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Euboeans in the Far West? New data and interpretations

Adolfo J. DOMINGUEZ

Ilepidnyn

Ta tehevtaia xpovia véa vAika mbavig evPoikng kataywyng éxovv Ppebei otnv IPnpwn Xepodvnoo,
Kdmota amo Ta omoia mapapévovv adnpooicvta.! Xpovohoyotvrtal avapeoa 0to devtepo iod Tov ov
atwva T.X. Kal To TPWOTO [od Tov 8ov atwva 1.X.- TPOKELTAL ylo TO apXatoTepo eEAANVIKO VAIKO TTOV
éxel Bpedei otn Sutik Meooyelo kat 0TIG akTéG TOL ATAavTikov Qkeavov péxpt onfuepa. Eva moAloi
EMOTHHOVEG £XOVV TIpoTeivel 0Tt ot Doivikeg Epepav avtd Ta VAKA 0T pakpvr Adomn, okomog [ov oe
auTo To apBpo eivat va ovuvnyoprnow vIEp TG TPWLUNG pecoAdPnong vavtikwv and v Evpoia yia
TN HETAPOPA AVTAG TNG KePAIKNG. ZuvdvalovTag SlapopeTikd amodelkTikd oToleia, T000 @LAoAo-
yiKd 600 Kat apXatoAoyikd, Oa evromicovpe malaid evPpoikd CLHPEPOVTA OTNV KEVTPIKY Kat SUTIKN
Meoodyelo ptv anéd Ty idpuon Twv TPOTWV anotkidy. Xtn ovvéxeta Oa emtxelproovpe va amodeifovpe
WG 1 TpwWIHOTEPN evBoikn vavotmhoia Umopel va yivel katavonTtr Léoa o€ éva mAaiolo 6To omoio N
ovvepyaoia pe Tovg Poivikes iowg va anoteloboe Tov Kavova, kabwg @aivetal va moTonoteital Katd
TOUG TIPWTOVG ATTOLKLOPOVG TOOO TOVG eLPOikoVG 600 Kat Tovg Dotvikikov.

Introduction

From at least the 10th century BC, some centres in Euboea such as Lefkandi were in contact with
the Near East, as the archaeological evidence clearly demonstrates.” These contacts increased during
the 9th century BC, and by the 8th century BC trade between Euboea and other parts of the Medi-
terranean had reached its apogee. Finds of Greek pottery dating to these centuries from different sites
in the Near East have been widely published and studied, and I shall not consider them further here.?
Of all those places, Al Mina seems to have been one of the sites where the presence of Greek pottery,
particularly of Euboean origin, is most remarkable,’ and recent Neutron Activation Analysis has con-
firmed this beyond doubt.” Contrary to the claims of certain scholars who think that an emphasis on
Euboean activities tends to detract from the enterprises of people from other parts of Greece or non-
Greek peoples, especially the Phoenicians,® we suggest that the archaeological evidence confirms an
Euboean presence in the Mediterranean throughout the Geometric period (and even during the Pro-
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togeometric).” However, it should be noted that this does not imply that other peoples, including the
Phoenicians, were not involved in important maritime and commercial enterprises too.

Indeed, it may be wise to escape the ‘insidious tendency to identify pots with people™ and accept
that an Euboean vase may have been transported by anyone. But by whom? Within the Greek world of
the Early Iron Age (EIA), there were not many candidates capable of transporting Euboean pottery as
well as other products. We must disregard, of course, the Corinthians, whose territories of interest do
not always coincide with those explored by the Euboeans and who, usually, brought with them their
own pottery.’

Some authors exhibit certain discomfort when they observe, for example, that the Geometric pot-
tery of Crete, an area with significant Near Eastern connections, ‘is rarely found outside the island’; and
explain it as follows: ‘Cretan pottery was not as attractive as that of other regions." Aside from the high
degree of subjectivity that is involved in the issue of ancient ‘taste is it not easier to explain the absence
of Cretan pottery overseas by suggesting that the Cretans were not those who sailed from their island—
that, rather, they received in their ports the foreign vessels? Euboeans, who seem to have been good
sailors, would have loaded their ships with their own pottery. As for non-Greeks, Phoenicians ‘may’ have
transported Euboean pottery and ‘may’ have appreciated Attic and Euboean painted pottery (although
not everyone agrees on this''). However, we may question whether this ‘appreciation’ was for the pottery
itself or, conversely, for what it represented, if it is true that, as some authors have suggested, a (good)
part of Greek pottery found at Phoenician sites may have served as ‘initiatory gifts’ or the like. 2

