develop in terms of nuances of shape, but retain a more traditional decorative idiom. Examples include a number of Geo- metric banded hydriai that date to various stages of the Early Iron Age.72 Similarly, plain banded neck-handled amphoras, ranging in date from Pro- togeometric through Late Geometric, are commonly found discarded in Early Iron Age wells in the area of the Classical Athenian Agora.73 In the case of such pots, there was never any real break in tradition: rather than survival or revival there was continuity. To illustrate this point, I have as- sembled a representative sample of plain banded neck-handled amphoras in Figure 15, togetherwith a Protogeometric neck-handled amphora deco- rated with the canonical mechanically drawn concentric semicircles on the shoulder (Fig. 15:a). Such banded vessels, found throughout the Early Iron Age, not only were very common, but they also kept alive a tradi- tional light-ground technique of decoration throughout the Early and Mid- dle Geometric periods, when a dark-ground technique predominated, and into the Late Geometric period, characterized by elaborate patterning. The banded amphoras assembled in Figure 15 range in date from Developed Protogeometric through Late Geometric I. The two Proto- geometric amphoras (Fig. 15:a-b) were found in the fill of well A 20:5, assigned to a developed phase of the Protogeometric period;74 two vessels (Fig. 15:c-d) were assigned by Coldstream respectively to Early Geomet- ric II and Middle Geometric I;75 the two examples from well L 6:2 (Fig. 15:e-f) are Middle Geometric;76 and the two from well I 13:1 (Fig. 15:g-h) can be assigned to a transitional phase between Middle Geometric II and Late Geometric I.77 The same type of simple banded amphora was used 
72. These are fully discussed in Papadopoulos, forthcoming. 21; Papadopoulos, forthcoming. Papadopoulos 1998. 75. They were found, respectively, in 77. Well I 13:1 is one of several 73. These will be published in full well C 18:6 (EG II) and well B 18:9 Geometric wells in the area under the in forthcoming volumes of the (MG I); for the relative chronology of later Middle Stoa; for the more recently Athenian Agora. these two deposits, see Coldstream discovered Geometric deposits within 74. For well A 20:5 see Young 1968, pp. 13, 16. this area, see Camp 1999, pp. 260-263 1951b, p. 144; with full details in 76. See Coldstream 1968, pp. 16, (well I 13:4 and grave I 13:5). 
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a b c 

d f e 

Figure 15. Athenian Agora, selected 
banded neck-handled amphoras: 
a-b) P 17455, P 17456 (wellA 20:5, 
PG); c) P 19012 (well C 18:6, EG II); 
d) P 19037 (well B 18:9, MG I); 
e-f) P 6411, P 6410 (well L 6:2, 
MG); rh) P 27938, P 27939 (well I 
13:1, MG II-LG I). 
Scale ca. 1:6. Courtesy Agora Excavations h g 
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Figure 16. Athenian Agora, banded / \ / 

neck-handled amphoras from \ / \ , 
EarlyIronAgetombs:a)P6997 \ \ ;/ \ L 

(tomb B 10:1, LPG); b) P 24791 \ / \_ 
(tomb N 16:4, EG I). Scale 1:6. 
Drawing A. Hooton a b 

not only for drawing water from wells, but also could be used in tombs, as 
the Late Protogeometric and Early Geometric I amphoras illustrated 
in Figure 16 attest.78 Related amphoras, often smaller than their predeces- 
sors, continue into the late 8th century and throughout the 7th century 
B.C. (Fig. 17).79 It is worth adding that in the Archaic period, as in the 
Geometric, pots decorated with bands were produced almost everywhere 
in the Greek world.80 

Precisely the same range of shapes-hydriai, neck- and belly-handled 
amphoras-wsth decoration harking back to a Mycenaean and Protogeo- 
metric aesthetic, is common in the Cyclades during the Late Geometric 
period, as numerous examples from the Purification Trench on Rheneia 
and elsewhere attest.8l The pots assembled in Figures 12-17 highlight the 
continuity of a conservative tradition, which was widespread throughout 
the Greek world. Such conservatism was perhaps most acute in the 
Cyclades, not only during Late Geometric, but for later periods as well. 
Indeed, a series of cups in Geometric and even Protogeometric style, with 
metope panels and concentric circles, are common in the Cyclades, espe- 
cially on Paros, Naxos, and Delos, some as late as ca. 500 s.c.82 Island 
isolation, to use a cliche, may be one of the contributing causes. This is 
well put by Coldstream, who penned, with specific regard to Thera, a state- 
ment that may be applied to other islands: "The potters of this remote 
island were slow to learn a Late Geometric style, and slow to forget it."83 
Be that as it may, a similar phenomenon, albeit at different scales, is found 
on the mainland, including centers, like Athens, that have long been 

78. The Late Protogeometric pl. 6, grave 28, inv. 910. generally, Coldstream 1968, pp. 164- 
amphora P 6997 comes from the 79. The vessels shown in Fig. 17 are 195. See further Young 1939, pp. 27- 
disturbed atomb" B 10:1, and the fully discussed in Sgora VIII, p. 34, pl. 3, 28; Sheedy 1985, pp. 153-159, esp. 
Early Geometric I amphora P 24791 nos. 29, 31-36. p. 156, n. 18. 
was found in tomb N 16:4. See also 80. See Cook and Dupont 1998, 82. Morris 1997, pp. 6849, with 
other similar plain banded amphoras p. 132. fig. 4. 
from the tombs in Kerameikos I, pl. 42, 81. Delos XV, pls. II-E, XV, no. 27; 83. Coldstream 1977, p. 216. 
T 12-13, inv. 602403; Kerameikos IV, cf. Thera II, p. 229, fig. 427; and, more 
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a b c d e 

Figure 17. Athenian Agora, banded 
amphoras of the late 8th through 
7th centuries B.C.: a) P 21578 
(second half of the 8th century); 
b-e) P 12444, P 12445, P 20731, 
P 26242 (late 8th century); 
f) P 23465 (third quarter of the 
7th century); g) P 3469 (last quarter 
of the 7th century). Courtesy Agora 
Excavations 

f g 

considered as "trend-setters."84 In addition to the Cyclades, Protogeometric 
survivals in the Geometric period are well known in Thessaly, Boiotia, 
Skyros, Euboia, and elsewhere, as Coldstream has established,85 and the 
same is true for much of the Peloponnese and western Greece generally, as 
well as Macedonia and other northern regions.86 

THE ORIGIN OF THE AMPHORA 

Although Agora P 14819 was never previously published in detail, those 
who have examined it have come to accept it as an import to Athens of 
Cycladic or East Greek origin.87 Indeed, the uncertainty about the precise 
origin of the vessel is to a large measure the result of the close affinity be- 
tween the two regions (Fig. 18), especially between individual centers such 
as Naxos and Rhodes in the Early Iron Age, a relationship effectively ex- 
plored by Zapheiropoulou.88 In the case of both regions, assigning indi- 
vidual pieces, or even stylistic groups, to a particular island workshop is far 
from straightforward.89 

Although much East Greek pottery (including the finer wares) in the 
Geometric and Early Archaic period is relatively coarse, I have not come 
across an East Greek vessel with a fabric sufficiently similar to that of 

84. For a long-lived Subgeometric 
style of pottery in Athens see, most 
recently, Papadopoulos, forthcoming, 
and in the Cyclades, Morris 1997, p. 
68. 

85. Coldstream 1968, pp.148-157, 
196-211. 

86. For the Protogeometric and 
Subprotogeometric pottery of Troy, 
especially the neck-handled amphoras, 
with discussion of comparative material 
from other north Aegean sites, see 
Catling 1998b; also Lenz, Ruppenstein, 
Baumann, and Catling 1998. 

87. See above, n.32. 
88. Zapheiropoulou 1994. 
89. See esp. Jones 1986, pp.643- 

673. Note also the fabric descriptions of 
some of the regional varieties of 
chevron skyphoi given in Descoeudres 
and Kearsley 1983. 
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Figure 18. Map of the Aegean 
showing the Cyclades in relation 
to the Greek mainland, the 
Dodecanese, and East Greece 
generally. R. Finnerty 

Agora P 14819 to provide a compelling visual match.90 The distinctive 
fabrics of Chios and Klazomenai can be ruled out,9l as can "Rhodian,"92 
along with the distinctive sandy texture and light brown color of"Ionian" 
cups, many of which are local to Samos.93 The generally coarse and gritty 
fabric of the "Wild Goat" and 'Fikellura" styles, much of which can now 
be assigned to Miletos thanks to the work of Pierre Dupont,94 is a little 

90. For a useful overview of East 
Greek pottery, see Cook and Dupont 
1998; for the Geometric period, 
Coldstream 1968, pp. 262-301, remains 
fundamental. For the fabric of various 
East Greek wares, particularly of the 
Archaic period, see Tocra I, pp. 41-66; 
Jones 1986, pp. 66s673. I hasten to 
stress that the following fabric deter- 
minations are made on the basis of 
visual criteria; the problems inherent 
with the scientific determinations of 
the clays of the Cyclades and East 
Greece, including Ionia and the 
Dodecanese, are well laid out in Jones 
1986. 

91. For Chian Late Geometric and 

Archaic pottery, Boardman 1967 is 
fundamental; see also Boardman 1998, 
pp.144-146; and further Tocra I, 
pp.57-63; Tocra II, pp.24-28. For 
Klazomenian see Cook and Dupont 
1998, pp. 95-107, 121-128 (with full 
references); Boardman 1998, pp. 148- 
149. 

