


TIME, TRADITION AND 
SOCIETY IN GREEK 

ARCHAEOLOGY 

Copyrighted Material 



THEORETICAL ARCHAEOLOGY GROUP (TAG) 

In this series: 

The Archaeology of Human Ancestry 
Power, Sex and Tradition 
edited by James Steele and Stephen Shennan 

Cultural Identity and Archaeology: 
The Construction of European Communities 
edited by Paul Graves-Broum, Sian Jones and Clive Gamble 

Managing Archaeology 
edited by Malcolm A. Cooper, Antony Firth, John Carman 
and David Wheatley 

Theory in Archaeology 
A World Perspective 
edited by Peter J. Ucko 

Copyrighted Material 



TIME, TRADITION AND 
SOCIETY IN GREEK 

ARCHAEOLOGY 

Bridging the 'Great D iv ide ' 

Edited by Nigel Spencer 

London and New York 

Copyrighted Material 



First published 1995 
by Routledge 

2 Park Square, M i l t o n Park, A b i n g d o n , O x o n , O X 14 4 R N 

Simultaneously published in the USA and Canada 
by Routledge 

270 Madison A v e , N e w Y o r k N Y 10016 

Trans fer red t o D ig i ta l Pr in t ing 2006 

© 1995 Nigel Spencer and Contributors 

Typeset in Bembo by Florencetype Ltd, Stoodleigh, Devon 

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or 
reproduced or utilized in any form or by any electronic, 

mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter 
invented, including photocopying and recording, or in any 

information storage or retrieval system, without permission in 
writing from the publishers. 

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data 

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library 

Library of Congress Cataloguing in Publication Data 

A catalogue record for this book has been requested 

ISBN 0-415-11412-8 

Copyrighted Material 



To Jan and Rachel 

Copyrighted Material 



Copyrighted Material 



CONTENTS 

List of illustrations x 
General Editor's Preface xiii 
Foreword - Colin Renfrew xvi 
Acknowledgements xix 
Note on transliteration xx 

Introduction 1 
Nigel Spencer 

1 Approaches to ethnicity in the Early Iron Age of Greece 6 
Jonathan M. Hall 

Notes 16 

2 Challenging preconceptions of Oriental 'barbarity' and 
Greek 'humanit/: human sacrifice in the ancient world 18 
Louise Steel 

Introduction 18 
Scapegoat sacrifice 19 
Sacrifice of the first-born and 'Moloch' sacrifice 19 
'Suttee' sacrifice 23 
'Retainer' burials 23 
Conclusion 26 

3 Multi-dimensional group definition in the landscape of 
rural Greece 28 
Nigel Spencer 

Introduction 28 
Towers and enclosures in rural Lesbos 30 
The Lesbian style of polygonal masonry 32 
Rural structures and marginality 33 
Cult marginality in Archaic Greece 35 
Military marginality in Archaic Greece 35 
Boundaries and group definition in the landscape 36 
Boundaries and social group definition at an 'intra-polis' level 36 
Interaction between poleis in Archaic Lesbos 38 
'Greek' and 'Native' group definition in Lesbos 38 
Conclusions 41 
Notes 41 

Copyrighted Material 



viii Contents 

Tomb cult and hero cult: the uses of the past in Archaic 
Greece 43 
James Whitley 

Introduction 43 
The Saxe/Goldstein hypothesis and the role of mortuary theory 44 
The past is a scarce resource' 49 
Heroes, ancestors and the heroic age 51 
Hero cults 53 
Conclusions 60 
Notes 61 

Present-day Chora on Amorgos and prehistoric Thermi 
on Lesbos: alternative views of communities in transition 64 
Kyriacos Lambrianides 

Introduction 64 
A traditional community in transition 66 
The historic palimpsest of Chora 67 
Role of agriculture and pastoralism 70 
The social and structural transition of Chora, Amorgos 72 
The architectural sequence at prehistoric Thermi 72 
Introduction 72 
The architectural sequence at Thermi 73 
Conclusions 86 
Notes 86 