Some current trends cast doubt on the idea that ‘traders from the producing centres were especial-
ly active in overseas exchange, as argued most frequently for the Euboeans"* However, it is difficult to
find, for the period between the late 9th and the first half of the 8th century BC, other candidates (aside
from the Euboeans) who could have transported Euboean pottery along with other products that we
cannot identify (iron?, textiles?'*). The ubiquitous Phoenicians do not solve the issue, especially if we
remember that in Italy there are Euboean-type productions that were locally made by potters from Eu-
boea who were established there (as discussed later in this article)—which is further proof of Euboean
interest in establishing commercial relationships with different Mediterranean regions.

In this paper, consequently, I will concentrate mainly on the period between the late 9th and the
first half of the 8th century BC, which seems to have been the period when trading activities and the
beginning of colonization were closely related in the Euboean world.

As was the case with other centres that emerged over the course of the 8th century, there can be
little doubt that Al Mina, situated at the mouth of the River Orontes, clearly had a commercial func-
tion. Although it should be pointed out that Boardman has recently restudied and re-evaluated the
information gathered by Woolley, and that he argues in favour of a definite Euboean presence in the
region during the 8th century," it should also be mentioned that this information has often been inac-
curately interpreted,'® mainly because many scholars have interpreted Al Mina as a true Greek ‘colony,
rather than what it actually was: a place next to the sea where Greek merchants were authorized to
trade and establish the necessary infrastructures for their activity. It was, undoubtedly, a precursor of
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what would in due course become known as an emporion.'” I do not believe it too extreme to say that
the Greeks were being integrated into an economic system, the roots of which were undoubtedly of
Oriental origin.

In addition to Al Mina, the presence of Greek pottery in other Oriental locations is also proof of
commercial contacts which do not imply, in any way, that Greek political domain extended to Levan-
tine territories. Most of the pottery, as in the case of Al Mina, was clearly of Euboean origin, which
would suggest that the Euboeans were directly involved in trading products from the Aegean or central
Mediterranean to the Orient.

Leaving aside Euboean activity in the Aegean, the presence of Euboeans in the central Mediterra-
nean also seems to have been important from at least the beginning of the 8th century. Euboean-type
pottery has appeared at several locations in Sardinia,'® Sicily," and along the Tyrrhenian coast of Italy,”
and is sometimes dated to before the founding of the first Greek establishment in Pithecussae, which is
usually said to be around 770 BC on account of Middle Geometric (MG) II sherds found in a deposit in
the acropolis.” It should be noted, however, that these sherds represent a small percentage of the total
quantity of pottery found in it thus far.”> On many of the central Mediterranean locations the Euboeans
cooperated or competed with Greeks of other origins (from Corinth, the Cyclades?) and doubtless
with Phoenicians and, less probably, with northern Syrians, who perhaps were not good sailors.” Late
Geometric (LG) Greek pottery of various types (but largely of Pithecussan origin) has been found in
Phoenician centres in Sardinia, such as Sulcis,* and its discovery in Carthage itself* indicates that
this is a much more complex field than was outlined some time ago by those who have defended the
exclusive monopoly of the Phoenicians or the Euboeans.? The reality was much more complex: as well
as Pithecussae being populated by peoples of diverse origins, Euboean representatives of certain com-
mercial and artisan interests would also have been present, at least since MG II, among the Sardinians
of Sant'Imbenia, the Etruscans of Veii, Caere, Tarquinia or Pontecagnano or, later, among the Phoeni-
cians of Sulcis or Carthage. The presence of Euboeans among so many different peoples resembles the
situation in the Aegean and the Levant previously mentioned.