92. By"Rhodian" I essentially mean 
the "Bird-Kotyle Workshop" as defined 
by Coldstream 1968, pp. 277-279; see 
also Boardman 1998, pp.51-52; Tocra 
I, pp. 41-57; Tocra II, pp. 16-20. This 
distinctive fabric is characteristically 
brown varying from dark orange to 
coffee brown according to Coldstream 
1968, p.279 and contains predomi- 

nantly white impurities, but only a 
relatively small quantity of silvery mica. 

93. Cf. Jones 1986, p. 665; 
Boardman 1998, pp. 146-147. For 
pottery from Samos, see further 
Technau 1929, esp. pp. 6-37; Eilmann 
1933. 

94. Dupont 1986. See further Cook 
and Dupont 1998, pp. 32-70, 77-91; 
Boardman 1998, pp. 147-148. A1- 
though the home of Fikellura is 
Miletos, the Wild Goat Style is pro- 
duced at various centers, including 
Miletos. The earlier studies of the Wild 
Goat Style by Kardara (1963) and 
Schiering (1957) are still important, 
especially for shape and style. 
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closer to the general appearance of the fabric of P 14819, particularly in 
the fact that the fired color of the clay can vary considerably from a sandy 
brown through pink and red. Nevertheless, the color of the clay and range 
of impurities, especially the mica content, of the fabric of P 14819 are 
different from those of any pottery that can be assigned with confidence to 
Ionia. There are a number of fairly large belly-handled amphoras, espe- 
cially three examples from Kameiros and Ialysos on Rhodes that are as- 
signed by Coldstream on stylistic grounds to Early Geometric,95 of which 
one is illustrated here (Fig. 19). None of these Rhodian amphoras, how- 
ever, has the same shape and decoration as P 14819; they are all smaller 
than P 14819 and their decoration closer to true Protogeometric, despite 
their Subprotogeometric date. ByEast GreekMiddle Geometric, the belly- 
handled amphora is exceedingly rare, and indeed one of the few examples 
is Thera 825 (Fig. 11), which Coldstream assigned to East Greece (see 
above). We have seen, however, that the fabric of Agora P 14819 is very 
different from that of Thera 825, as is that of the Rhodian amphoras as- 
sembled by Coldstream. 

As for the Cyclades (Fig.20), a number of islands can also be quick- 
ly ruled out. The fabric of P 14819 is not the same as that which can 
be confidently assigned to Paros, Melos, Thera, or Siphnos.96 The ex- 
cavations directed by Lila Marangou at Minoa on Amorgos have brought 
to light an impressive array of Geometric, Archaic, and later material, but 
there is nothing from that island that I have seen that is similar to P 14819.97 
The pottery found, to date, onTenos includes a number of vessels made of 
a clay not unlike that of P 14819, but there is nothing that I know from 
that island that provides a satisfactory match.98 The Geometric settlement 
site at Zagora on the island of Andros has yielded a wealth of Geometric 
pottery, which awaits proper publication.99 The material from Zagora high- 

95. Coldstream 1968, pp.265- 
266, pl.58:a (Ialysos);Jacopi 1933, 
pp. 119-120, figs. 133-134; pp. 204- 
205, figs. 244-245; two of these 
amphoras are also illustrated and 
discussed in Zapheiropoulou 1994, 
p.248,fig. 17,p.250,fig. 19. 

96. For the fabric of Parian and 
Melian, seeJones 1986, pp. 643-660; 
see also Coldstream 1968, esp. pp. 176- 
185; Zapheiropoulou 1985; Sheedy 
1985, the latter important in helping to 
clarify the confusion in the literature 
between pottery variously assigned as 
"Melian" or "Parian," much of which 
was found in the Purification Trench 
on Rheneia. Note also the pottery from 
Paroikia (Rubensohn 1917, esp. pp. 73- 
88) and the Delion published in Ru- 
bensohn 1962, pp. 83-129. For the 
highly distinctive clay of Thera, which 
contains no mica, see Coldstream 1968, 
pp. 185-189; 1977, pp.216-217, and 

discussion above; see also Kontoleon 
1958, esp. pp. 127-137. For Siphnian 
Geometric and Archaic pottery, in- 
cluding imported fabrics, see Brock 
and Mackworth Young 1949, pp. 33- 
53; Tocra I, pp. 73-78; Tocra II, pp. 34 
38; Jones 1986, p. 644. For useful notes 
on the ceramic fabric from Melos, 
Kimolos, Paros, Mykonos, Naxos, 
Siphnos, as well as that from Thasos, 
see Villard 1993; Gautier 1993. I have 
not come across sufficient Geometric 
and Early Archaic pottery from the 
northwest Cyclades (i.e., Kea, Kythnos, 
and Seriphos) to comment on the 
products of these islands; for a recent 
overview of Kea and Kythnos, see the 
various papers in Mendoni and Maza- 
rakis Ainian 1998. For a general over- 
view of Cycladic pottery, the seminal 
study by Dugas (1925), though out of 
date, is still useful in a number of 
important respects, as is Buschor 1929. 

97. Annual preliminary reports 
appear in Ergon and Prakt; most 
recently, see Marangou 1996; 1997; 
1998 (which provides a useful historical 
introduction to the site, with references 
to earlier reports); and Marangou, in 
prep. For the publication of two Proto- 
geometric vases from Amorgos, see 
Catling andJones 1989. 

98. ForTenian Geometric, see the 
overnew in Coldstream 1968, p.166 
(with references); Mso Len 1925-1926; 
Desborough 1952, pp.158-161. I am 
grateful to Nota Kourou for discussing 
Tenian Geometric pottery with me in 
the Tenos Museum, and for showing 
me her recent finds from Exombourgo. 
For the excavations at Exombourgo 
(also ̂  il),uTcoutoyo), see Kourou 1996; 
l999b. 

99. In the meantime, see Zagora 1; 
Zagora 2; Mso Cambitoglou, Peirce, 
Segal, and Papadopoulos 1981. 
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Figure 19. Early Geometric 
belly-handled amphora, Rhodes, 
inv. 15533, from Ialysos, grave 43 
(H. 0.560 m). Courtesy KB Ephoreia 
of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities, 
Rhodes 

lights one of the fundamental problems facing the study of Cycladic 
Geometric pottery, namely the incidence and great range of imported fab- 
rics. While the comparatively numerous Athenian, Euboian, Naxian, and 
Parian products can be distinguished with relative ease, there remains an 
abundance of fabrics both of local manufacture and imported from other 
islands and the mainland. Among this wealth of Geometric material, a 
local Andrian fabric can be distinguished, especially for a series of smaller 
vessels such as cups, which share a brown, micaceous fabric.100 This ap- 
pears to be similar to much of the Late Geometric and Archaic pottery 
from the site of Ypsili ( Y+NAN, also known as Aprovatou) on the west 
coast of Andros, north of Zagora, recently excavated by Christina Tele- 
vantou.10l The fabric that I refer to as Andrian is, however, not the same as 
that of Agora P 14819. 

Naxos, the largest of the Cycladic islands, is known to have produced 
a significant and well-defined Geometric style, and several Middle Geo- 
metric Naxian amphoras have already been discussed for the similarity of 
their shape to that of P 14819 (Figs. 8-9).1°2 The attempt to define with 
clarity the fabric of Naxos has led to some controversy in the past, particu- 
larlywith regard to the Cesnola krater in NewYorkand a number of closely 

100. I had occasion to study much of 
the pottery from Zagora during the 
preparation of the guidebook for the site 
(Cambitoglou, Peirce, Segal, and Papa- 
dopoulos 1981). I am especially grateful 
to Dick Green, who is responsible for 

the study of the Zagora pottery, as well 
as Ken Sheedy for discussing with me 
the complexities of the local and 
imported pottery from Zagora. 

101. For the excavations at Ypsili, 
seeTelevantou 1993;1996; 1999. 

I am grateful to Christina Televantou 
for showing me the finds from Ypsili 
and for discussing with me a variety of 
Cycladic problems. 

102. See Coldstream 1968, pp. 164- 
195. 
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related pieces.l03 Following Nikolaos Kontoleon, Coldstream originally 
assigned the Cesnola krater to Naxos, but later changed his opinion in 
favor of Euboia.104 This reassignment did not meet with universal favor, 
and Walter-Karydi reaffirmed the claim of Naxos.105 Other scholars, pri- 
marilyJohn Boardman, maintained a Euboian origin, but noted that"one 
has to deal almost with a 'koine' of decoration Boiotia, Euboia, the 
Cyclades-which has links which are yet to be properly explored.''l06 The 
origin of the Cesnola krater must be Euboia, and this is strongly support- 
ed by recent scientific analysis.107 Moreover, our understanding of Naxian 
Geometric pottery is now on a much more secure basis, thanks to the 
recent contributions of Zapheiropoulou, Lambrinoudakis, and Kourou.108 

Itwas, indeed, the characteristic"brick-red," micaceous fabric of Naxos 
that led Smithson to suspect that Agora P 14819 was a Naxian import to 
Athens, and underlay, in part, her designation of the pot as "Anaxilas's 
amphora." Despite the close affinities, particularly in shape and, to a cer- 
tain extent, fabric, between Naxian pottery and P 14819, the latter is un- 
likely to be Naxian. Its fabric is coarser than normal Naxian fabrics, and 
none ofthe potterypublished from the island matches the style of P 14819 
in all respects. 