The organisation of space in Classical and Hellenistic 
houses from mainland Greece and the western colonies 89 
Lisa Nevett 

Introduction 89 
Constructing a model for Greek domestic spatial organisation 90 
The Greek mainland 94 

Athens (figs 6.2 and 6.3) 94 
Thasos (figs 6.4 and 6.5) 95 
Halieis (fig. 6.6) 95 
Ammotopos (fig. 6.7) 95 
Kassope (fig. 6.8) 96 
Eretria (figs 6.9 and 6.10) 96 
Halos (figs 6.11 and 6.12) 98 
Pella (figs 6.13 and 6.14) 98 
Variability in spatial organisation in mainland houses 102 

Sicily and southern Italy 102 
Himera (fig. 6.15) 103 
Akragas (fig. 6.16) 103 

Copyrighted Material 



Contents ix 

Locri Epizefiri (fig. 6.17) 
Megora Hyblaia (figs 6.18 and 6.19) 
Monte lato (fig. 6.20) 
Variability in the spatial organisation in western 

Greek houses 
Conclusions 
Notes 

104 
104 
104 

104 
107 
107 

Dead women's society: constructing female gender in 
Classical Athenian funerary sculpture 109 
Karen Stears 

Introduction 109 
The monuments 113 

Types 113 
Social implications 114 

Iconography of women 116 
Monument type 116 
The question of idealism 117 
Age categorisation 118 
Qualities and occupations 123 
Desirable death 125 
Equality and emulation 126 

Conclusions 128 
Notes 129 

Monumental ambitions: the significance of posterity 
in Greece 132 
Lin Foxhall 

Notes 146 

Bibliography 150 
Index 172 

Copyrighted Material 



ILLUSTRATIONS 

1.1 
3.1 
3.2 
4.1 

4.2 
4.3 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.1-14 
6.15-20 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
8.1 

8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 

The Argolid 
Lesbos 
Lesbian masonry wall at Xerokastrini 
Dromos and entrance of the Mycenaean 
tomb at Menidhi 
Inscribed sherd from above Grave Circle 

tholos 

A at Mycenae 
Grave Circle A at Mycenae after excavation 
The Aegean 
Plan of Chora, Amorgos 
Chora, Amorgos, from the north 
Thermi 1 
Thermi II 
Thermi Ilia 
Thermi lllb, IVa 
Thermi IVb 
Thermi V 
House plans in mainland Greece 
House 
Stele o 
Stele o 
Stele o 

jlans in Sicily and southern Italy 
Ampharete 

• Hegeso 
'• the 'Grand Farewell' 

93 
103 

Statues of Kleobis and Biton from the Treasury of 
the Argives, Delphi 
Inscribed cup from the workshop of Phid ias, Olympia 
Bearers of hydriai, north frieze of the Parthenon 
Youths leading cattle, south frieze of the 
Poseidc 

Parthenon 
>n, Apollo, Artemis, east frieze of the Parthenon 

12 
31 
32 

55 
56 
57 
65 
68 
69 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 

-101 
-106 
112 
121 
127 

136 
141 
143 
144 
145 

Table 1.1 The distribution of ethnic groups throughout the Argolid 11 

Copyrighted Material 



CONTRIBUTORS 

Nigel Spencer, the editor of the book, holds a Postdoctoral Research 
Fellowship at the Institute of Archaeology, Oxford and is also a Fellow 
of Worcester College, Oxford. Dr Spencer is conducting research into 
the northeast Aegean and western Turkey in addition to assisting in the 
directing of the Pylos Regional Archaeological Project in Messenia. 

Lord Renfrew of Kaimsthorn is the Disney Professor of Archaeology 
in the Department of Archaeology, University of Cambridge. He has 
written many seminal works on European prehistory and conducted large 
amounts of fieldwork in Greece. Currently he is researching the theme 
of ethnicity in archaeology. 

