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ABSTRACT 

The revival of economic and cultural contacts between Greece and the Levant during the early first millennium 
BCE has received much attention in scholarship, as Aegean imports found in the Eastern Mediterranean 
provide a reliable framework for inter-regional synchronization. In this article, we discuss Aegean sherds that 
were found in stratified Iron IIA contexts during recent excavations at Megiddo, one of the crucial sites for the 
establishment of Greek Protogeometric and Geometric chronology. An archaeometric analysis of these sherds 
suggests that some of them originated in Euboea. The specific Aegean provenance of the other fragments 
remains uncertain, but based on typological observations, two items, probably from the same vessel, appear 
to have originated from an Aegean milieu. The exposure of such imports at Megiddo, with its well-established 
stratigraphy, ceramic typology and radiocarbon dating system, is another contribution to the chronological 
synchronization of Greece and the Levant in the early first millennium BCE. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The revival of economic and cultural contacts be-
tween Greece and the Levant during the early first 
millennium BCE has attracted much attention in re-
search. Scholars who have dealt with the subject have 
emphasized the contribution of Greek imports found 
in the Eastern Mediterranean to the synchronization 
of the chronologies of the two regions (e.g., Fantalkin 
2001, 2008; Kopcke 2002; Coldstream and Mazar 2003; 
Coldstream 2003; Gilboa and Sharon 2003; Fantalkin, 
Finkelstein and Piasetzky 2015; Mazar and Kourou 
2019). With almost no absolute dates for this particu-
lar timeframe in the Aegean Basin, scholarly attention 
was directed at the southern Levant, where excava-
tions in stratified tell-sites have recently provided se-
cure radiocarbon-based chronological sequences 
(Fantalkin, Finkelstein and Piasetzky 2015; Mazar and 
Kourou 2019). Beyond chronology, the study of the 
renewed contacts between Greece and the Levant 
bears implications for crucial historical issues of the 
early first millennium BCE, such as the renewal of 
long-distance east-Mediterranean trade (Murray 
2017) and the beginning of the Phoenician expansion 
to the west (Coldstream 1998a; Fantalkin and Finkel-
stein 2006; Eshel et al. 2019; Wood et al. 2020). 

In theory, Megiddo with its well-established stra-
tigraphy, ceramic typology and radiocarbon dating 
system (Toffolo et al. 2014) is an ideal site for estab-
lishing the absolute date of Greek Protogeometric and 
Geometric pottery (Figure 1). However, until recently 
only two rim fragments of an early Middle Geometric 
I Attic skyphos had been found at the site (Clairmont 
1955: 99–100, Nos. 1–2; Waldbaum 1994: 57, Fig. 5; 
Coldstream 2003: Fig. 2) (Figure 2). They were un-
earthed during the Oriental Institute excavations in a 
context that was later attributed to Stratum VA-IVB, 
providing one of the crucial pegs for Greek Geometric 
Chronology (Coldstream 1968: 303–304; 2003: 249–
251). In the course of these excavations, three addi-
tional body sherds retrieved from the same strati-
graphic context and defined by Clairmont (1955: 99) 
as Aegean imports, were attributed by Coldstream 
(1968: 303–304) to local or Cypriot imitations. Yet, the 
reliability of the stratigraphic context of these finds 
(Locus 376, an open area between Building 338 and 
City-wall 325 – Lamon and Shipton 1939: Fig. 49) is 
questionable (Fantalkin 2001: 119; Coldstream and 
Mazar 2003: 37–38; for recent excavations in this area, 
see Kleiman, Kaplan and Finkelstein 2016). 

 

Figure 1. Map of the Eastern Mediterranean with Iron Age sites mentioned in the article. 
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Figure 2. Reconstruction of Early Middle Geometric I Attic 
skyphos found by the Oriental Institute (after Coldstream 

2003: Fig. 2). 