On the nearby small island of Donousa, an important Early Iron Age 
settlement has been excavated on the west coast by Zapheiropoulou. The 
definitive report on the excavations has not yet appeared, but the excavator 
has provided a number of important summaries.l09 Located east of Naxos, 
Donousa lies about halfway between Euboia and the Dodecanese. The 
Geometric settlement, dating to the third quarter of the 9th century B.C., 

was built on a secure anchorage and has yielded material displaying influ- 
ences from other Cycladic islands, especially Naxos, but also Kos and 
Rhodes.l10 Among the pottery recovered from the excavations on Donousa, 
a number of large Geometric amphoras have been illustrated in prelimi- 
nary publications and several are on display in the Naxos (Chora) Mu- 
seum. Two belly-handled amphoras in particular are close to the Rhodian 
example illustrated above (Fig. 19), and both have double handles similar 
to those of P 14819. They are decorated with two registers: the respective 
shoulder registers have mechanically drawn concentric semicircles, while 
their belly zones have filll concentric circles. One of these, inv. 4804 (Fig. 
21),11l has crosshatched panels in the center of the belly zone, with much 

103. Kontoleon 1949, p. 12, fig. 4; 
Coldstream 1968, pp. 172-174, where 
a number of other pieces, including 
Delos XV, pl. 44, Bc 8, are grouped 
around the same Upainter" See also 
discussion in Lefkandi I, pp. 74-76. 

104. Coldstream 1971. 
105. Walter-Karydi 1972, esp. 

pp. 402-409. 
106. Boardman 1969, p. 112; a num- 

ber of scholars still subscribe to this view 

(Kourou, personal communication). 
107. Jones 1986, p. 659. For 

Euboian Early Iron Age pottery see 
Boardman 1957; 1969; and, generally, 
Lefkundi I, pp.27-79 (for Euboian 
PG-LG pottery from the settlement) 
and pp.281-354 (for the pottery from 
the cemetery); Coldstream 1977, 
pp.192-195. It suffices to state that 
Agora P 14819 cannot be Euboian. 

108. Zapheiropoulou 1983; 1994; 

Lambrinoudakis 1983a; 1983b; cf. Lam- 
brinoudakis 1988; Kourou 1984; 1992; 
1994; 1997; l999a. 

109. See Zapheiropoulou 1970; 
1971; 1973a; 1973b; 1975. 

110. Zapheiropoulou 1994, p.231. 
See further the preliminary reports in 
ArchDelt, beginning in 1967, and n.109 
above. 

111. Zapheiropoulou 1975, pl.473:y; 
1994, p.249, fig.18. 
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Figure 21 (left). Early Geometric 
belly-handled amphora, Donousa, 
inv. 4804. Courtesy Ph. Zapheiropoulou 

Figure 22 (right). Early Geometric 
belly-handled amphora, Donousa, 
inv. 4538. Courtesy Ph. Zapheiropoulou 

of the lower body painted, whereas the other, inv.4538 (Fig.22), has short 
zigzags, or squiggles, alternating with the circles on the belly zone.l12 The 
squiggles are similar but not identical to those on P 14819. The more 
rounded form of Donousa 4804 and 4538, together with their more elabo- 
rate decoration, indicates that the vessels are earlier than Agora P 14819, 
probably closer to the date of Rhodes 15533. Although the evidence for 
the date of these vessels has not yet been fully presented, the information 
provided in preliminary reports indicates a 9th-century B.C. date for these 
amphoras, and more specifically the third quarter of that century.l13 The 
fabric of Donousa 4804, as far as I could judge in the light of the Naxos 
Museum, is paler than that of Agora P 14819, and contains less mica, 
whereas the clay color of Donousa 4538 varies from a pale brown through 
red. Parts ofthe latter more closely resemble the fabric of Agora P 14819, 
but the match is not perfect; the same is true of other pots from the is- 

.114 

112. Zapheiropoulou 1970, pl. 
401:a; 1994, p.247, fig. lb. 

113. See Zapheiropoulou 1994, 
p.231. 

114. A number of related larger 
vessels from Donousa are on display in 
the Naxos Museum. These include two 
large neck-handled amphoras (inv. 
7905 and 4796) decorated with bands 
not unlike some of the Athenian 
amphoras depicted in Fig.15; one of 

these (inv. 7905) is of a red fabric, the 
other with a more pale fired clay. Of 
similar fabric to the latter is a hydria 
(inv. 4788, see Zapheiropoulou 1973a, 
pl. 367:a-d) and a shoulder-handled 
amphora (inv. 4543, see Zapheiro- 
poulou 1970, pl. 402:y), the latter 
essentially dark-ground, except for 
the concentric semicircles on the 
shoulder. 
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Among the vessels that I have examined, perhaps the closest in fa- 
bric to that of Agora P 14819 is a solitary amphora, now in the National 
Museum in Athens (inv. 53), which is said to be "probably from Syros" 
(Fig. 23). Originally published by Sam Wide,l15 the vessel was fully de- 
scribed by Desborough, whose description of the vase is worth citing in 
filll: 

Figure 23. Geometric belly-handled 
amphora, probably from Syros; 
Athens, National Museum, inv. 53. 
Scale ca. 1:6. Courtesy Museum 

The clay is light brown and the paint chocolate-brown to red- 
brown. The body is slender-ovoid in shape, with the point of 
greatest diameter set high; the foot is low conical, coming away 
sharply from the body; the neck is high and slim, rises abruptly 
and almost vertically from the neck, and widens out at the top 
into an everted lip of the usual Class I type with a flat rim. Over 
this rim there are stripes; the neck is painted over; the shoulder 
has sets of full circles (eight circles to each set), and dividing them, 
except in one case, groups of three vertical wiggly lines. Below the 
shoulder, one thin band, one very thick, and one thin; the same 
system below the belly; on the belly, three sets of full circles between 
the single-loop handles; these are connected by similar groups of 
wiggly lines, now set horizontally; the usual paint splashes go over 
the handles and down the lower body, which is left free of paint. 
The height is 0.572 m. The context of the vase is unknown; it is 
obviously a later development of a vase such as [Kerameikos] 1089 
from Tomb 38, but it is not so very far from it in shape; the whole 
scheme of decoration is Protogeometric in spirit.1l6 

115. Wide 1897, p.245, fig. 16; 
Collignon and Couve 1902, p.26, 
section VIII, no. 137, inv.2201 (53), 
stated as being from "Syra?" This was 
one of several vases, said to be perhaps 
from Syros, including some Mycenaean 
(see pp.26-27, nos. 136-138, 142- 
143). 

116. Desborough 1952, pp.32-33; 
see also p.212, where Desborough 
reiterates that it "is certainly later than 
any Attic Protogeometric." It was the 
only vessel from Syros known to 
Desborough. Although the fabric of the 
amphora is described by Desborough as 
"light brown," its fired color is not 
consistent (see below). 
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Figure 24. Map of Syros showing 
some of the principal archaeological 
sites. R. Finnerty 

Although Athens NM 53 is clearly Subprotogeometric, assigning a 
firm date is far from straightforward. It is similar in both shape and style 
to the two belly-handled amphoras from Donousa, especially inv. 4538, 
and its resemblance to these, as well as Rhodes 15533 and a number of 
other amphoras from Naxos, suggests a 9th-century B.C. date, more likely 
in the second half of the century. Whatever its precise date, its fabric is 
virtually identical to that of P 14819, particularly in the range and quan- 
tity of visible impurities and mica content. Its reserved surfaces have fired 
colors ranging from red through a dull gray-brown, and the color and range 
ofthe dull paint is also similar. Smaller than P 14819, Athens NM 53 will 
be filllypublished by Kourou in a forthcoming fascicle ofthe Corpus Vasorum 
Antiquorum.ll7 A solitary amphora supposedly from Syros would by itself 
be inadequate to establish the island as the provenience of Agora P 14819; 
recently, however, additional material has been discovered at Galessas (see 
below), which strengthens the attribution. 

Of all the larger Cycladic islands, Syros (Fig. 24) is perhaps the least 
known in terms of its Geometric, Archaic, and Classical history, despite 
the fact that the early prehistory of the island is well known, thanks to the 
pioneering work of Christos Tsountas.1l8 The island appears in Homer 
briefly. In Odyssey 15.403-414, for example, Homer has Eumaios, the swine- 
herd of Ithake, describe his home as lying above Ortygia (Delos); an island 
good for cattle and sheep, full of vineyards and wheat raising. Eumaios 

117. I am grateful to Nota Kourou 
for discussing this amphora with me. 

118. Tsountas 1898; 1899. See also 
Bosanquet 1895-1896; Bossert 1967; 
Hekrnan 1994; and esp. Marthari 1998 
(with further references). The most 
recent overview of the early Cyclades is 
by Broodbank (2000). 
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mentions two cities, but these are not named, and this has led to some 
speculation as to their location.1l9 

Whatever the names and locations ofthe two cities ruled by Eumaios's 
father, Ktesios, the site that has to date yielded the most copious evidence 
for habitation during the Geometric period is Galessas (raRavag) on the 
west coast of the island.l20 Antiquities, primarily surface pottery ranging 
in date from the Geometric through Roman periods, were reported by 
Antonis Manthos from the hill overlooking the Bay of Galessas, near the 
small chapel of Aghia Pakou.l21 Among the most notable of the surface 
sherds was one inscribed )ov @rpaso(v)-o(s-, in what is clearly early 
epichoric.l22 Systematic excavations at Galessas, especially in the otxowrAo 
KcxXta, since 1995 have been directed by the current Ephor of Prehistoric 
and Classical Antiquities of the Cyclades, Mariza Marthari.123 These ex- 
cavations have uncovered a thriving settlement dating at least from the 
Geometric period through the Classical era and later. A large quantity of 
pottery has been recovered from the site, much of which is stratified. A 
local fabric used for the wheelmade and painted Geometric pottery is vir- 
tually identical to the fabric of Agora P 14819 and Athens NM 53.124 
There are even a number of fragments of large horizontal handles, un- 
doubtedly from belly-handled amphoras or hydriai, of a size, shape, and 
decoration very similar to those of P 14819.125 

In addition to the wheelmade and painted pottery, the site yielded 
large quantities of locally made Geometric coarseware pottery, including 
pithoi, some of which were decorated. The quantity and quality of the 
imported pottery is not unlike that of Zagora on Andros. Among the 

119. See discussion in RE IV, A, 2, 
1932, cols. 1789-1794, s.v. Syros 
(W. Zschietzschmann). The two cities 
are most often equated with the 
modern Syros (Hermoupolis) on the 
east coast and Poseidonia also known 
by its popular name Dellagrazia 
(immortalized by Markos Vamvakaris's 
song Frankosyriani)-on the southwest 
coast. There is also the modern town of 
Phoinikas (@oivlxag) about a mile (less 
than 2 km) from Poseidonia, and 
sharing the same harbor; Phoinikas and 
Poseidonia have yielded traces of 
ancient settlement. For the coinage of 
Syros, dating from the 3rd to the 1st 
centuries B.C. and later, with the ethnic 
(Y^, EY^P, EY^PI, or STPIQN, as weH as 
ZEQN KABEIPQN STPIQN), see 
Head 1911, pp. 491-492; for discussion 
of the location of the "Kabeirion," 
see Manthos 1979, pp. 42-45. For the 
inscriptions from the island, see IGXII, 
5, nos. 652-713, with addenda on 
p. 335, testimonia and notes on pp. xi- 
xxii, and map on p. xxxi; IGXII, 
Supplementum, pp. 117-118. See 

further,ATL 1,1939, p.553, s.v. 
Siuplol. 