Jonathan M. Hall currently holds a Fellowship at Downing College, 
Cambridge where he is carrying out research into the theme of ethnicity 
in ancient Greece. It was at Cambridge and the British School in Athens 
that he conducted his doctoral research into early Iron Age Greece. 

Louise Steel recently completed her PhD thesis at University College 
London on Cyprus in the early Iron Age and is continuing her research 
into the island at the University. 

James Whitley is a lecturer in the School of History and Archaeology, 
College of Cardiff, where he is engaged in research into early Iron Age 
and Archaic Greece and the Aegean and is currently carrying out survey 
work in Crete. 

Kyriacos Lambrianides is completing his PhD thesis at University 
College London which examined the Bronze Age in northwest Anatolia 
and the eastern Aegean. He has carried out survey work in Greece and 
Turkey and currently is conducting fieldwork in western Turkey. 

Lisa Nevett holds a British Academy Postdoctoral Research Fellowship 
at the Department of Archaeology, University of Durham where she is 
conducting research into the analysis of field survey data from Boiotia. 
Previously she carried out doctoral research at Cambridge into the social 
and physical structure of Greek domestic houses. 

Copyrighted Material 



xii Contributors 

Karen Stears is a lecturer in the Department of Classics, University of 
Edinburgh. Her doctoral research was undertaken at King's College 
London and the British School in Athens and concerned the study of 
funerary reliefs and funerary practices in Classical Greece. 

Lin Foxhall is a lecturer in the Department of Archaeology, University 
of Leicester. Her research interests range from anthropology to archaeology 
and classics, including special interest in the Greek countryside and 
landscape. 

Copyrighted Material 



GENERAL E D I T O R ' S PREFACE 

Why does Classical archaeology need theory? The purpose of the 
Theoretical Archaeology Group series is to answer the question by 
showing that archaeology contributes little to our understanding if it does 
not explore the theories that give meaning to the past. The last decade 
has seen some major developments in world archaeology and the One 
World Archaeology series provides a thematic showcase for the current scale 
of enquiry and variety of archaeological interests. The development of a 
theoretical archaeology series complements these thematic concerns and, 
by focusing attention on theory in all its many guises, points the way to 
future long-term developments in the subject. 

In 1992 the annual Theoretical Archaeology Group (TAG) conference 
was held in Southampton. Europe and the world of archaeological theory 
was our theoretical theme at this EuroTAG conference. We stressed two 
elements in the structure of the three-day conference. In the first place 
1992 had for long been heralded as the time when the single market would 
come into existence combined with moves towards greater European unity. 
While these orderly developments could be planned for and sessions 
organised around the role of archaeology and the past in the construction 
of European identity, no one could have predicted the horror of what 
would occur in former Yugoslavia. Throughout 1992 and beyond, the 
ideologies of integration and fragmentation, federalism and nationalism 
vied with each other to use the resources of the past in vastly different 
ways. 

The second element recognised that 1992 was a notable anniversary 
for theoretical archaeology. Thirty years before, Lewis Binford had 
published his first seminal paper, 'Archaeology as Anthropology', in 
American Antiquity. This short paper was a theoretical beacon in an 
otherwise heavily factual archaeological world. From such beginnings 
came the influential processual movement which, in its early years, was 
referred to as the New Archaeology. Thirty years have clearly knocked 
the shine off such bright new futures. In the meantime archaeological 
theory had healthily fragmented while expanding into many areas of 
investigation, previously regarded as off-limits to archaeologists and their 
mute data. Processualism had been countered by post-processualism 
to either the enrichment or irritation of by now partisan theoretical 
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practitioners. Euro TAG marked the anniversary with a debate involving 
the views of Lewis Binford, Chris Tilley, John Barrett and Colin Renfrew, 
supplemented by opinions from the floor. Their brief was to outline the 
theoretical challenges now set before the subject. The audience heard 
various programmes of where we might go as well as fears about an 
uncertain theoretical future. Both optimism and pessimism for another 
thirty years of theoretical excitement were to be found in almost equal 
measure. However, the clear impression, exemplified by the number of 
people, almost eight hundred, who attended Euro TAG was that the 
strength of any future theoretical archaeology now lies in its diversity. 

