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Abstract

Abstract

Settlement is an inevitability of human presence in a landscape; a collection of
houses indicates settlement, but so too does a field system — the farmers must live
somewhere. Wherever there are people there will be settlement, from large
concrete and glass urban centres to the tented impermanence of a nomads’ camp.

Settlement is a result of the human presence, but remains a sterile idea without
some discussion of community. Certainly settlement can be studied without
community, but it remains an abstract assembly of parts unless the people that
constructed or occupied it are taken into account. A single settlement is home to
numerous communities that continuously form, divide and reform in response to
the changing practical and social situations that everyday life presents.

Before any settlement is established a series of decisions has to be made with due
consideration of an area’s topography and natural resources, as well as existing
settlements in the landscape and any established social, economic or political
systems. Physical considerations such as a settlement’s location and extent, or the
definition of its boundaries, can be viewed individually, but are more usefully
considered in conjunction with one another so that a settlement is treated as a
working unit that is part of a wider system, rather than an abstract collection of
components.

This thesis approaches questions of settlement and community in historic Cyprus
— from the Late Roman period to the end of the Ottoman period — through a

presentation of the experience and results of fieldwork I carried out in 2003. The
fieldwork comprised a survey project specifically conceived, planned and
executed by myself for my PhD research. It focused on three discrete areas of
Cyprus: Akrotiri, a low-lying area of salt marsh, batha and citrus groves in the
south of the island; an area of agriculture and coastal maquis on the west coast,
north of Peyia; and the Nikitari village territory, which stretches from the
southern margins of the Mesaoria up into the lower reaches of the Troodos
mountains. The topographical cross section evident in my chosen areas gave me
the opportunity to study the diversity of settlement across most of the range of
habitats of the island, from the coast, through plains, scrub and foot hills, to all
but the highest reaches of the Troodos mountains.

My experiences in the landscape undoubtedly influenced my observation,
recording and interpretation of material evidence in the field, and are a vital, if
elusive element of my data. I have exploited their influence to make my
presentation the landscape I perceived coherent and vivid. Whilst they could not
give me a complete understanding of the experiences of the erstwhile occupants
of the settlements I have studied, my own experiences do lead me toward it
through an appreciation of the landscape and the considerations necessary for
anyone living, working or travelling in it.

Through my data I examine the location of settlements in the landscape and their
changing distribution over time, before endeavouring to identify evidence for
community amongst the physical remains in the landscape.
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Towards using this volume.

First things first — why is this thesis on its side?

I believe that the landscape
orientation of the page will
make it easier for readers to

70 Degrees

assimilate the information in
front of them when it is
presented in a format more [ I |
naturally suited to their field T
of vision. Each of our eyes
picks up visual data from a
roughly circular field; in
combination they give us an
elliptical field of vision
(Griisser and Landis 1991)
into which a landscape page
fits neatly. This is also,

70

The fields of the left (red) and right (green)
eyes combine to give us an elliptical
field of vision. After (Griisser and
Landis 1991: fig. 9.8).

presumably, why cinema
opted for the wide-screen,
rather than tall-screen, format.

My M.Phil. research (Sollars 2001) addressed the presentation of archaeological
data; I felt that many archaeologists were not doing themselves justice when it

Towards using this volume

came to the communication of their findings and ideas, either to other
archaeologists or to a wider public. That dissertation might well have been the
place for experimentation with the physical presentation of data, words and
graphics, but I was still too bound by the considerable tradition of the A4 portrait
page. This tradition is so ingrained that the British Standard (B.S.I. 1990) on
which most of Glasgow University’s guidelines are based simply states that
theses and dissertations be presented on an A4 page, with no mention of
orientation.

At the beginning of my M.Phil. year I was reintroduced to the idea of mind maps,
(Buzan and Buzan 2003) and decided to experiment with them throughout the
process of research, note taking, planning and writing my dissertation. One of the
first things that a mind map neophyte does is turn their paper to a landscape
orientation. The habit stayed with me and, soon after I began my Ph.D. research,
I began to experiment with page layouts, and before long settled upon the one
used for this thesis.

Many of the archaeological reports that I studied for my M.Phil. presented some
data on a landscape page — pollen diagrams are a prime example — and I found
myself turning the book around to study them, losing my place and the thread of
the text in the process. If the page is permanently turned on its side there are far
fewer, arguably no, occasions when it is necessary to present data in a different
orientation; standard illustrations and tables will fit on one half of the page,
whilst wider ones simply spread across both columns.