120. The name Galessas as an 
ethnic is known epigraphically; see 
RE IV, A,2, s.v. Syros (W. Zschietz- 
schmann) and RE VII,1,1910, col. 
601, s.v. Galessioi (oi ranOOlOl) 

(L. Burchner). In IG II2,814a, lines 18- 
19, there is named a certain Iltolavrog 

UplOt raBnoolos; note also Hpmvrog 
UplOt in IG II2,815. See further 
Fraser and Matthews 1987, p.387, 
s.v. Iltomvrog (377-359 B.C.). 

121. Manthos 1979. The small 
chapel of'Ayha Ilaxou from Ilavayla 
=' axourl is illustrated in Manthos 
1979,p.40,fig.1. 

122. The inscribed sherd is 
illustrated in Manthos 1979, p.46, 
fig.11. A photograph of the inscription 
was shown to Henry Immerwahr, then 
Director of the American School of 
Classical Studies at Athens, who read 
it as: )on, son of Therapontos. 
According to my notes taken in the 
Syros Museum, the letters were 
inscribed on a fragment of what 

appears to be the neck and rim of a 
Geometric oinochoe. 

123. I am grateful to Mariza 
Marthari, who was kind enough to 
allow me to view the material from the 
excavations by the Ephoreia of 
Antiquities at Galessas in the Syros 
(Hermoupolis) Museum. 

124. It is characterized by a fired 
color of the clay that varies from red 
through a pale light brown. It contains 
numerous inclusions of various colors, 
with white predominating, and a great 
deal of mica. The paint can fire 
different shades from red through 
black, with a reddish brown being 
standard. On some of the smaller 
vessels, especially cups, the visible 
impurities are fewer, but the mica 
content remains the same. 

125. One of these comes from the 
Kikilia plot, trench VI, pass 10, level 4. 
Another fragment from the body of an 
amphora, also from the Geometric level 
in trench VI, must have been from a 
large closed vessel very similar to 
P 14819. 
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easily identified imports were Athenian, Corinthian, Euboian, and East 
Greek (including Rhodian) vessels; a variety of island fabrics, including 
several pieces not easily assigned to any particular workshop, were also 
found. The site also yielded smaller quantities of bronze, iron, and bone 
artifacts, as well as obsidian tools.l26 Of the Early Iron Age material that I 
inspected, the majority is Late Geometric, though a number of pieces should 
be earlier, including Middle Geometric. Further details will be provided 
by the excavator, but what is crucial to stress here is that Galessas is an 
important, hitherto unknown, Geometric settlement. Moreover, it is a 
Geometric settlement on an island little known for its post-Early Cycladic 
antiquities. Located more or less in the geographical center ofthe Cyclades, 
and well situated with regard to communication with the Greek mainland, 
especiallyAttika, as well as the islands ofthe archipelago, Syros must have 
played a more important role in the early history of the Cyclades than is 
currently conceded. According to Homer (Od. 15.415-416), the island once 
ruled by Eumaios's father was also frequented by Phoenicians: "famous 
seafarers,gnawers at other men's goods.''l27The importance ofthis passage 
lies in the fact that it suggests the possibility that commodities including 
people from the Cyclades, and Syros in particular, may have been car- 
ried by middlemen, such as the Phoenicians. 

It should therefore come as no surprise that a large amphora found 
slightly to the northwest of the historic center of Early Iron Age Athens 
derives from the island of Syros. This said, it is important to stress, as 
a word of warning, that the identification of Agora P 14819 as being of 
"Syrian" manufacture must remain tentative. Future finds in one or other 
of the less well known islands of the Aegean, or reanalysis of material 
long known, may well add new evidence to the story of this remarkable 
amphora.l28 

ISLANDERS IN EARLY ATHENS: TOWARD A 
PREHISTORY OF METICS 

In the foregoing discussion I suggested that Agora P 14819 came from the 
Cyclades, probably Syros, that its date is Late Geometric, and that it served 
at one time as a funerary vase. Against this backdrop, it is tempting to ask, 
first of all, about the nature ofthe tomb.The context ofthe vase, or rather 
of its fragments as found, suggests that it was disturbed by the builders of 
the Hephaisteion from its not-so-ultimate resting place in a tomb. This 
impression is supported by the very shape of the vessel, since the belly- 
handled amphora in Athens appears to be exclusively funerary or, at least, 
this is the case with those examples that are complete.l29 The very large 
version of the belly-handled amphora, with a height of ca. 0.50 m, while 
occasionally used as a cinerary urn, especially in Early Protogeometric and 
again in Early Geometric II and Middle Geometric I, seems more com- 
monly to have stood over the grave as a marker, or else was used in other 
aspects of funerary ritual. By Late Geometric the shape had disappeared 
from the Attic repertory, apart from the giant "Dipylon amphoras," which 
would themselves be gone by Late Geometric II.130 The possibility that 

126. For the incidence and use of 
obsidian tools in Early Iron Age 
contexts at Zagora, see Runnels 1988; 
for the more general use of flaked-stone 
artifacts in Greece in historical 
contexts, see Runnels 1982. 

127. For a critical look at Homer's 
Phoenicians, see Winter 1995. 

128. Had I not come across the 
amphora from Syros now in the 
National Museum, or had I finished 
this article several years ago, I probably 
would have been content to assign 
Agora P 14819 to either Naxos 
following Smithson or, more likely, 
Donousa. 

129. Domestic and industrial 
deposits prior to the 8th century B.C. in 
Athens are known largely from well or 
pit deposits. The few fragments of 
belly-handled amphoras from such 
contexts come from dumped filling that 
included, in addition to industrial 
debris such as potters' waste, cemetery 
refuse, which is plentiful in most parts 
of the area of the later Athenian Agora; 
see Papadopoulos 1996; Papadopoulos, 
forthcoming. 

130. See Coldstream 1968, pp.29- 
90. 
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P 14819 once served as a funerary marker cannot be dismissed. The fact, 
however, that so much of the amphora was found indicates that its use as 
a marker is less likely.13l The use of P 14819 as a cinerary urn also seems 
problematic, since the rite of cremation dropped from favor after the close 
of Middle Geometric I and was relatively rare in Late Geometric, when 
metal urns seem to have been preferred by those who could afford them.132 
It is unlikely, therefore, that P 14819, though of a once-popular urn type, 
would have been so used by any Athenian still practicing cremation. 

After reviewing Cycladic island burial ritual, Smithson concluded a 
decade ago that P 14819 was similarly unlikely to have been used as a 
cremation urn by an Aegean islander residing in Athens.133 She noted that 
although the practice of cremation still continued, the normal custom in 
many of the Cycladic islands, and specifically Naxos, was not to parcel up 
human remains and personal valuables in an urn in quite the same way as 
in Athens. She therefore leaned toward the beliefthat itwould seem equally 
improbable that a Cycladic visitor or immigrant to Athens would have 
turned to a rite unfamiliar in his or her homeland, and to one no longer 
practiced in Athens. 

It has to be stressed, however, that Cycladic island funerary ritual is 
extremely diverse.134This is often the case even on individual islands, such 
as Naxos, where the standard inhumation tombs of coastal Naxia (Chora)135 
cannot easily be reconciled with the idiosyncratic burial customs at Tsika- 
lario in the interior ofthe island, which accord with Macedonian tradition 
more than central or southern Greek traditions.136 Elsewhere in the 
Cyclades, where cremation was practiced, the rite was rarely performed in 
the same way as in Athens. For example, Theran cremations were usually 
in family tombs, where several urns would be placed in a chamber tomb; a 
similar practice was followed in other Dorian islands, including Crete and 
Kimolos.137 In the Ionian Cyclades, particularly in the northern Cycladic 
islands such as Tenos, Andros, Rheneia, and parts of Naxos, inhumation 
appears to have been generally preferred.l38 On the islet of Donousa there 
are two large pyre deposits, one over 7.0 m long, presumably with multi- 
ple cremations, if human bodies were indeed cremated there.139 At Paroi- 
kia on Paros Zapheiropoulou has recently excavated two remarkable large 
mass tombs, referred to as polyandreia, in which numerous amphoras- 
primarily, if not exclusively, neck-handled amphoras each contained the 

131. The possibility that the 
amphora stood as a grave marker more 
or less undisturbed on the Kolonos 
Agoraios until the time of the construc- 
tion of the Hephaisteion-a period of 
over 250 years seems remote. 