The Euboeans’ presence still further to the west is even more difficult to determine although recent
new findings and interpretations are providing information that builds on the knowledge we already
have regarding the territories mentioned. This is the case, for example, with the abundance of topo-
nyms that extend throughout the Mediterranean, including to its western reaches and areas on the At-
lantic, which share the ending -oussa. Research of a philological nature demonstrates that these names
may have originated in Euboean circles at fairly remote times—in any case earlier than the seafaring
expeditions which came later, such as the Phocaean expedition.”” Similarly, studies of certain toponyms
found on the north African coast suggest that ancient Euboean explorations to those regions were un-
dertaken before (or at the same time as) Phoenician settlements.?

Another line of investigation has consisted of analysing the different mythical traditions that had
taken hold in the Far West in early times: for instance, the tradition, described by Aristotle (Frag. 678
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Rose), according to which the Pillars of Herakles were formerly known as the Pillars of Briareus. The
fact that Briareus may be linked to traditions of Euboean origin allows us to suggest early Euboean ex-
ploration of the territories where the Mediterranean meets the ocean;” in like manner, the geographic
vision of Hesiod, a figure closely linked to the Euboean world, would correspond with the news that he
would have heard from Euboean explorers.

The issue with these data (until a few years ago) was that archaeological confirmation of Euboean
presence in such westerly territories was lacking, and the few objects of Greek origin predating the 6th
century were usually attributed to the Phoenician presence.*® Over many years, the aforementioned
pottery found at SantImbenia, in north-western Sardinia, were the westernmost Euboean objects
known. The situation, however, has gradually changed and, with time, we may see an increase in the
number of objects of Euboean origin, or objects which are a consequence of Euboean trading, being
discovered.

Euboean Pottery in the Iberian Peninsula

What follows is a rapid overview of the main objects known to us. One important location is pres-
ent-day Huelva, located on the Atlantic coast in the south-west of the Iberian Peninsula. We are already
familiar with a fragment possibly from a krater or a pyxis made in Attica, dated to the MG II, as well
as two fragments of Euboean skyphoi, one featuring a bird within a metope dated to the LG.* These
items were found without context, making their cultural ascription hard to assess. Nevertheless, dur-
ing the systematic recovery in 1998 of the contents of a site adjacent to the ancient coastline (Méndez
Nuiez Street/Monjas Square), a total of 33 fragments of Greek pottery were found with a large quantity
of Phoenician and local ceramic pieces. These belong to two clearly defined groups: 1) 15 Euboean
pendent semicircle plates and two Euboean pendent semicircle skyphoi (Fig. 1); and 2) two kantharoi,
two skyphoi and one trefoil-mouth jug, which were considered to be Attic (Fig. 2). The chronologies
assigned by the authors to ceramic wares described as Attic and Euboean pottery differ considerably.”

The pendent semicircle skyphoi have been attributed to Kearsley’s type 6,” and dated to the
Sub-Protogeometric (SPG) III (equivalent to the Attic MG I-II), whereas finds from Eretria indicate that
these were still in use during the LG.* In the case of the Huelva plates, on the basis of their typology, it
has been suggested that their chronology is in the SPG I-II period (c.900-850 BC). Attic ceramic ware
has been dated to the MG II period (800-760 BC).” The discoverers of these pieces favour early chro-
nologies, in the Greek Protogeometric and Geometric periods,’ but this has been strongly contested in
recent times;” indeed, some authors have even expressed doubts about the high chronologies attributed
by excavators to the finds as a whole, as the chronology was assigned on the basis of a few Phoenician ce-
ramic pieces which may be older (although this has not been securely demonstrated).”® Moreover, these
ceramic pieces were found during the process of clearing the site for building; thus, their stratigraphic
position cannot be ascertained, and it is possible that several different levels have become mixed.
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In any event, according to Nitsche’s periodization,” and based on their rims, it is true that some
of the plates may be older than others (SPG I-II). However, the majority seem to belong to a late
stage in their production, based on the evidence of the rims and the fact that the pendent semicircles
overlap—a feature generally, but not always, characteristic of later production.”” The handles, both
single and double, have also been considered a dating criterion (single handles being older and double
handles a later design),* but this is not always true either.** In any case, these are a new type of vessel
for which, for the moment, there are but few definite contexts that allow a generally valid typological
serialization to be established.” Furthermore, it is also possible that these forms were manufactured at
numerous workshops within Euboea itself, which is something that authors such as Coldstream have
interpreted as a response to local demand, in Cyprus and the Levant, positing that this type of vessel
was not particularly common in the Greek repertoire.* This form, however, was also present in Euboea
throughout its long period of use and in different contexts; this challenges this statement, which has
been accepted with little criticism by many authors.”