Towards using this volume

My preference was instinctive, but I remain convinced that it is a far more
efficient way to use the page and, after an initial reaction along the lines of
‘won’t that make it more difficult to read?’ I have found that most people who
encounter the format have come round to the idea. It requires the reader to learn a
new way of flicking through the pages, but with that done the ease with which
the data can be viewed on the page should mean that the unusual presentation
fades into the background, and ceases to be remarkable.

This section now continues with some brief notes on some formats and
conventions used in this thesis.

Ttalics

Foreign and transliterated words are printed in italics. The exception to this rule
is place names; when village and locality names are given together, the village
name is given in roman type, with the locality name in italics. When the locality
is used on its own, to identify a SERF for example, it is given in roman type. So
Nikitari Mandres ton Rotson would refer to a locality in the upper Rotson valley,
but Mandres ton Rotson (SE0030) would identify the small, Roman, working
settlement recorded there.

Italics are not used in the glossary.

Translation and transliteration from the Greek

One of the problems with transliterating Cypriot place names is the number of
people that have done it before, and the number of different preferences or
official policies that may have been adhered to or ignored. It is not unknown for
different spellings to appear on different parts, or adjacent sheets, of the same
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map. Different maps, at different scales, do not always agree on the classification
of watercourses and whilst one may assign argaki another will favour potamos.
The reality on the ground often failed to reflect preconceptions of either streams
or rivers. I have taken most of my spellings from the 1:5,000 cadastral plans
produced by the Department of Lands and Surveys as these offered a large scale
and a generally comprehensive regime of labelling.

Village and locality names

In Cyprus villages are administrative areas with defined boundaries. Within every
village territory there are loosely defined areas known as localities. These have
no precise boundaries, and their extent is often a matter of personal
interpretation. The names often describe the local topography, a former use of the
area or a previous owner of the land and can be a useful, if variable, source of
additional information for the survey archaeologist.

Sketch maps and drawings

Some of the maps and drawings in the text have been scanned direct from a
SEREF or a notebook; others were digitised in Adobe Illustrator. It should be kept
in mind that, despite looking extremely precise and accurate, the digitised
drawings are still sketches with all their measurements either estimated or paced
out. The maps, particularly those that were created in ArcGIS, incorporated
features such as roads, tracks, rivers, gullies and contour lines some of which
were taken from my own sketches, others were recreated from GPS waypoints,
and many were digitised from a variety of maps and plans at several different
scales.



Grid Square headings associated with the square. Those SERFs that did not fall within a grid square are

Each grid square description in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 is preceded by a graphical listed under the one with which they were most obviously associated — usually
summary of the square. A key map showing its location within the survey area is the closest. The key maps included in these headings are self-explanatory
accompanied by the survey area and the topographical zone in which the square elements of the title sequence and consequently are not included in the list of
falls. This is followed by the WGS84 grid reference of the southwestern corner of figures at the beginning of the thesis.

the square; the dates on which work was carried out; and such SERFs as were

Survey Area Topographic Zone
GS042 o UTM, GWS84 grid reference
. Nikitari TZ1 of southwest comer
Grid Square number 499500 / 3881000
2/x & 8/x1/03
SE0067 Threshing Floors Dates on which work was

carried out in the square

Key map showing location / K

of square within survey arca

SERFs associated with square
(not necessarily in it)

Explanation of graphical Grid Square headings in the data chapters.

Towards using this volume 11



Glossary

Glossary of terms

a.s.l.
argaki
asphodel

Attila Line
Ayia

Ayii

Ayios

background confusion

batha
Buffer Zone

BUnnnn

cafeneion

Above sea level.

Stream. e.g. Argaki ton Rotson — Stream of Rocks.
Asphodelus microcarpus. White spikes of flowers on a
single, branching stalk up to 1.5 m tall. Often found on
derelict or overgrazed land (Polunin and Huxley 1990:
208).

Line dividing North and South / Turkish and Greek
Cyprus since 1974. See also Green Line.

Saint (female).

Occurs in place names e.g. Ayia Paraskevi.

Saints (plural).

Occurs in place names e.g. Ayii Phanendes.

Saint (male).

Occurs in place names e.g. Ayios Yeorgios.

A measure of how often you bend down to investigate a
piece of material culture only to find that it is anything
but pottery (Chapter 3).