132. For a useful overview of 
Athenian Early Iron Age burial 
customs, see Wiesner 1938; Snodgrass 
1971, pp. 140-212; Kurtz and 
Boardman 1971, pp. 21-67; 
Desborough 1972, pp. 268-277; 
Coldstream 1977, passim; Krause 1975; 
Morris 1987. 

133. Unpublished notes. 
134. See, for example, Kurtz and 

Boardman 1971, pp. 177-179. 
135. See, most recently, Kourou's 

meticulous review of burial customs in 
the South Cemetery of Naxos: Kourou 
1999a, pp. 141-182. 

136. For the cemetery at Tsikalario, 
see Doumas 1965; Papadopoulou- 
Zapheiropoulou 1968. See also the 
overviews in Kurtz and Boardman 
1971, p. 179; Snodgrass 1971, pp. 156- 
157, 195; Coldstream 1977, pp. 92, 
375. 

137. Coldstream 1968, p. 186; Kurtz 
and Boardman 1971, pp. 177-178. For 
Kimolos see Mustakas 1954-1955; 
Courbin 1954, p. 146, figs. 41-44 for 
the cemetery at Limni (Hellenika); see 
also Coldstream 1977, p. 91. 

138. See Kurtz and Boardman 1971, 
p. 179; Snodgrass 1971, p. 159. For 
good illustrations of inhumation cist 
tombs on Tenos, see Levi 1925-1926. 

139. See especially Coldstream 
1977, pp. 91-92; see further 
Zapheiropoulou 1970;1973a; 1975. 
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cremated remains of an individual.l40 Elsewhere at Paroikia both inhuma- 
tion and cremation tombs are found,14l and at Melos the plundered cem- 
etery at Trypiti appears to have contained cremation tombs.142 The recent 
excavations at the site of Minoa on Amorgos by Marangou have uncov- 
ered cremation pyres, in addition to a solitary pot inhumation, ironically 
in a large banded neck-handled amphora.143 In the light of the more re- 
cent evidence for Cycladic Early Iron Age graves, and in view of our lack 
of knowledge of burial customs in many individual islands, including Syros, 
it would be hazardous to venture generalizations or to speculate on the 
basis of negative evidence. Be that as it may, P 14819 does seem an unusu- 
al vessel for a cremation urn in the context of Late Geometric Athens and 
alternative possibilities are worth exploring, especially the common occur- 
rence of Late Geometric pot-inhumation. 

'Encvxps,uog, pot-burial of unburned bodies, first appears in post- 
Bronze Age times in Attika in Late Protogeometric. It is limited to in- 
fants, as opposed to children, and appears to be the primary archaeologically 
visible rite attested for them at the time.144 The common cooking am- 
phora, with an average height of about 0.40 m, often fire-stained from 
presumably domestic use, is the standard container. The few skeletal re- 
mains that have been analyzed from such burials are from premature or 
newborn babies. Although no infant burials have been reported from the 
earlier phases of Geometric,145 Late Geometric examples are numerous.146 

A total of 39 pot burials from the Agora, the Kerameikos, and the 
cemetery on the Acropolis South Slope near the Odeion inspire a number 
of interesting observations.147 There is diversity in the shape and size of 
the container, and while newborns or premature babies predominate, there 
are a few older infants and perhaps even a young child or two.148 The 
distinction between "infant" and "young child" is, of course, a gray area, 

140. These await publication. I am 
grateful to Yannos Kourayos for bring- 
ing these remarkable tombs to my 
attention. 

141. See Snodgrass 1971, p.157. 
142. Smith 1895-1896, esp. pp. 70- 

71; Coldstream 1977, pp.91,210. 
143. Marangou 1993, esp. p. 207, 

fig. 7:a-, pl.125:p, for the banded 
amphora; the burial customs of Minoa 
are discussed in detail in Marangou, 
in prep. I am grateful to Professor 
Marangou for giving me a copy of her 

. . . . manuscnpt prlor to pu ) lcatlon. 
144. For the distinction between 

infants and children, which is an 
important one, see Papadopoulos 2000, 
p. 111. For an ongoing study of child 
graves, especially in Early Iron Age 
Athens, see Haentjens 1999, though 
some of the assumptions concerning 
the sexing of child graves on the basis 
of kterismata are questionable. 

145. See the discussion in Smithson 

1974, p. 373. Child graves through the 
Early Iron Age are discussed more fully 
in Haentjens' dissertation (in prep.). 

146. See Haentjens 1999. Various 
interpretations have been suggested for 
this increase. For drought, famine, 
disease, and infant mortality, see Camp 
1979, pp. 399-401; for alternative 
interpretations, see Morris 1987; also 
Papadopoulos 1993. 

147. This figure is based on a 
minimum number of fairly certain 
child graves. The Agora graves will be 
discussed more fully in a forthcoming 
volume in the Athenian Agora series; 
see also Camp 1979, p. 400, n. 10; the 
Kerameikos tombs include Kerameikos 
V.l,graves46,51-53,64-68,85,97, 
100. For the cemetery on the Acropolis 
South Slope near the Odeion, hence- 
forth the "Odeion Cemetery," see 
Charitonides 1975. 

148. Of the relevant skeletal remains 
that have been analyzed from the 

Agora, there is an individual aged 
sixteen months at death, another aged 
eighteen months, and a third aged three 
years and nine months. The relevant 
graves are Agora B 21:10, Areiopagos 
Valley Cemetery grave 1 (Young 1951a, 
pp. 82-83: Late Geometric IIb); and 
G 12:14, Tholos Cemetery grave IX 
(Young 1939, pp. 36-41: Late Geomet- 
ric IIb), which contained a newborn 
and the infant or young child. The 
burial container of the latter is a large 
pithos, with a height of 0.80 m, but still 
smaller than the largest such vessel used 
in an Attic tomb, which is probably 
that from Odeion Cemetery grave VIII 
(H. 1.035 m). It should be added that 
a number of Early Iron Age pithoi 
from domestic contexts elsewhere in 
the Greek world are considerably 
larger: one from Torone was, in its 
original state, probably over 2.0 m high; 
see Cambitoglou and Papadopoulos 
1994, pl. 21, no. 5. 
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though in the case of Classical Athens it is a distinction that may be 
reasonably set at the age of three years.l49 Be that as it may, smaller burial 
containers were broken to admit the body, and the same appears to be the 
case for many, if not most, of the larger containers.150 A clear preference 
existed for the latter: 22 ofthe 39 containers are over 0.50 m tall, and 13 of 
them are over 0.65 m. The most common shape was the neck-handled 
amphora, accounting for 23 ofthe 39 containers. Its popularity, in all like- 
lihood, was due to its being one of the common Athenian shapes (apart 
from the bully coarse pithos) that tended during the second half of the 
8th century to be very large, providing ample room for the body of the de- 
ceased and any accompanying kterismata. Particularly favored in the Odeion 
Cemetery were large transport jars, the antecedents and close relatives of 
the SOS amphoras that became common in Subgeometric times.15l 

Against such a backdrop, Agora P 14819 fits well in the cluster of very 
large burial containers. Even though its shape is exotic in Athens at this 
time, its size recommends it. Whatever the shortcomings of its decora- 
tion, it was more elaborately decorated than the contemporary pithoi used 
as burial pots, and its deformed mouth (see above) would not have greatly 
mattered.152 Its fragmentary state preserves no clear evidence of inten- 
tional breakage for the purpose of burial, but even without such breakage 
the mouth of the amphora would have been wide enough (0.203 m) to 
admit the skull and body of an infant and any of the more common burial 
gifts.l53 

The evidence for Agora P 14819 presented above is largely circum- 
stantial. We have a large fragmentary amphora, best assigned to the Late 
Geometric period, which seems to have been used in a tomb, perhaps, 
though not conclusively, for the inhumation of an infant. What remains 
beyond doubt is that the vessel was imported to Athens, with the island of 
Syros providing, at present, the strongest case for its origin. Against such a 
backdrop, it is important to stress that Cycladic imports to Athens in the 
Early Iron Age are exceedingly rare. As Brann noted: "Roughly speaking, 
in the 8th century the Athenians exported pottery, in the 7th century they 
imported.''154 But even in the 7th century B.C., Cycladic imports to Athens 
are most unusual.155 For the Protogeometric and Geometric periods, Emil 
Kunze briefly mentioned a number of exports of Cycladic Geometric pot- 
tery, including examples exported to Athens, and the quantity ofthese was 

149. Papadopoulos 2000, p. 111. 
150. In some cases the break was 

neatly executed so that the broken 
segment could be easily replaced (e.g., 
Tholos Cemetery grave X, Young 1939, 
pp. 42-44), but in other cases such 
neatness was either avoided or not 
achieved. The wider mouth of coarse 
pithoi made fracture unnecessary (e.g., 
Agora graves B 21:10 and G 12:14). 
Prior damage to a vessel may well have 
favored its selection as a burial 
container; on this aspect, see further 
Papadopoulos 1998, pp. 115-116. 

151. For these, see Johnston and 
Jones 1978; Docter 1991; Papadopoulos 
and Paspalas 1999. 

152. Smithson liked to refer to 
the decoration of Agora P 14819 as 
ahomely." 

153. In order to test that the 
diameter of the neck of the amphora 
was sufficient to accommodate the skull 
of an infant, Smithson took a series of 
measurements of the cranium of Carl 
Mauzy at various stages throughout his 
first year of life in 1988. All of these 
measurements were well below the 

diameter of the neck of P 14819. 
154. Agora VIII, p. 27; for the 

export of Athenian pottery in the 8th 
century, see also Kerameikos V.1, 
pp. 283-298. 