Indeed, during the period of extensive use of this form in Lefkandi, from the SPG I-III period,*
the morphology of plates underwent multiple variations owing to the length of time over which they
remained in use. In Eretria, later forms are represented, and, although it is not known with certainty
until what point they were produced, it is likely that they were manufactured until the beginning of
the LG.” Consequently, rather than the general timeline proposed by the authors who published the
discoveries at Huelva (first half of the 9th century BC), we find that it is more reasonable to assign a
more advanced chronology to those Euboean pieces, i.e. sometime between the end of the 9th century
and the first half of the 8th century BC, thus allowing for the possibility of some fragments being older,
although this is not certain.*® To that same chronology belongs, it seems, most of the plates of this class
that have been found in Cyprus and the Levant.”” Both the pendent semicircle plates and skyphoi ap-
pear to be of Euboean production, despite the existence of imitations originating from different circles.
However, as Coldstream has pointed out, with regard to pendent semicircle skyphoi, in some instances
these have been ascribed to Cycladic workshops without objective supporting data.”

Recently, and likewise in Huelva (3 Concepcion Street), three fragments consisting of two skyphoi
rims and one oinochoe have been found. These are possibly of Euboean origin, and were found in a level
situated beneath the water table; their chronology seems to belong to MG II—that is, sometime in the first
half of the 8th century BC—meaning that they are of the same date as other objects found in the same
deposit (which was not excavated adequately either).”" One of the skyphoi seems to be a ‘Black cup’*

Along with those items featuring pendent semicircles (skyphoi and plates) from the excavation at
the Méndez Nufiez/Monjas Square site, other fragments were also found, corresponding to two kan-
tharoi and two skyphoi, seemingly Attic, as well as further fragments of at least three other vessels of
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one of these forms.” All of these fragments are decorated with the meander and meander-hook motifs
that are so common on Attic pottery from the early Geometric period;* this became established as
almost the sole decoration for drinking vessels during the EG II and the MG I periods, and reached
its peak during the MG II period, despite the appearance of other decorative motifs.”> The meander
motif appears on other Geometric wares outside Athens, a situation no doubt related to the influence
of this city. One of the two types of cup found at Huelva, the kantharos with high handles, is an Attic
innovation of the MG II period* which was quickly adopted, in that same period, in Euboea and the
Cyclades.” In Eretria, both this form and skyphoi have been identified, with decorations consisting
basically of meander motifs. Two of the Huelva pieces, one kantharos (Fig. 1b) and one skyphos,™ dis-
play what appears to be a metope with an eight-pointed star in the top right-hand corner, and in the
case of the kantharos, to the left-hand side of the panel with the meander. Other very similar examples
from Eretria, decorated with meanders and, in some cases, with figurative metopes (especially birds)
have been published recently, and these have been dated to between the MG II and the LG I periods.”
Naturally, without a study of the clays used, it is difficult to assert that we are in the presence of Euboean
pieces; however, it is often the case that the clay used in Euboean pottery is indistinguishable from that
of Attic origin,” as Neutron Activation Analysis has shown.®" A skyphos fragment known since 1984,
which was found without context at 9 Puerto Street (Fig. 3),°* whose Euboean ascription has not been
questioned (owing principally to the bird in the portion of metope that is preserved), may also belong
to this group.”® At the time of its discovery, it was assigned a date in the LG due to its isolated nature
and the lack of evidence for situating it in the MG II period; we believe it is now possible to date it with
the rest of similar pieces to a transitional period between the MG II and the LG periods.