Here, we present five pottery fragments that have 
recently been found in stratified Late Iron IIA con-
texts at Megiddo and discuss their typological, ar-
chaeometric and chronological aspects. Despite the 
modest number of the fragments discussed, their ex-
posure at Megiddo, with its well-established stratig-
raphy, ceramic typology and radiocarbon dating sys-
tem, is significant for any attempt of cross-regional 
synchronization between the Aegean and Levantine 
Iron Age chronologies.  

2. THE CONTEXTS 

The five fragments presented here (Cat. Nos. 1–5; 
Table 1) were revealed during excavations in the 
southeastern sector of Megiddo (Area Q; Figures 3–4). 
Three of them (Cat. Nos. 1–3) were unearthed in 
Square G/6, on a beaten earth floor of Level Q-5 
(Floor 10/Q/68); this layer dates to the early years of 
the Late Iron IIA (Finkelstein and Kleiman 2019) and 
is radiocarbon dated to ca. 900 BCE (Boaretto forth-
coming). At that time this zone served as an open 
space south of Pillared-building 12/Q/99; the latter 
was associated with cult-related activity (Kleiman et 
al. 2017). Two additional sherds (Cat. Nos. 4–5) came 
from mixed loci, excavated to the east and west of the 
pillared building; both were sealed by floors of Level 
Q-4, dating to the main phase of the Late Iron IIA, 
meaning that they too probably originated from Level 
Q-5. Cat. No. 4 was found in Square E/5 (Locus 
10/Q/107), below Floor 10/Q/65, and Cat. No. 5 was 
exposed in Square D/8 (Locus 14/Q/80), below Floor 
14/Q/57. 

 

Figure 3. Aerial photo of Megiddo (looking southeast), indicating the location of Area Q. 

 

Table 1. Aegean sherds in Area Q at Megiddo. 

Cat. 
No. 

Vessel No. 
Sea-
son 

Lab. No. 
Bonn Lab 

No. 
Context 

NAA 
Group* 

1 10/Q/68/VS2 2010 10/Q/68/LB24 Meg-1 Q-5 floor (Square G/6) EuA 
2 10/Q/68/VS3 2010 10/Q/68/LB25 Meg-2 Q-5 floor (Square G/6 312 
3 11/Q/27/VS2 2011 11/Q/27/LB39 Meg-3 Q-5 floor (Baulk G–H/6) 312 

4 10/Q/107/VS8 2010 10/Q/107/LB30 Meg-5 
Mixed debris below Q-4 floor (Square 

E/5) 
Single 

5 14/Q/80/VS2 2014 14/Q/80/LB24 Meg-7 
Mixed debris below Q-4 floor (Square 

D/8) 
EuA 

*NAA group name is in accordance with Bonn’s databank. 
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Figure 4. Schematic plan of Level Q-5 with locations of the Aegean sherds. 

 

3. THE FINDS 

 Cat. No. 1 (Vessel No. 10/Q/68/VS2; Figure 5: 1; 
NAA Group: EuA [same as No. 5]): A fragment 
of a Euboean plate. This type, usually decorated 
with pendent semicircles (not evident on the pre-
served part of the Megiddo sherd), appears for 
the first time in the Euboean Late Protogeometric 
and continues into the Euboean Sub-Protogeo-
metric I–II (Papadopoulos and Strack 2017: 831, 
n. 817 with earlier references). At present, this 
sherd is the southernmost evidence for this type 
of plates in the Levant with parallels known 
from Ras el-Bassit (Courbin 1986: 190; Fig. 16), Si-
don (Doumet-Serhal 2008: 42–43, Fig. 68), Tyre 
(Bikai 1978: 53; Pls. XXIIA: 5–6; XXIV: 5) and 
maybe also the cemetery of Tyre el-Bass (Núñez 
2014: 208, Fig. 3.42: a). Additional examples for 
these plates were exposed in Cyprus (e.g., Gjer-
stad 1977: 25, Pl. II: 2–12; Coldstream 1998b). For 
parallels from Lefkandi, see Popham and Lemos 
1996: Pls. 102: T. 55, 3–4; 103: T. 79A, 4; 114: A. 