155. Apart from P 14819, there is 
only one fragment of a wheelmade and 
painted vessel from the Agora that is 
perhaps Cycladic (Agora VIII, p. 106, 
pl. 41, no. 658, dating to the late 7th 
century B.C.; the fragment may be East 
Greek) and two possible, but uncertain, 
decorated pithos fragments (Agora VIII, 
p. 101, pl. 40, nos. 605-606). 
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slightly swelled by Humfry Payne on the basis of unpublished fragments 
from the Athenian Acropolis.156 Apart from these examples, few imports 
from the Cyclades to Athens are known. It is, therefore, all the more sur- 
prising to find such a massive amphora as P 14819 in Athens. How did 
this amphora make its way to Athens in the Late Geometric period? 

Any number of possibilities can be entertained. Of the many, the two 
that most often appear in the literature are trade and gift-exchange. In 
discussing the presence of large Athenian amphoras at Knossos, Coldstream 
noted that these were not likely"to have been hawked overseas by casual 
traders.''157 Indeed, Agora P 14819 does not appear to be part of any par- 
ticular consignment. It is, for example, not part of any coordinated set of 
drinking or banquet crockery, such as drinking cups and other vessels, eas- 
ily stacked and transported.158 The Athenian imported pottery in one of 
the Knossian tombs,Tekke tombJ, consisted of a"dinner set" of 26 vases.159 
In a similar vein, it is not a standard commodity container, such as the 
north Aegean neck-handled amphora found in quantity at Troy and ex- 
ported as far af1eld as Bassit-Posidaion in North Syria.160 Had it served as 
a commodity container for Cycladic oil or wine, one would expect to find 
more such vessels on the Greek mainland. Moreover, as a "one-off" a 
hapaxin Early Iron Age Athens, P 14819 is difficult to place within the 
framework of the broader economic processes at work in the Mediterra- 
nean in the early first millennium B.C., which have been effectively ex- 
plored by Andrew and Susan Sherratt, as well as Ian Morris.l61 

Perhaps the explanation of exchange mechanisms in the Early Iron 
Age Mediterranean that has loomed largest in recent studies is gift-ex- 
change. This topic, particularly gift-relations between elites, has been well 
explored by a number of scholars.l62 Alternative scenarios stress ceremo- 
nial exchange involving sanctuaries, whether commodities were dedicated 

semicircle skyphos, is more at home 
elsewhere, particularly in Euboia and 
the Cyclades, the two examples from 
the Kerameikos do not appear to be 
imported. Desborough (1952, p. 118, 
pl. 12) noted nothing unusual about 
them, and assumed them to be Attic. 
Of the two, I had occasion to inspect 
one in the storerooms of the 
Kerameikos Museum, and there is 
nothing in my notes to indicate a 
provenience other than Athens. For the 
pendant semicircle plate, see also 
Gjerstad, Calvet, Yon, Karageorghis, 
andThalman 1977, p.25, nos.18-27, 
pl. II:2-12; Popham 1994, p.27, fig. 
2.12. 

157. Coldstream 1995, p. 401; also 
Coldstream 1990. 

158. C£ the existence of such 
Athenian pottery sets at Knossos; 
Coldstream 1995, p. 400. 

159. Coldstream 1995, p. 400. 

160. For these amphoras, see 
Catling 1998b; Lenz, Ruppenstein, 
Baumann, and Catling 1998; Courbin 
1993, for fragments of such amphoras 
at Bassit; for the latter site, see further 
Courbin 1990. 

161. Sherratt and Sherratt 1993; 
also Sherratt and Sherratt 1991; Morris 
1986. For the Bronze Age, Knapp and 
Cherry 1994 is particularly useful. 

162. See, e.g., Coldstream 1983; 
cf. Coldstream 1986; 1989; 1994; 
1995; Morris 1986; Rupp 1988; 1989; 
Colonna 1995. More recently, Crielaard 
(1993, p. 145) has argued that virtually 
all of the Greek Early Iron Age pottery 
found on Cyprus and in the coastal 
Levant can be explained through gift- 
relations between Euboian and local 
elites, an argument that has been taken 
to extremes; see Papadopoulos 1997a, 
p.l99. 

156. Kunze 1931, p.262, n.58, 
mentions: aTheraische Scherbe von der 
Akropolis" (= Graef and Langlotz 
1925, p.31, no.312; Gauss and 
Ruppenstein 1998, p.34, pl. 7, no.2). 
In his review of Kunze 1931, Payne 
(1933, p. 123) noted: aExport of 
Cycladic geometric pottery: there are 
otherTheran, and some Siphnian, 
geometric or probably geometric sherds 
from the Acropolis (unpublished), and 
Theran and other Cycladic from 
Perachora." See further Gauss and 
Ruppenstein 1998, p.34, pl. 7, nos.1- 
2, who discuss and illustrate both the 
Theran fragments from the Athenian 
Acropolis and the fragment of a Cretan 
"pithos." Here it is also worth mention- 
ing two pendant semicircle plates 
published in Kerameikos I, pl.52, T 29, 
inv.590; Kerameikos IV, pl.34, inv. 
1265. Although the shape, which is 
normally associated with the pendant 
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as diplomatic gifts or prizes accumulated by wandering heroes, as well as 
"gift-exchange"between rulers and deities or even the importation of ritual 
equipment specifically for cult purposes.l63 In all of these explanations in- 
volving trade orgift-exchange, it is usuallythe commodityitselfthat moves. 
Human agency is relegated to the background, or else seen as indirect. For 
example, in dealing with the large amphoras imported to Knossos from 
Athens and the Cyclades, already noted, Coldstream concluded that they 
make more sense as gifts between guest friends in Athens, Knossos, and 
the Cyclades.164 Once the gifts were exchanged or the votive dedicated, 
the social actors involved withdrew. 

It would be wrong, however, to identify P 14819 too quickly as a gift 
exchanged between an Athenian and Cycladic family. Its context is such 
that it is difficult to picture the vessel- or, for that matter, any pot- in the 
context of gift-exchanges between elites or guest friends. If the evidence 
of Homer can be trusted, gift-exchange in the Late Bronze and Early Iron 
Age Mediterranean involved items of real value: gold, silver and bronze 
vessels, jewelry, objects of ivory, precious stone and faience, as well as live- 
stock, such as horses or cattle, and human slaves.165 The arich Athenian 
lady" of the Areiopagos was rich not because of the many pots that were 
buried with her, but because of her gold and bronze jewelry, her necklace 
made of faience and glass beads, as well as the ivory stamp seals and disk 
among other exotic kterismata.166 Moreover, if P 14819 was used to con- 
tain an infant inhumation, it is important to remember that such burials 
were, more often than not, made in used cooking pots, in transport or 
storage vessels, not in containers of intrinsic value. Furthermore, the con- 
text of P 14819 would argue against ceremonial exchange involving sanc- 
tuaries, though such an explanation might contribute toward an under- 
standing of the Cycladic imports found on the Athenian Acropolis.167 

In her attempt to make sense of P 14819, Smithson leaned toward an 
interpretation that took into account all aspects of the life history of the 
amphora, its cultural biography.l68 This was, after all, a massive damaged 
and repaired pot that was finally used in a burial, far from its place of 
origin. It appears to have served various functions and to have been, to a 
certain extent, or at certain times, prized. In the same way that Smithson 
personalized the wealthy tomb on the Areiopagos as that of a rich Athe- 
nian lady-the daughter, conceivably, of apentakosiomedimnos, perhaps even 
an archon's wife, the yovN 'Atotoxxptoovos of the Athenian aking list"l69- so 
too did she attempt to personalize P 14819. She saw a person-a woman- 
accompanying the amphora, or, rather the amphora accompanying the 
woman. Smithson favored the idea of a marriage, not at the afrontiersn of 
the early Greek world,170 but in the very heart of Greece. The amphora 
was seen as part of a dowry of a young Cycladic woman, or part of the 
domestic chattels, the objets mobiliers of a Cycladic metic family a large 
pot perhaps ultimately used to hold the remains of a deceased offspring. In 
so doing, Smithson visualized a realitOr with fluid boundaries, one which 
allowed not only for the movement of goods and ideas, but of people as 
well.l71 She envisioned people moving with goods, not as part of any pre- 
determined colonizing enterprise, whether voluntary or involuntary, nor, 
necessarily, as part of any greater trade or other diaspora.172 

163. The bibliography on this 
subject is growing; see de Polignac 
1984; 1992; 1994; Langdon 1987; 
Zaccagnini 1987; Kyrieleis and Rollig 
1988; Muscarella 1989; Str0m 1992; 
Catling 1995, pp.127-128; 
Papadopoulos 1997a, esp. p. l99. 

164. Coldstream 1990, p.30; 1993; 
1995,p.401. 

165. E.g., Od. 17.441-444; see 
further Papadopoulos 1997a, pp. l99- 
200. 

166. See Smithson 1968, esp. pls. 
30-33; Morris and Papadopoulos, 
forthcoming. 

167. Gauss and Ruppenstein 1998, 
p.34. 

168. See above, n.5. 
169. Smithson 1968, p. 83. 
170. Cf. Coldstream 1993. 
171. S ee further Burkert 1984; 

Purcell 1990; Morris 1992a; Morris 
1992b, pp. xvii-xviii; Sherratt and 
Sherratt 1993; Papadopoulos 1997a, 
p.207. 