How different this was in numbers attending and diversity of viewpoints 
from the early days of TAG, an organisation whose aims have always 
been simple: to raise the profile of discussion about the theories of the 
past. The need for such a group was recognised at the first open meeting 
held in Sheffield in 1979 where the programme notes declared that 
'British archaeologists have never possessed a forum for the discussion of 
theoretical issues. Conferences which address wider themes come and go 
but all too frequently the discussion of ideas is blanketed by the presen­
tation of fact'. TAG set out to correct this balance and achieved it through 
an accent on discussion, a willingness to hear new ideas, often from 
people just beginning their theoretical careers. 

Euro TAG presented some of the influences which must now contribute 
to the growth of theory in archaeology as the discipline assumes a central 
position in the dialogues of the humanities. As expected there was strong 
participation from European colleagues in sessions which focused on 
Iberia and Scandinavia as well as discussions of the regional traditions of 
theoretical and archaeological research in the continent, an archaeological 
perspective on theory in world archaeology, the identity of Europe and 
multicultural societies in European prehistory. Set beside these were 
sessions devoted to the theories of managing archaeology, visual infor­
mation, food, evolutionary theory, architecture and structured deposition 
while historical archaeology argued for an escape from its subordination 
to history while classical archaeology embraced theory and applied it to 
its rich data. Finally, the current issues of value and management in 
archaeology were subjected to a critical examination from a theoretical 
perspective. 

Nowhere was the polyphony of theoretical voices, issues and debates 
more clearly heard than in the session devoted to world perspectives on 
European archaeological theory. While EuroTAG was a moment to reflect 
on the European traditions and uses of theory, a comparative view was 
needed if such concerns were to avoid the call of parochialism. Here at 
the heart of EuroTAG was an opportunity to see the debate in action 
— not as the preserve of individuals, but as a dynamic answer to the 
question of why does the world need archaeological theory. 
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FOREWORD 

The field of Classical archaeology holds a very special place within the 
wider discipline of archaeology in general. Its subject area is, of course, 
unique but that is a claim which could, in a sense, be made for the 
archaeology of every region and period of the world. But Ancient Rome 
and especially Ancient Greece naturally have a much greater claim upon 
our attention, for we are all the inheritors of that tradition which follows 
them, if only because we are all today inhabitants of that 'global village' 
created by modern communications and high technology which are them­
selves the beneficiaries of the scientific revolution that developed upon 
the heels of the Renaissance. We are the inheritors of the Classical world, 
whose study naturally holds a special significance for us, even if our 
cultural and genetic roots may not lie exclusively in Europe. 

Classical archaeology, moreover, developed as a discipline long before 
prehistoric archaeology became a field for serious enquiry. Its preoccu­
pations and concerns have, in a variety of subtle and often involuntary 
ways, shaped the preconceptions of archaeological research as a whole. 
Initially they were not regarded as separate fields at all. But as archaeology 
(and especially prehistoric archaeology) began to establish itself as an 
autonomous discipline from the middle of the nineteenth century, its 
relationship with Classical archaeology has been a rather special one. 
In general it is the field of archaeology per se which has been responsible 
for a whole series of technical advances, many of them based upon the 
applications of archaeological science. But Classical archaeology remains 
the paradigm case of text-aided archaeology — or, if that term seems 
too partial, of the study of the past in a context where the study of 
the written records and of the material remains must go hand in hand. 
In Europe, of course, the other such case is offered by the early 
Middle Ages (in Britain by the Anglo-Saxon period) where it is now a 
commonplace that much of our new knowledge comes from excavation 
and fieldwork, rather than from the re-interpretation of charters and 
documents taken in isolation. In reality the most difficult task is often 
that of bringing into meaningful relationship the data from the different 
categories of evidence. 