 Cat. Nos. 2–3 (Vessels Nos. 10/Q/68/VS3 and 
11/Q/27/VS2; Figure 5: 2–3; NAA Group: 312): 
The first fragment is a lower body-sherd covered 
with paint on the outer side. Only traces of paint 

are visible on the inner side. The second one is a 
lower body fragment with rather shallow ring 
foot. Black painted monochrome decoration can 
be traced on the outer side, with several barely 
visible whitish strips. Brown-red paint appears 
on the inner side. Both sherds probably origi-
nated from the same cup or skyphos, perhaps be-
longing to the Corinthian Late Protogeomet-
ric/Early Geometric horizon (although a variety 
of other Aegean or Aegean-related alternatives 
are possible). For parallels from Corinth, see 
Pfaff 1999: 92–94, Figs. 22: 71; 25: W-13, C-63-616; 
2007: 458–459, 468–470, Figs. 12, 22. 

 Cat. No. 4 (Vessel No. 10/Q/107/VS8; Figure 5: 
4; NAA Group: Chemical singleton): Fragment 
of a body sherd, covered with asymmetrical 
black and white bands on both sides. An Aegean 
attribution is questionable. 

 Cat. No. 5 (Vessel No. 14/Q/80/VS2; Figure 5: 
5; NAA Group: EuA [same as No. 1]): Small 
body sherd with traces of reserved band on the 
outer side and traces of black paint on the inner 
side, seemingly part of a cup or a skyphos. It 
probably relates to the same chronological hori-
zon as No. 1. 
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Figure 5. Aegean pottery from Area Q (drawings by Y. Gottlieb; photographs by S. Flit). 

4. NEUTRON ACTIVATION ANALYSIS 
(NAA) 

4.1. Procedures 

The five sherds in question were subjected to NAA 
in the Bonn archaeometry laboratory. The measure-
ment procedure is a modified version of the one for-
merly applied at Berkeley (Perlman and Asaro 1969) 
and used routinely in Bonn for about 30 years 
(Mommsen et al. 1991; Mommsen 2001). It is well-ac-
cepted today that the pattern of the minor and trace 
element weight concentrations in pottery is character-
istic of the clay paste used by the ancient potters and 
points, therefore, to the production workshop, as-
sumed to be situated not far from the clay bed(s). If 
many different elements are measured with high pre-
cision, there is a high probability that the pattern is 
unique; hence it is often compared to the unique pat-
tern of a human fingerprint and the provenancing 
method is termed chemical fingerprinting (Mommsen 
2011 and references therein). 

A sapphire (corundum) drill bit with a 10 mm di-
ameter was used to extract about 80 mg of powder 
from an undecorated and cleaned area, usually on the 
inner side of the vessel fragment, leaving only a shal-
low depression about 1 mm deep that points to the 
location of the analysis. A set of samples together with 
six samples of the Bonn pottery standard (for compo-
sition, see Mommsen and Sjöberg 2007) were irradi-
ated with neutrons (flux 5×1012 neutrons/[cm2 s], du-
ration 10 h) at the research reactor of the Reactor In-
stitute of the TU Delft. After the samples were trans-
ported to Bonn, the radiation that was emitted was 
measured for a period of four weeks and evaluated 
for the presence of elemental concentrations of up to 
30 elements above the detection limit. 