At last, this group of Greek pieces from the MG II period can be related to the first such piece
found: a krater (or pyxis) from the MG II period, which was discovered devoid of context on Palos
Street, in Huelva.* The grounds for classifying it as Attic are quite reasonable: parallels can be drawn,
in particular with the krater-pyxis A514 at the Louvre,* which would also explain the uncertainty re-
garding the exact form of this piece (a krater according to some, but a pyxis according to others).®

An interesting collection of pieces (skyphoi, kantharoi, oinochoai), which were intended as drink-
ing vessels, is concentrated in Huelva. These are clearly of Euboean origin, and were with others that
may very well be Euboean, and a large vessel (krater or pyxis) made in Attica, all of which date to the
MG II period, although some of the pendent semicircle plates (but not the majority) may be a little ear-
lier. It has been insisted upon with some frequency that these products usually appear to be associated
with Cyprus or the Levant and, therefore, must have been brought to the West by the Phoenicians on
complicated itineraries, circuits and carriers, while the possibility that the last might have been Greek is
ignored.”” In such cases, we sometimes fail to notice that it is in Euboea itself (both at Lefkandi and Er-
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etria) that all of these products are found represented at the same time: Euboean pottery of Sub-Proto-
geometric tradition, Euboean imitations of Attic products of the MG II period and genuine Attic vases
of the same period. Furthermore, it has now been demonstrated that in Euboea, pottery in the Euboean
tradition and pottery imitating Attic Geometric designs were both made at the same workshops, and
perhaps by the same potters: they were of the ‘same clay, [had the] same painting and same firing’® Re-
cent Neutron Activation Analysis has shown that these two types of pottery were constructed using the
same clay, which was quarried in the area of Phylla in Euboea.®” Kenzelmann Pfyffer made a valuable
observation to the effect that, in Euboean centres, ‘Subprotogeometric and Atticizing ceramics appear
side by side in every kind of context (ritual, funeral, and domestic);” exactly as is the case in Huelva,
as we know today.

Likewise, in Euboea, objects imported from Athens were already looked upon by the Euboeans as
luxury goods. It follows, therefore, that when distributing their own ceramic wares to other lands, they
would have reserved the same position for Attic products, as suggested by the presence of a great krater
or pyxis in Huelva, the ‘monumental vase””" status of which would have rendered it an ideal ‘goodwill
gift’;’* this may have arrived in the hands of a Phoenician, but equally in those of a Greek. To all this
we may add the recent study by Boardman, who asks who the real recipients were of the Greek cups
which have appeared outside Greece, in non-Greek contexts, and which were imitated in those places.”

Although the ways in which Greek and—more precisely—Euboean seafarers arrived are not easily
discernible,” it is often forgotten that the Homeric poems allude to joint ventures between a Greek
(Odysseus characterized as a Cretan warrior and shipping enthusiast) and a Phoenician who, in the
words of Odysseus, ‘set me on a seafaring ship bound for Libya, having given lying counsel to the end
that I should convey a cargo with him’ (Od., 14.285-14.300). As Sherratt and Sherratt have put it, ‘the
Aegean must have seen a considerable density of traffic, in which both indigenous and eastern seamen
participated without apparent rivalry’”

Further recent archaeological data reinforces the possibility of an Euboean presence in the Far
West. We refer to the discovery of a scaraboid seal of the Lyre-Player Group, found under one of the
walls of the sanctuary identified in the scientifically excavated levels at the Méndez Nuez Street/Mon-
jas Square site in Huelva.”® It appears to represent ‘a hunting scene with a passing lion and an ungulate,
and strong parallels can be established with other seals of this type, as the publishers have pointed out,
including specimens found in Pithekoussai.”” At this time, this is the westernmost specimen of this
kind, as is the case with the Euboean ceramic wares mentioned earlier and which were discovered on
the same site, albeit at lower levels.

With regard to these items, the main debate is centred equally on their place of manufacture (Cili-
cia-northern Syria, Rhodes, in some cases by emigrant artisans) and on those responsible for their
distribution (Phoenicians, Euboeans), for which there is abundant bibliography but little unanimity.
To this mix we must add that the stones from which they are made, although precise analyses have not
yet been undertaken, do not appear in all cases to be of Eastern origin, which to some would indicate
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local production.” For the moment, the locations at which the highest numbers have been found are
Pithekoussai (nearly 100)” and Rhodes (some 45 from all three cities).* Their abundant presence in
tombs at Pithekoussai, dated to the LG, would seem to confirm the chronology for the majority of these
items as belonging to the second half of the 8th century BC. No one has suggested Pithekoussai as the
manufacturing centre for these items, despite the fact that the highest number of these has been found
here, while it has, on some occasions, been postulated that Rhodes was such a centre.*! We must not,
however, overlook the relation of these objects with western Semitic glyptography® or the fact that the
Adana Museum has a notable quantity of these seals (35 specimens) made from a type of stone (ser-
pentine in a range of tones) found naturally in the area.® For some, this is decisive proof of their origin
in the region between Cilicia and Zincirli (Samal), on the other side of Mount Amanus;* and others
have also reached this conclusion following different criteria.*> Access to the Mediterranean from the
whole of this region leads through the Amuq Valley and the lower reaches of the Orontes, reaching the
sea at Al Mina. The lyre that gives its name to the entire group has been identified as a string instrument
of Aegean origin, which later gave rise to the phorminx,* and a relationship with the story of Kinyras
has been convincingly suggested.”