For these reasons there has developed in recent years, and as the two 
areas have increasingly asserted their autonomy, something of a love-hate 
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relationship between archaeology and Classical archaeology. In his 
Introduction Nigel Spencer quotes several expressions of distaste by 
Classical archaeologists over recent developments in archaeological theory 
and practice, while comparable imprecations are not far to seek among 
prehistoric archaeologists railing against the technical inadequacies of 
Classical archaeologists at work in the field. 

It is a notable circumstance that the session at the Theoretical 
Archaeology Group (TAG) Conference held at Southampton from which 
the present volume springs was the first such, devoted exclusively to 
Classical archaeology, in the now quite long sequence of annual TAG 
meetings. That such a session should have taken so long to come about 
springs perhaps from the suspicions and tensions engendered by that 
love-hate relationship. It was clear to the Classical archaeologists that the 
archaeologists per se, and especially the prehistoric archaeologists, were an 
uncouth lot, who if not entirely illiterate were certainly incapable of inter­
preting a text with any knowledge or sensitivity. And it was clear to 
the prehistorians that the Classical archaeologists, totally and blindly 
committed to the doctrine of the primacy of the text over the material 
remains, would continue to ignore the hard information under their own 
noses — for instance the plant remains and animal bones which could easily 
be recovered from excavations at Classical sites — in favour of fleeting 
references to everyday life (in this case to food and drink) recorded in 
literary texts. 

What I found refreshing about the Southampton session, and what now 
seems to me the particular merit of the present volume, is that it goes 
beyond these rather obvious lessons. It would have been perfectly possible 
to preach to the TAG converted by showing how modern archaeological 
techniques, for instance those of field survey, are now revolutionising 
certain fields of Classical archaeology and ancient history, notably in the 
area of settlement studies and demography. Instead we have a series of 
contributions which show very clearly how some of the insights potentially 
available from Classical archaeology can fruitfully be brought to bear much 
more widely, if the preconceptions upon which they rest are re-examined 
and made more explicit. 

In recent years Ian Morris and James Whitley, following in the 
directions first indicated by Anthony Snodgrass, have been among those 
making new and coherent use both of the archaeological data, in a 
coherent and modern way, and of the traditions of Classical scholarship 
based ultimately upon the study of the texts. With the increasing focus 
of contemporary archaeology upon symbolic and cognitive topics — upon 
areas where the thought and imagination of the ancient actors has to be 
taken firmly into account — there are new tasks to be attempted, tasks 
which have in many cases been addressed by the Classical archaeologist, 
albeit in a rather intuitive way. Jonathan Hall's discussion of ethnicity is 
a good example of the new approach which draws upon the strengths 
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of both disciplines. The topic is one which prehistoric archaeologists have 
tended to steer clear of in recent years. The Classical archaeologists, on 
the other hand, have often found it difficult to shed the baggage of 
implicit assumptions brought forward from the last century. Such topics 
as this, or the way we interpret works of art which we believe were 
indeed intended by their makers to be seen as works of art, deserve the 
most searching theoretical treatment. Whether we share the somewhat 
cautious aspirations of a cognitive processual approach, or choose to follow 
the more free-and-easy initiatives of the post-processual archaeologists (to 
adopt for a moment the terminologies currently in use among 'theoretical' 
archaeologists) there is work to be done here which is of wide general 
relevance for archaeology as a whole. 

For these reasons this is, 1 believe, an important book and one which 
will establish the path for many future studies. 

Colin Renfrew 
Department of Archaeology 

University of Cambridge 
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NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION 

It is impossible to devise one consistent system for the transliteration of 
ancient Greek, modern Greek and Turkish words. The contributors, 
therefore, have all employed their own versions of the most conventional 
systems. Authors of ancient texts have been written out in full with the 
titles of their works either simply transliterated or given in the 
Latin/English form regularly employed. 
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