It can be assumed that pottery vessels with the 
same elemental composition were made in the same 
or in a neighbouring workshop using a specific well-
prepared clay paste. Various methods such as Princi-
pal Component Analysis (PCA) and Cluster Analyses 
(CA) were used to compare compositional patterns 
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(Baxter 2003). The lab in Bonn developed and now 
employs a statistical package that acts like a filter 
(Mommsen, Kreuser and Weber 1988; Beier and 
Mommsen 1994). When working with a large data-
bank, it has the ability to sort out samples with data 
patterns similar to those of a given model, taking into 
account, a) the experimental uncertainties, and b) the 
possibility that the clay paste might have been diluted 

by different amounts of sand (SiO2), calcite (CaCO3) 
or other material poor in trace elements. It does this 
by calculating a best relative fit factor with respect to 
the given filter pattern (Mommsen and Sjöberg 2007), 
the so-called dilution or enhancement factor (if factor 
> 1: dilution, < 1 enhancement). Both features a) and 
b) cannot be taken into account by PCA or CA. 

 

 

Figure 6. Graphical comparison of chemical compositions of group EuA with the average values of the pair Meg-1 + 
Meg-7 (see Table 3). Plotted are the differences of the concentration values normalized by the average standard 

deviations (spreads). The values of the pair have been multiplied first by the best relative fit factor 0.96 with respect to 
group EuA. The concentrations are statistically similar (length of bar < about ± 2), except for Ba that is known to 

scatters often in dependence with possible post-depositional alterations. 

4.2. Results 

The elemental composition of the fragments under 
investigation is given in Table 2 for 29 elements. To 
determine where the items were manufactured, a 
comparison was carried out between the concentra-
tion patterns of the fragments and the patterns stored 
in Bonn’s databank, using the “filter” procedure. The 
Bonn databank now has over 12,000 data sets of pot-
tery and other products made of clay as well as clay 
samples from the central and eastern Mediterranean. 

A recent archaeometric investigation of Euboean 
pottery from different localities on the island in par-
ticular and in the Mediterranean area in general has 
contributed significantly to our ability to identify 

their provenance. A well-defined NAA group, la-
beled EuA, has been established as related to the clay 
beds near Phylla, located at the Lelantine Plain, some 
3 km north of Lefkandi (Mommsen 2014; Kerschner 
and Lemos 2014). Apart from mainland Greece, these 
Euboean imports have been attested in the Eastern 
Aegean (including Asia Minor), central and southern 
Italy and al-Mina in the Levant (Kerschner 2014; 
Vacek 2014). 

The sample pair Meg-1 and 7 (Cat. Nos. 1 and 5) 
has matching compositions identical to the composi-
tion of the EuA group. The best relative fit correction 
factor for both samples of 0.96 with respect to the pat-
tern EuA is due to a slightly different clay preparation 
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recipe or to experimental causes like errors in weigh-
ing or unknown neutron flux variations during the ir-
radiation. The similarity to Phylla can be seen in Table 
3, which shows the concentration values of Meg-1 and 
7 compared to the values of the group EuA for 292 
Euboean samples. In Figure 6 a bar plot shows the dif-
ferences between the normalized concentrations of 
these patterns for each element. Only differences 
greater than about ± 2 are statistically relevant. Except 
for Ba all elements have smaller normalized differ-
ences and agree statistically. Ba in pottery sherds is 
sometimes known to scatter, since it is influenced by 
different conditions during the deposition of the item 
in the ground (Golitko et al. 2012). In any event, there 
is no doubt regarding the Euboean provenance of the 
two pieces. 

Samples Meg-2 and Meg-3 (Cat. Nos. 2–3) were cre-
ated from the same clay paste and hence form a chem-
ical pair. As shown in Table 3, the average concentra-
tion values of this pair are very close in composition. 

The spread values of about one-third of the 29 ele-
ments (10 values) are < 2%. For single samples as 
given in Table 2, only about 18 elements out of 29 (ca. 
two-thirds) have such small experimental uncertain-
ties (< 2%). The NAA laboratory in Bonn cannot 
measure the remaining third with such precision. 
This exceptional similarity may point to the fact that 
the two pieces belonged to the same vessel or, at least, 
were made from the same batch of clay paste and 
were hence exported together. The geographical loca-
tion of the workshop is unknown; the pattern is new 
and none of Bonn’s databank samples has the same 
composition. On the other hand, this composition is 
not too dissimilar from some known Cypriot patterns 
attested in the Bonn databank (see discussion below). 