Since the paper by Winter® in which the Phoenician origin of these pieces is upheld by arguments
that are poorly grounded (which some researchers have followed),*” no specimens other than those
already known at the time have been discovered on Phoenician soil. It is becoming difficult to blame
their absence on the ‘scarcity of excavations at the major centres’; although further pieces may yet
appear in Phoenicia, and in other places, the distribution maps® for the moment exhibit a great void
throughout the north of Africa, in Sardinia, in Sicily and, up until recently, on the Iberian Peninsula.
Thus, it is difficult to posit that it was the Phoenicians who distributed these seals across the Mediterra-
nean, owing to their almost total absence from this territory (something which has been observed for
some time now”'); it should be noted that this has not been taken into account by those who defend the
distribution of such objects throughout the Mediterranean by the Phoenicians. Moreover, in Eretria
six of these objects are known and a further two have been identified in Lefkandi,” which, in conjunc-
tion with other considerations, would allow us to suggest the possibility of Greek, and in particular
Euboean, carriers.”

Furthermore, the seal found at Huelva and those found in Eretria were discovered in cult-related
areas. This is opposed to the situation in Pithekoussai, where they appear primarily in tombs. This may
have interesting implications for this community’s dynamic, which would in no way necessarily affect
their use by other Euboeans in other places. In any case, we should also keep in mind that, as in other
cases, their presence in Huelva, a commercial centre established by the Phoenicians which was opened
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up to Mediterranean trade, would have occurred within the general framework that was gradually
taking hold; in this framework, ‘Greeks and Phoenicians moved westwards together in small groups
developing new and fruitful markets’*

The progression of archaeological works has also led to the discovery of other Greek ceramic
wares, possibly of similar traditions, at other sites in the south of the Iberian Peninsula. First, the case
of the Phoenician sanctuary at El Carambolo (Camas, province of Seville). During recent digs at this
site (2001-2005), ‘a fragment of the lip of a skyphos, probably Attic, from the Middle Geometric II with
parallels at the tomb 450.23 of Amathus, in Cyprus’ was discovered, in a pit for ritual debris (Fig. 4).”
The vase found in Cyprus, to which the El Carambolo piece has been compared, was considered Attic
by Coldstream®” (although at the time of its appearance the same author believed it could be a ‘skyphos
attique ou atticisant du Géométrique moyen II’).*® A further two skyphoi discovered in another tomb
on Amathus (tomb number 443) were, likewise, initially considered Euboean and later, Attic.” In any
case, we are not concerned here with the ascription of the skyphoi from Amathus,'® which were used
by the excavators at El Carambolo as a parallel for theirs, nor with the uncertainty regarding their ori-
gin, and that of others like them, in Attica or in Euboea.

The characteristic feature of the small fragment found at El Carambolo is the rim decorated with
a row of dots—a motif found on Attic ceramic ware, especially skyphoi, from the MG I to the LG peri-
o0ds."”" Similarly, and owing to Attic influence, this decorative motif also appears on Attic and Atticizing
vessels from Eretria, especially skyphoi, kantharoi and kraters.'” The El Carambolo piece appears to be
covered with a light slip, on which the motifs are painted—apparently a feature of Euboean pottery.'®
Therefore, although we cannot be completely certain until further analyses are undertaken, we believe
this piece should be considered Euboean rather than Attic. Chronologically speaking, it should be dat-
ed to the transition period between MG II and LG [, as this is the period in which the closest parallels
from Eretria are situated.