172. For "involuntary colonization" 
see Fernandez-Armesto 1995, p.269; 
for trade diasporas, see Cohen 1969; 
1971. See filrther Lyons and 
Papadopoulos 2002. 
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Immigrant communities were a reality of the Classical polis, and one 
of the factors that contributed to the success of various Greek cities, in- 
cluding Corinth and Athens.173 Several -oikos words are attested for such 
immigrants, with metoikos the most common. As David Whitehead has 
argued, wlth the reforms of Solon having created only indirect incentives 
to immigration, Athenian metic status probably owes its formal origins to 
Kleisthenes.l74 The canonical view of metics in Athens on the basis of 
literary sources is most succinctly stated by Helen Pope in her 1935 disser- 
tation: 

. . . the metics were a part of the glory that was Athens. Solon gave 
the franchise to xots 7taV£C=tOLt'A0NVa4£ £X06Xt40F£VOLt £zt T£XVn 

(Plutarch, Solon 24), Kleisthenes 7r0XA0vs £9V£X£VO£ i£VOVt zax 
aOVXOVt £X06X0Vt (Aristotle, Politics 1275B 36), and rumor has it 
that Themistokles granted immunity from taxation to metics 
(Diodoros M.43.3). Xenophon advocated methods to attract them 
(Revenues 2.1), Isokrates hoped that olo,urOa 8£ mV ZOLV . . . 

\ ffi\ o X o \ w o \ o - 

£V O£ rtpO£VNV £F=0t0ZV zat t£V@V zat £X06XXV, XV VVV 

£t0N! Xa0£X£V (On Peace 21), and the most famous of A metics, 
Lysias, said of them ov xaxa xo 7rt00cn7xov £aVT065 £t0N0NAaV TZ 
8N (Against Philon 20).175 

One of the earliest, and certainly most vivid, monuments in Athens 
relating to a metoikos-specificaSly one from the Cyclades-is the inscrip- 
tion block from the grave monument of Anaxilas of Naxos (Fig. 25).176 
Found in the south tower of the Dipylon Gate, and dating to ca. 510 B.C., 

the block is roughly contemporary with the reforms of Kleisthenes. Its 
Cycladic honorand, however, must have resided in Athens for some years 
before. The inscription, as originally published, reads: 

aaXtOVO£V ZOXV=£V0£5 AvaxoxBa £8 oXovivavov 

Baxov £UOT£Xa fV£a XaTa906F£l<F£>VO: 

NaXOLooM Tt£aX0V A0£VatOt £X£0CXOV 

£XlOOXa OO9tOOOVV£5 £V£X£V £8 atO£X£5: 

T0t ,U' £7rt TC,ulo,uaxog y£oatoov xT£oat ota Oavovxt 

0£X£V AltoLoMo5 wax8x xatoL4o£votl77 

Here I stand, fraught with grief, sorrow, and lamentation, the 

monument of the deceased Anaxilas, the Naxian immigrant whom 

Athenians esteemed outstandingly for his prudence and virtue. 
Timomachos erected this majestic funerary gift (y£oatoov z£oag) as 
a kindness to the son of Ariston, who had died.l78 

In this inscription, the critical word, £X£06X0V, has been variously 
interpreted and requires some explanation. Whitehead, following Wil- 

lemsen's original reading, was dubious of the historical value of private 
tombstones as evidence for metic studies, and he concluded that the term 
was descriptive and that itwas used in a "non-technical"way.l79 Keiji Baba, 
however, established that the reading meteoikos was wrong, and that the 

173. Whitehead 1984, esp. p.59. 
For foreigners in Rome, see now Noy 
2000. 

174. Whitehead 1977; 1984; see 
also Whitehead's lucid summary in 
OCD3, p.969, s.v. metics. See also Clerc 
1893; Gauthier 1972. 

175. Pope 1935, p. 46. 
176. Willemsen 1963; SEG XXII, 

79; IG I3,1357; Baba 1984; Bakewell 
1997, p. 221. 

177. Athenian Kerameikos, inv. 
I.388: Willemsen 1963, pp.141-145, 
Beil. 72,2 and 73,3, from the south 
tower of the Dipylon Gate. 

178. The English translation is my 
own. 

179. Whitehead 1977, p.64, n. 44; 
Bakewell 1997, p. 221. 
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Figure 25. Funerary inscription from 
the monument of Anaxilas of Naxos, 
Athenian Kerameikos, inv. I. 388. 
Courtesy Deutsches Archaologisches 
Institut, Athens 

stonecutter engraved at first 1lzzoocov, but later corrected it to read 1lzTaoocov.l80 Baba went on to state that immigrants were called metaoikoi, but were only defacto inhabitants of Athenian society, and that "an immi- grant enjoyed there no better legal position than xenoi in general.''l8l More recently, Geoffrey Bakewell, in dealing with the metoikia in the Supplices of Aiskhylos, noted that the use of the term in the case of Anaxilas probably had more to do with his burial place than with his status in life. And he concluded: "In the Ceramicus he will lie among the Athenians forever; only in this sense has he shifted residence.''l82 In all of these analyses, the focus has been, narrowly, on establishing the first incontrovertible evidence of metoikia to mean, technically, a '<resident alien living with the citizen body" in a formal sense, as opposed to an ''immigrant.''l83 But this philo- logical and epigraphical search for the ur-metic loses sight of the fact that both metaoikos and metoikos derive from 1lzTa + ooczx, and both share the basic meaning of"an immigrant."Words such as metaoikoi and later metoi- koi developed in the course of the Late Archaic period and earlier and, as such, enjoyed their own pre-writing history.l84 As Whitehead has cogently noted, "it would be naive, surely, to imagine the metoikia springing fully- formed from Clisthenes' head.''l85 
Anaxilas, however, was only one of many metoikoi or metaoikoi im- migrants in Archaic Athens. Whatever the complexities of Kleisthenic and Solonian economics, and whatever the realities of Solon's reforms, there is growing evidence in the thriving Early Iron Age settlements like Lefkandi, Knossos, Corinth, and Athens for metics resident aliens in an era before recorded history.l86 For example, in reviewing Protogeometric 

180. Baba 1984, pp. 1-2, fig. 1. 
181. Baba 1984, p. 4. Baba also 
notes that the history of Athenian metic 
status began with the reforms of 
Kleisthenes, and that the "old term" 
metaoikos was applied to this new 
status. 
182. Bakewell 1997, p. 221. 
183. Although, morphologically, the 
former is evidently a prototype of the 
latter, Baba (1984, pp. 4-5) argues that 

metoikos, which is used exclusively in 
later sources, had acquired the added 
sense of formal "metic-status." 
184. Although the funerary 
monument of Anaxilas is clearly Late 
Archaic, there is no archaeological 
evidence to pinpoint its date more 
accurately, beyond the subjective and 
vague criteria of letterforms. Most 
classicists date the inscription to shortly 
after the reforms of Kleisthenes 

(traditionally 508/7 B.C.), and Baba 
(1984, p. 3) goes to great pains to 
suggest a date of ca. 506 B.C. Although 
he may well be right, it is useful to 
remember that this is not a date "set in 
stone," and that Anaxilas the metaoikos 
certainly lived, and perhaps died, before 
the reforms of Kleisthenes. 
185. Whitehead 1977, p. 145. 
186. For Corinth see, most recently, 
Morris and Papadopoulos 1998. 
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burial customs at Leikandi, Coldstream has recently suggested that sev- 
eral of the graves in the Toumba cemetery "seem to be those of Athenian 
residents.''l87 Similarly, another burial at Leikandi, cast by its excavators as 
that of a aEuboian warrior-trader," may very well represent a Phoenician, 
Cypriot, or North Syrian traveler or resident who met his demise in Euboia 
and was buried there.l88 The possibility of immigrant eastern craftsmen at 
Knossos has been more strongly argued in recent literature, including ref- 
erence to the work of a so-called if unlikely "Phoenician jeweler" in an 
Orientalizing tomb at Tekke near Knossos.l89 Elsewhere in Crete, there is 
growing evidence for the presence of Phoenicians at Eleutherna and at 
Kommos.l90 The whole question of Near Eastern contact with Crete, in- 
cluding immigrant presence, is effectively explored in Gail Hoffman's ex- 
haustive study.l9l The evidence for Levantine resident aliens is even stron- 
ger in Early Iron Age Corinth, where several Phoenician-style stele shrines 
are found in the Potters' Quarter.l92 Indeed, Phoenician presence in the 
Corinthia was well outlined already by classicists working in the late l9th 
and early 20th centuries.l93 Building on the earlier contributions of schol- 
ars such as Ernst Maass, HenryTheodore Wade-Gery, Lewis Farnell, and 
others, Thomas Dunbabin wrote: 

An older generation, accustomed to seeing Phoenicians everywhere, 
regarded them as the bearers of Oriental culture to Greece. For 
them, Melikertes, the hero whose tomb was shown at the Isthmus, 
was Melkarth; the cult of Aphrodite, with its sacred prostitutes, was 
of Phoenician origin; Medea also and the cult of Hera Akraia, with 
its human sacrifice implied in the slaughter of Medea's children, 
were Phoenician. Athena was worshipped at Corinth with the title 
Phoinike [Schol. Lyc. 658; Steph. Byz. s.v. <>otvtxatov], for what 
that is worth; and there was a month Phoinikaios at Corinth and in 
Corinthian colonies. These Oriental elements, more strongly 
concentrated at Corinth than elsewhere in the Greek world, must 
have been introduced now, in the second half of the eighth century, 
when Corinth's commerce expands and orientalizing influences 
appear in her art. Whether they imply that men from Phoenicia or 
Syria settled at Corinth may be debated.l94 

The evidence in our literary sources for resident aliens, including the 
very articulation of words such as metoikos, is most abundant and clear for 
Classical Athens. It is, therefore, no surprise to find growing evidence for 
metics as in immigrants in the pre-Classical city. In his publication of 
a Corinthianizing bowl made in Athens, Dunbabin cogently argued that 
the vessel was made by a Corinthian potter who emigrated to Athens.l95 
Dunbabin placed the bowl at the head of a Corinthianizing current that 