Meg-5 (Cat. No. 4) features a unique chemical com-
position. It may be the first member of an as yet uni-
dentified production site. 

Table 2. Concentrations C of 29 elements measured with NAA in µg/g (ppm), if not indicated otherwise, and the 
experimental uncertainties (errors) δ in % of C. 

Element/Group 

Meg-1 
1 sample 

factor 1.00 

Meg-2 
1 sample 

factor 1.00 

Meg-3 
1 sample 

factor 1.00 

Meg-5 
1 sample 

factor 1.00 

Meg-7 
1 sample 

factor 1.00 

C δ(%) C δ(%) C δ(%) C δ(%) C δ(%) 

As 24.9 (0.4) 6.10 (1.3) 6.45 (1.3) 5.93 (1.2) 9.64 (1.0) 
Ba 317. (14.) 375. (10.) 361. (10.) 186. (15.) 487. (7.7) 

Ca\% 7.34 (3.4) 11.3 (1.9) 11.7 (1.8) 1.39 (12.) 5.01 (4.1) 
Ce 84.0 (0.4) 50.8 (0.6) 51.6 (0.6) 134. (0.3) 81.7 (0.5) 
Co 24.7 (0.5) 25.3 (0.5) 25.7 (0.5) 20.1 (0.5) 24.6 (0.5) 
Cr 185. (0.4) 99.0 (0.6) 107. (0.6) 113. (0.5) 162. (0.4) 
Cs 8.85 (1.2) 3.46 (2.6) 3.63 (2.5) 7.09 (1.4) 10.2 (1.1) 
Eu 1.50 (1.4) 1.07 (1.8) 1.04 (1.8) 1.98 (1.2) 1.50 (1.4) 

Fe\% 5.23 (0.3) 5.15 (0.3) 5.23 (0.3) 2.68 (0.3) 5.72 (0.3) 
Ga 24.8 (4.0) 17.3 (5.3) 17.9 (5.7) 34.1 (2.4) 27.3 (4.5) 
Hf 5.10 (1.0) 3.15 (1.5) 3.25 (1.5) 9.78 (0.7) 4.66 (1.1) 

K\% 3.20 (0.4) 2.03 (0.5) 2.09 (0.5) 3.15 (0.4) 3.64 (0.4) 
La 39.9 (0.2) 25.5 (0.2) 25.6 (0.2) 61.4 (0.1) 38.7 (0.2) 
Lu 0.52 (1.9) 0.40 (2.4) 0.41 (2.3) 0.66 (1.6) 0.51 (2.1) 

Na\% 1.14 (0.2) 0.73 (0.3) 0.82 (0.3) 0.12 (0.8) 0.89 (0.3) 
Nd 32.2 (9.7) 19.6 (14.) 21.7 (13.) 52.7 (5.9) 32.2 (8.8) 
Ni 223. (12.) 71.2 (37.) 105. (25.) 51.4 (48.) 147. (19.) 
Rb 150. (1.6) 78.2 (2.5) 81.4 (2.5) 105. (1.9) 173. (1.5) 
Sb 1.99 (1.5) 0.42 (5.4) 0.46 (5.0) 0.61 (3.1) 1.86 (1.4) 
Sc 21.6 (.10) 22.5 (.09) 23.1 (.09) 22.1 (.09) 23.5 (.09) 
Sm 6.61 (4.2) 4.03 (5.3) 4.21 (3.8) 9.17 (1.3) 6.33 (1.7) 
Ta 1.03 (3.8) 0.72 (5.1) 0.79 (4.7) 1.76 (2.4) 1.01 (3.9) 
Tb 0.98 (5.6) 0.62 (8.4) 0.75 (7.1) 1.15 (4.8) 0.87 (6.5) 
Th 14.3 (0.4) 7.07 (0.8) 7.20 (0.7) 21.4 (0.3) 15.1 (0.4) 
U 2.16 (9.3) 1.49 (11.) 0.95 (18.) 3.39 (4.3) 2.30 (7.7) 
W 3.43 (3.7) 1.62 (6.7) 1.51 (7.5) 2.17 (4.4) 3.08 (4.4) 
Yb 3.46 (1.8) 2.47 (2.0) 2.55 (2.0) 4.54 (1.1) 3.25 (1.6) 
Zn 116. (1.7) 134. (1.5) 119. (1.7) 46.9 (3.3) 131. (1.6) 
Zr 205. (10.) 150. (14.) 135. (16.) 343. (6.0) 180. (12.) 
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Table 3. Average concentration values M in µg/g (ppm), if not indicated otherwise, and the root mean square deviations 
(σ ) of the two pairs Meg-1 + Meg-7 and Meg-2 + Meg-3 and the group EuA of samples from Euboea.* 