Lastly, and also as a consequence of recent archaeological activities, further examples of Geomet-
ric ceramic ware have been found at the La Rebanadilla site (province of Malaga), on the right bank
of the River Guadalhorce. At that location, in the first urban phase of this Phoenician centre (phase
I1I), which was established towards the end of the 9th century BC, and together with materials of di-
verse origins (local, Phoenician, Sardinian, etc.), ‘several Greek skyphoi from the Middle Geometric
I1, located in phases IV and III" have been found.'” Of this Greek pottery, only two drawings and three
photographs corresponding to two items have been published (Fig. 5). One of these items is a large
skyphos fragment decorated with a meander-hook motif, of a type very similar to those mentioned for
Huelva, and with the same chronology (MG II). The authors do not propose a definite ascription but,
based on the published photograph, there seems little doubt of its Euboean ascription.'® Its colour is
lighter than the similar Huelva specimens, but in the latter case the darker colour is due to having been
buried in dark grey loam for a long period of time.'” No context is given for this piece (Fig. 5a).

Several photographs and a drawing of the second vase have been published. Clearly, in this case,
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the piece is a skyphos with a chevron design and it is almost whole. Under the rim, a panel with chev-
rons angled to the right, which become straight lines near the handles and reach as far as the horizontal
bands framing them, indicate that this piece dates to the MG II period (Fig. 5b)."” Its Euboean ascrip-
1% and, above all, in Italy, where these are fairly
frequent finds at, among others, Veii, Cerveteri, Pontecagnano'®” and Pithekoussai itself during the MG
IT period." In addition to the above, this vase exhibits many signs of repairs performed in antiquity,
which without doubt reflect the importance of the piece. It should also be noted that the room in which
it stood is thought to have had a religious or cult function.'

The two Thapsos cups found at the Phoenician site of La Fonteta (Guardamar del Segura, province
of Alicante) made of the greenish clay typical of this type of pottery, correspond to a wholly different

tion also seems evident, with clear parallels in Eretria

setting, and date to LG. To these we can add a third fragment of pottery rim, which belongs to the same
type but is made of different clay,''? suggesting that this is an imitation. However, the fragment is too
small to ascertain whether this potsherd could be an Euboean imitation of the Corinthian form.

At other Phoenician sites, such as Toscanos, the oldest Greek fine pottery found thus far is also
of Corinthian origin (LG and EPC; late 8th-first quarter of the 7th century BC); as for the transport
amphorae of this same chronology, they are described, generically, as east Greek, with some samples
specifically coming from Samos or Chios.'” It is not within the scope of this article to examine why
Toscanos did not produce Euboean pottery (either MG II or LG). It should be noted, however, that at
Carthage Greek imports begin with LG Euboean sherds, as well as LG Pithecussan pottery,'* while in
nearby Utica MG II Euboean pottery has been found and the excavators have suggested that ‘la pres-

ence de groupe eubéens en cohabitation avec ces Orientaux nest en fait un phénomene a écarter’'"

Conclusions

The broad overview provided here, demonstrating the existence of undoubtedly Euboean mate-
rials as well as others that are probably also Euboean (despite these having been initially classified as
Attic), indicates that these materials arrived on the Iberian Peninsula during the first half of the 8th
century BC, with some continuity over the following decades. This tells us nothing, though, of who
took them there. However, in addition to the arguments put forward at the start of this paper (mythical
traditions, toponymy, etc.) we must underscore the close links between many of the Euboean materials
found in Italy, where it is almost certain that Euboean potters made Euboean-style wares locally, and
those found on the Iberian Peninsula.

I believe that we can in fact speak of an Euboean commercial network, with many points con-
necting different commercial routes and different interests and relationships which were multilateral
rather than just two-directional. Without doubt, the centres of Euboea played an outstanding role
in developing and maintaining this network: Eretria, which underwent considerable growth in the
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8th century BC,"¢ Xeropolis, before it disappeared at the end of the same century'"’” and, of course,
Chalcis.""® However, on the other hand, we cannot underestimate the importance of other points of
the network, such as Al Mina and, in particular, Pithecussae, whose connections with different points
on the Tyrrhenian Sea, and Sardinia and Carthage have been pointed out on numerous occasions. It
appears that different places which developed as a consequence of Euboean enterprises soon developed
their own interests in contact with the local environments to which they were related. We do not know
enough of the emerging Greek poleis of the 8th century to claim that there was strong state control in
the development of overseas activities, as seems to have been the case in later times.'** However, it is
clear that there were wealthy aristocrats who accumulated wealth and power and whose ways of life and
burial customs—the latter visible in the archaeological record—demonstrate they were very concerned
with the ideological justification of their own social status.