187. Coldstream 1995, p. 401. mos, see especially the Stele Shrine, 194. Dunbabin 1948, p. 66. 
188. Popham and Lemos 1995. published in Shaw 1989. 195. Dunbabin 1950. The bowl 
189. Coldstream 1988, p.30; 191. Hoffman 1997, esp. pp.153- is made of Athenian clay and was 

Hoffman (1997, pp. 191-245) discus- 189,252-260. decorated by a potter trained in the 
ses the identity of the occupant of this 192. Morris and Papadopoulos workshop of the Corinthian Sphinx 
tomb in some detail. Cf. Burkert 1983. 1998. Painter; see Dunbabin 1950, p. 194 

190. For Eleutherna, see especially 193. Morris and Papadopoulos (the attribution was originally made 
Stampolides 1990a; 1990b. For Kom- 1998, p.257. byPayne). 
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reached its height in the second quarter of the 6th century B.C. Following 
Plutarch (Sol. 24), Dunbabin went on to place the bowl and its maker 
against the backdrop of Solon's offer of Athenian citizenship to immi- 
grants who came to practice a trade.l96 Here was straightfonvard evidence, 
not for the movement of pots, but for the relocation of the people who 
made the pots. More recently, further evidence has come to light for 
Corinthian pottery production, by way of a kiln dating to the later 8th and 
7th century B.C., in the heart ofthe EarlyIron Age Athenian Kerameikos, 
in the area that was to become the Classical Agora of the city.l97 Corinthians, 
however, were not the only emigre potters in Athens. Brann commented 
on several Protoattic potters, and considered them either as foreigners or, 
at least, well traveled. She wrote: 

The Ram Jug Painter shows some signs of having learned abroad 
about such things as Cycladic outline protomes and the use of 
brown paint, but one likes to think of him as an Athenian, albeit a 
traveler. The Polyphemos Painter, on the other hand, was an 
Aeginetan, or at least he worked in Aegina.l98 

In discussing the strong Cycladic influence on Protoattic pottery, Brann 
went on to note the general absence of contemporary Cycladic pottery in 
Athens and concluded that "the explanation must be that the potters and 
not the pottery traveled.''l99 Indeed, there is a long list of potters who mi- 
grated both to and from Athens, particularly during the Archaic and Clas- 
sical periods.200 The mobility of potters, and other artisans, can be traced 
back at least as early as the Late Bronze Age on the evidence of the Linear 
B tablets.20l If the Ram Jug Painter was a metic or xenos in Athens he was, 
perhaps, not the first to boast a Cycladic ancestry. Kenneth Sheedy has 
cogently argued that the Parian Ad Painter worked in Athens at the end of 
the 8th century s.c.202 More specifically, Sheedy suggests that the Ad Painter 
learned to decorate vases in the Workshop of the Wurzburg Group, and 
that he was also aware of the work of the Analatos Painter.203 The latter, 
one of the great pioneers of the Protoattic style, may have spent the later 
part of his working career producing pottery at the settlement at Incoronata 
in the chora of the later city of Metapontion in South Italy, according to 
the penetrating analysis of Martine Denoyelle.204 

The evidence of emigre potters to Early Iron Age Athens may repre- 
sent the tip of a large iceberg, given the tenacity of pottery to survive in 
abundance in most archaeological contexts. Moreover, it is important to 
stress that not all resident aliens were craftspersons, let alone potters. In 

Aiginetan origin of much of the aPro- 
toattic" Black and White style has been 
most fully argued by Sarah Morris 
(1984), though several scholars continue 
to believe that this potter lived and 
worked in Athens; see especially Walter- 
Karydi 1997; Kyrkou 1997, esp. p. 432. 

199. Agora VIII, p. 28. Brann also 
cited Schweitzer's (1955, p. 105) view 
that the painter of the Aristonothos 
krater was a traveling Attic potter, once 

trained in the Athenian Kerameikos. 
200. Full details in Papadopoulos, 

forthcoming. 
201. Papadopoulos 1997b. 
202. Sheedy 1985, pp. 170,173, 189- 

190. 
203. Sheedy 1985, pp. 189-190. 
204. Denoyelle 1996. See also the 

case of the later Pisticci Painter, one of 
the pioneers of the Lucanian red- 
figure style (Denoyelle 1997). 

196. Dunbabin 1950, pp. 196, 200. 
197. Papadopoulos 1996; 

Papadopoulos, forthcoming. 
198. Agora VIII, p. 24. Indeed, the 

Ram Jug, the name-vase of the Ram Jug 
Painter, was assumed to be Aiginetan 
when it first appeared, and scholars such 
as Pfuhl, Payne, Beazley, and Dunbabin 
doubted whether it was Attic (see Mor- 
ris 1984, p. ix, with pl. 10 for the Ram 
Jug [Aigina Museum 566]). The 
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Peace 296-298, Aristophanes calls upon a whole slew of foreigners and 
tradesmen: 

aBA', Ct) yzct)oyot xaywotoat xat rxxovzS 

xat 8N,utoutoyot xat ,urxotxot xat ,zvot 
\ R 1, R / o xat vatcoxat, 8zoto x, 6 wavrg Arx 

You farmers and merchants and carpenters 
and craftsmen and immigrants and foreigners 
and islanders, come here, all you people, as quick as you can.205 

Some of these foreigners, like Anaxilas, were highly esteemed for their 
prudence and virtue; in later times, such a deserving metic could become 
an isSteles.206 The funerary monument of Anaxilas further establishes that 
the word metoikos-or more accurately metaoikos-does not first appear in 
the second quarter of the 5th century B.C., as has been suggested in earlier 
studies,207 but can be traced back at least to the late 6th century B.C. More 
to the point, the very quantity of foreigners living and dying in historic 
Athens and the Piraeus that can be traced archaeologically, through the 
evidence of funerary inscriptions and iconography, as well as our literary 
sources, is staggering.208 Ktesikles' figures for the time during the ascen- 
dancyofDemetrios of Phaleron in the late 4th century B.C. include 21,000 
Athenians and 10,000 metoikoi.209 For the construction ofthe Erechtheion 
a century earlier, metic workrnen outnumbered the citizen workrnen and 
civic of ficials by a ratio of almost 2:1, if the Erechtheion building accounts 
are accurate.2l0 Although the evidence for the size of the metic population 
in Athens in earlier times is meager and controversial,2ll the surviving 
literature on resident aliens alone attests their importance in the social and 
economic fabric of the city. 

205. J. Henderson, trans., Loeb 
edition (1998). 

206. For the isoteles and isoteleia, see 
Whitehead 1977, pp. 11-13. 

207. See Whitehead 1977, p. 7. 
208. For bibliography on the literary 

sources, see Whitehead 1977; 1984. 
For foreigners buried in Athens, see Salta 
1991, pp. 161-239. For a recent overview 
of Thracians and Skythians buried in 
Athens, see Babler 1998; note also 
Thracians in Athenian iconography, 
assembled and discussed in Tsiafakis 
1998 and, generally, Papadopoulos 
2000. For the metic in Athenian courts 
of justice, see Patterson 2000. 

209. See Whitehead 1977, p. 97, with 
full discussion, including comments on 
the veracity of these figures. 

210. On the basis of IG I2 373, 374, 
and IG II2 1654, Pope (1935, pp. 52-53) 
calculated, among the citizens working on 

the Erechtheion, three sculptors, 17 
workmen, and three civic officials, as 
opposed to 38 metics, four of whom 
were sculptors. The metics were 
distributed across several of the demes, 
including Melite, Alopeke, 
Skambonidai, Agryle, Kollytos, Koile, 
and Kydathenaion. One of the 38 
metics was a woman, Satyra. For the 
distribution of metics in demes, see also 
Clerc 1893, pp.450-456; Gomme 
1933, pp.39-40. For further comments 
on metics in Attika, see Wilamowitz- 
Mollendorff 1887. In Randall's later 
study, among the total recorded work- 
men and specialists inscribed on the 
Erechtheion accounts, the breakdown is 
as follows: 24 citizens, 42 metics, 20 
slaves, 21 unknown (107 total); see 
RandaX 1953, p.201, table 1. To the 
list of demes, mentioned above, where 
metics were domiciled, Randall (1953, 

p. 204, table 3) adds Phyla and Sema- 
chidai (the largest concentration of 
metics, 12, lived in Melite). For the in- 
scriptions associated with the construc- 
tion of the Erechtheion, see Stevens 
and Paton 1927, pp. 277-422 (text and 
commentary by L. D. Caskey); Ran- 
dall 1953 (with references); also Scran- 
ton's (1960) general account. In the 
recent work along the South Slope of 
the Athenian Acropolis in 2001 as part 
of the "Unification of Athens" project, a 
large number of the employed 
workmen appeared to be resident 
aliens, citizens born outside Greece, or 
native speakers of languages other than 
Greek. Of the languages spoken, 
Albanian, Pontic Greek, and perhaps 
also Serbo-Croatian and Russian were 
more commonly heard than modern 
Greek. 

211. Whitehead 1977, pp. 97-98. 
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Potters like the Parian Ad Painter and the Ram Jug Painter, among 
others, provide a potential glimpse of Cycladic immigrants working in 
Athens generations before the reforms of Solon. Whether we call them 
"metoikoi" or"foreigners" (Ervo) or even, simply, "islanders" (vatct)Xrg) 
does not really matter.2l2 They, together with Corinthians and other for- 
eigners craftspersons, traders, and others who were to become numer- 
ous in Athens in the course of the 7th and 6th centuries s.c.,2l3 demon- 
strate that resident aliens enjoyed a venerable prehistory in the city. They 
further suggest, through direct human agency, the manner in which a large 
amphora like P 14819, with its idiosyncratic life history, may have made 
its way to Late Geometric Athens: a Cycladic amphora accompanying a 
Cycladic immigrant. 
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