Element/Group 

Meg-1 + Meg-7 
2 samples 

EuA 
292 samples 

Meg-2 + Meg-3 
2 samples 

M σ(%) M σ(%) M σ(%) 

As 17.2 (62.) 22.0 (45.) 6.27 (2.5) 
Ba 404. (30.) 690. (14.) 368. (10.) 

Ca\% 6.16 (26.) 3.63 (30.) 11.5 (1.9) 
Ce 82.8 (1.7) 79.9 (3.3) 51.2 (0.6) 
Co 24.6 (0.5) 23.1 (6.3) 25.5 (0.5) 
Cr 174. (9.0) 154. (7.3) 103. (4.3) 
Cs 9.51 (10.) 9.24 (12.) 3.54 (2.6) 
Eu 1.50 (1.4) 1.39 (3.6) 1.05 (3.1) 

Fe\% 5.47 (6.6) 5.31 (6.1) 5.19 (0.3) 
Ga 25.9 (7.1) 26.2 (20.) 17.6 (5.5) 
Hf 4.87 (6.0) 4.56 (12.) 3.20 (1.5) 

K\% 3.41 (9.5) 3.20 (9.4) 2.06 (0.6) 
La 39.3 (1.9) 37.9 (2.8) 25.5 (1.2) 
Lu 0.51 (2.0) 0.49 (4.6) 0.40 (2.4) 

Na\% 1.01 (17.) 1.07 (18.) 0.77 (6.7) 
Nd 32.2 (9.2) 32.7 (5.5) 20.6 (13.) 
Ni 185. (29.) 142. (27.) 88.2 (30.) 
Rb 161. (10.) 158. (8.6) 79.8 (2.5) 
Sb 1.92 (4.6) 2.26 (19.) 0.44 (6.1) 
Sc 22.5 (6.2) 21.9 (5.8) 22.8 (0.4) 
Sm 6.37 (2.2) 6.20 (5.1) 4.13 (4.4) 
Ta 1.02 (3.8) 1.02 (5.3) 0.76 (4.9) 
Tb 0.92 (8.2) 0.86 (8.4) 0.68 (12.) 
Th 14.7 (3.8) 14.3 (3.2) 7.13 (0.8) 
U 2.24 (8.4) 2.36 (10.) 1.23 (33.) 
W 3.25 (7.3) 3.47 (14.) 1.57 (7.1) 
Yb 3.35 (4.2) 3.22 (5.0) 2.51 (2.0) 
Zn 123. (9.2) 114. (11.) 126. (10.) 
Zr 193. (11.) 183. (25.) 142. (15.) 

* The pair Meg-1 + Meg-7 is statistically similar to the group EuA. The individual samples for the group EuA have been 
corrected with a best relative factor with respect to the grouping value M. The best relative fit factors for the samples 

with respect to the grouping values EuA are 0.96 for both samples Meg-1 and Meg-7. The best relative fit factors used for 
calculating the average concentration pattern of the pair for Meg-2 is 1.01 and for Meg-3 0.99. 