It was these aristocrats who, in expeditions sponsored by themselves or jointly with partners (in-
cluding Greeks of other origins, such as Cycladic Greeks and Phoenicians),'” explored territories in-
creasingly distant from their points of departure.” Although objects may have been used both by
Greeks and Phoenicians alike, this does not rule out that Greeks were the carriers of ceramic wares
and other objects (e.g. seals of the Lyre-Player Group) which they were accustomed to using and, at
times, that they put some of those items at the places of cult they accessed on their travels. We must not
forget that the greater part of the Euboean ceramic wares analysed herein were discovered in contexts
of a religious nature, in Huelva, and at El Carambolo and La Rebanadilla. If these ceramic wares are
thought fit for offerings at the sanctuaries in Euboea, as demonstrated in the case of Eretria or Plakari,
near Karystos,'? it follows that they were considered fit for foreign sanctuaries. The case of the La Re-
banadilla skyphos, which was repaired in ancient times, provides evidence of the appreciation shown
towards this object, which possibly continued long after it was deposited at a cult area within the
Phoenician settlement. We cannot know, at present, who deposited these objects—whether they were
Greeks, Phoenicians or natives—but any of these three options is possible. This is a matter that deserves
to be explored beyond the specific concerns of this paper.

I believe that the pieces we have analysed here serve as further proof of the Euboeans’ early interest
in the westernmost Mediterranean territories before the second half of the 8th century BC, at which
time a considerable flow of peoples from Euboea and other locations took place towards Italy and
Sicily, giving rise to the beginning of what has been called, not without recent controversy, the ‘Greek
colonization In addition to the aforementioned objects, the footprint of those early voyages remains
in all the mythical traditions and the ancient Euboean-rooted toponymy which has only recently been
considered a useful means of recovering the Euboeans’ earliest voyages to the Far West.

Finally, the evidence discussed here allows us to distinguish between an initial series of ventures
to set up a trade network in which Euboeans participated, perhaps jointly with other peoples, and sub-
sequent colonization. It is neither surprising nor the result of coincidence that it was easier to establish
colonies on the basis of information gathered from previous expeditions, which sometimes led to the
establishment of trade posts, or that this process was started by the Euboeans and the Corinthians,
whom we have not mentioned here. It is also reasonable to suppose that it would be in the territories
that the Euboeans frequented most intensely, on the Italian Peninsula and Sicily, that they would be-
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come established whenever the necessary conditions occurred. Conversely, in the regions they visited
sporadically, a trail was left of mythical traditions or vague toponymy, which was sometimes confus-
ing, even for the Greeks who followed, but not a real memory. This trail would explain why, centuries
after the Euboeans frequented the coasts of the Iberian Peninsula in the 8th century, both the Samians
and the Phocaeans claimed the role of ‘discoverers’ of those lands: the old voyages undertaken by the
Euboeans towards the end of the 9th century and during the first half of the 8th century had been
forgotten.

Recent archaeological finds that have been ascribed to production centres and provided with real-
istic chronologies illustrate the expeditions of Euboean explorers, and these expeditions, increasingly
towards westerly regions, have been well documented in all other Mediterranean territories, several
generations prior to the first colonial settlements.
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Figure 1. Pendent semicircle plate of Euboean origin. Huelva, Méndez Nufiez/Monjas Square site. (Photo: author).

Figure 2. Fragments belonging to two kantharoi with decorations of Atticizing type.
Huelva, Méndez Nufiez/Monjas Square site. (Photo: author).
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Figure 3. Fragment of skyphos of Euboean type. Huelva, 9 Puerto Street site. (Photo: author).
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Figure 4. Fragment of skyphos. El Carambolo (province of Seville). (Photo: author).
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Figure 5. Fragment of two skyphoi. La Rebanadilla (province of Malaga). Photo: Sanchez et al. 2012).