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1. Provenance 

Our archaeometric analysis shows that two speci-
mens from Megiddo, a plate (Cat. No. 1) and a body 
sherd (Cat. No. 5), belong to the EuA (Euboean) 
group. Regarding the former, this type of pendent-
semicircle plate is particularly widespread in the 
Eastern Mediterranean (Coldstream 1998a, 1998b, 
2000). Coldstream hypothesized that plates such as 
this provided an attractive alternative to the eastern 
Red Slip plates, hinting at Euboean “market re-
search.” Associating the plate from Megiddo with Eu-
boea is also significant because some of the examples 
of this type may have been of an Attic or Cycladic 
origin (Lemos and Hatcher 1991: 207; Papadopoulos 
2015: 211). Classification of Cat. Nos. 2–3 was more 
challenging and their exact provenance in the Aegean 
could not be established. The stylistic examination of 
the sherds may suggest their identification as a Late 
Protogeometric/Early Geometric cup or skyphos, 

possibly belonging to the Corinthian Late Protogeo-
metric/Early Geometric horizon. However, both the 
shape of the lower part of Cat. No. 3 and its mono-
chrome design are attested in many corners of the Ae-
gean region (e.g., Papadopoulos and Strack 2017: 808, 
ff.). The archaeometric analysis revealed a certain 
similarity but not a match between the chemical com-
position of Cat. Nos. 2–3 and some known Cypriot ar-
chaeometric patterns. This may suggest that we are 
dealing here with a Cypriot imitation of an Aegean 
prototype. 

5.2. Chronology 

As mentioned above, the Euboean plate (Cat. No. 
1) appears in the Euboean Late Protogeometric and 
continues in the Euboean Sub-Protogeometric I–II. In 
a preliminary assessment, this item was assigned to 
the former period, based on the observation that the 
ceramic assemblage of Level Q-5, classified as repre-
senting the Early Iron IIA horizon, lacks Cypro-Geo-
metric III imports of the Black-on-Red Ware 
(Fantalkin, Finkelstein and Piasetzky 2015: 34). 
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Reevaluation of the finds indicates that a modest 
number of Cypriot imports is attested in Level Q-5 
(Kleiman et al. 2019: 537; Georgiadou, Kleiman and 
Finkelstein forthcoming). It means that this phase sig-
nifies, in fact, an early phase of the Late Iron IIA 
(Finkelstein and Kleiman 2019; Mazar and Kourou 
2019: 383, n. 112). Indeed, also according to past exca-
vations, Black-on-Red imports arrived at Megiddo be-
fore the construction of Stratum VA-IVB – the type-
layer of the Late Iron IIA (see, e.g., Finkelstein, Zim-
honi and Kafri 2000: Fig. 11.27: 2, 5; Arie 2013: Fig. 
13.49: 7). A similar picture emerges from the excava-
tions at Tel Rehov, where Cypriot imports of the 
Black-on-Red family appear for the first time in Stra-
tum V of the Late Iron IIA (Mazar et al. 2005: 229) to-
gether with several Late Protogeometric/Sub-Proto-
geometric imports (Mazar and Kourou 2019: 373–
377). Radiocarbon dating puts Level Q-5 at Megiddo 
and Stratum V at Tel Rehov at ca. 900 BCE (Boaretto 
forthcoming; Mazar et al. 2005; Mazar 2016: n. 70). 
There is a good correlation between these two con-
texts in terms of local pottery sequences, radiocarbon 
dates and imports. In accordance with these details, 
the possibility that our Cat. No. 1 belongs to the Eu-
boean Sub-Protogeometric I–II, rather than to the Eu-
boean Late Protogeometric horizon, should be con-
sidered. This would correspond to a tentative attribu-
tion of the Late Protogeometric/Early Geometric cup 
or skyphos (Cat. Nos. 2–3) to the Corinthian horizon, 
due to attested overlapping between Corinthian Late 
Protogeometric/Early Geometric, Attic Early Geo-
metric and Euboean Sub-Protogeometric I–II (Cold-
stream 1968, 330). However, the Euboean Late Proto-
geometric attribution for this Euboean plate (Cat. No. 
1), still remains as a plausible option. 

None of the sherds discussed here is affiliated with 
secure contexts of Level Q-4, which produced a rich 
local ceramic assemblage and many Black-on-Red 
Cypriot sherds (Kleiman et al. 2019; Georgiadou, Klei-
man and Finkelstein forthcoming). To date, Aegean 
imports have not been attested in any of the contem-
poraneous “classic” Late Iron IIA layers unearthed 
during the renewed excavations in other areas at Me-
giddo (Levels K-2, H-5 and L-3; Finkelstein, Zimhoni 
and Kafri 2000; Arie 2013). However, the early Middle 
Geometric I Attic skyphos, which was found at Me-
giddo during the Oriental Institute excavations in a 
disturbed context (Figure 2; see above), certainly be-
longs to this horizon; an almost identical vessel was 
unearthed in the destruction layer of Stratum IV at Tel 
Rehov (Coldstream and Mazar 2003: 35, 37–38; Mazar 

and Kourou 2019: 380). The latter layer is contempo-
raneous with Stratum VA-IVB (and Level Q-4) at Me-
giddo. Both items have good parallels in the early 
stage of the Middle Geometric I in Attica. 

6. CONCLUSIONS 

Recently, Mazar and Kourou (2019: 384–387) dis-
cussed several possible scenarios that may have led to 
the deposition of significant quantities of Greek pot-
tery at Tel Rehov, located ca. 30 km to the east of Me-
giddo and relatively far from the Mediterranean 
coast. In their view, the most probable one is that 
these vessels arrived at the site as prestige gifts, pos-
sibly by merchants who were active along the copper 
production networks stretching between the Arabah 
Valley and Phoenicia through the King’s highway 
and the Beth-shean Valley. Considering the negligible 
number of Aegean sherds discovered at Megiddo, as 
well as their eclectic provenance (Euboea, Attica and 
maybe Corinth), perhaps a similar explanation 
should be offered for the sherds discussed here, 
which were discovered in the vicinity of an elaborate 
public building, located at the highest point of the 
site. 

From the Pan-Mediterranean perspective, fixing 
the absolute date of Megiddo Level Q-5 and its Ae-
gean finds at ca. 900 BCE provides a good confirma-
tion of the accepted Aegean Iron Age chronology, cor-
responding to the transitions from the Attic Protoge-
ometric to Attic Early Geometric; from Euboean Late 
Protogeometric to Euboean Sub-Protogeometric I; 
and from Cypro-Geometric II to Early Cypro-Geo-
metric III. This would imply that the preceding Ae-
gean sequence from Early Protogeometric to the end 
of Late Protogeometric should cover the last few dec-
ades of the 11th century BCE and the entire 10th cen-
tury BCE, parallel with the Cypriot sequence from the 
Cypro-Geometric IA to the end of Cypro-Geometric II 
(Kleiman et al. 2019). These observations are inde-
pendently supported by the radiocarbon dates for the 
transition from the Sub-Mycenaean to Early Protoge-
ometric in the Aegean in the second half of the 11th 
century BCE (Toffolo et al. 2013). Recent attempts to 
raise the Aegean Iron Age chronology by more than a 
century based on the results obtained from the north-
ern Aegean sites of Assiros (Wardle, Higham and 
Kromer 2014) and Sindos (Gimatzidis and Weninger 
2020), cannot be maintained (and see Weninger and 
Jung 2009; Fantalkin, Finkelstein and Piasetzky 2015; 
Knapp and Manning 2016). 
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