Low scrub, <1m tall.

Dominated by Spiny Burnet and Thyme.

Neutral area along either side of the Attila line.
Patrolled by UN troops.

Building Unit number. A unique identifier assigned to
each building unit recorded by TAESP.

BU plus 4 digits e.g. BUOO73.

Coffee house.

capers

check dam

chiftlik
cistus

database

doukhani

dichoro

dromos
forest
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Capparis spinosa. Thorned shrub that grows on rocky
slopes, field margins and batha/garrigue. Tender shoots,
flower buds and young fruits are often pickled (Tsintides
et al. 2002: 162).

Soil retention measure. A wall, built across a natural
gully, behind which rain-washed soil and organic matter
accumulate. The resulting patches of fertile soil are often
cultivated.

Ottoman estate - also spelt ciftlik.

Cistus creticus. Rock Rose. Shrub common on rocky
slopes in forest and scrubland, grows up to 1.5 m tall.
Sticky resin exuded from leaves collected in the past for
use in medicine and perfumes (Tsintides ef al. 2002:
289).

Relational computer database constructed in Microsoft
Access 2000 for this project.

Threshing sledge. A doukhani blade is a small, worked
stone, many of which are inserted into the bottom of the
sledge to cut the wheat stalks and separate the grain from
the chaff.

Double width house with a separating wall supported on
a beam or an arch along the long axis (Ionas 1988: 46-
48, 199-201).

Entrance passage to an underground tomb.

Greater than 50% canopy coverage.

Pine always dominant.



francomato

freestyle
garrigue
GIS
golden oak
GPS

Green Line

grid square
ground visibility

GSnnn

halloumi
inula

jujube

Glossary

(pl. francomati) Free, peasant, householder in the
medieval period.

Method of covering ground in a Grid Square where there
was insufficient accessible ground to walk passes.
Scrub, 1-4m tall.

Dominated by jujube, broom and mock olive.
Geographical Information System.

Quercus alnifolia. Evergreen oak, common above 700 m
a.s.l. on rocky slopes and mountainsides. Grows up to
10m tall (Tsintides et al. 2002: 116).

Global Positioning System.

Section of Atilla Line running through Nicosia/Lefkosia,
often applied to the whole length of the line.

Basic unit of recording evidence in the field (Chapter 3).
A measure of the extent to which the ground being
surveyed is obscured by vegetation (Chapter 3).

Grid Square number.

GS plus 3 digits, e.g. GS004 (Chapter 3).

Ubiquitous, firm cheese made from goat or sheep's milk.
Inula Viscosa. Clammy Inula. Shrub with strong smell,
favouring disturbed ground on hillsides and beside
roads. Grows up to 1.5 m, often in moist conditions
(Tsintides et al. 2002: 407).

Zizyphus lotus. Lotus tree. Shrub with long spines.
Grows up to 2m tall on fields, wasteland and roadsides.

juniper
kato
leat
lentisc

mandra (pl. mandres)
maquis
Mesaoria

milk vetch

mono-survey

mosphilo

mountain method
myrtle

open forest

The edible fruit are possibly the lotus of the Lotus Eaters
in the Odyssey (Tsintides et al. 2002: 272).

Coniferous shrub, primary component of maquis.
Lower. Often used in village names. e.g. Kato Arodhes.
Channel feeding water to top of a watermill's penstock.
Pistacia lentiscus. Evergreen shrub/small tree. Grows up
to 4m, very common in rocky places, sand dunes and
pine forests (Tsintides ef al. 2002: 260).

Sheep or goat fold.

Scrub, 1-4m tall, consisting of low pine and oak, or
juniper and pistachio. Often associated with forest.
Large, fertile plain covering much of north, central
Cyprus.

Plant with large seed pods that rattle when dry. Found on
mountain slopes, under pine cover, above about 700 m
a.s.l. Used as a fodder crop.

Archaeological field survey project with fieldwork
carried out by a lone archaeologist.

Crataegus azarolus. Mediterranean Hawthorn. Tree
growing up to 10 m with large yellow haws, used for
making unpleasant jam (Tsintides et al. 2002: 190).
Approach adopted to cover grid squares in the
mountains, where standard passes were impractical.
Myrtus communis. Evergreen shrub growing up to 3 m
tall, usually in moist places (Tsintides et al. 2002: 308).
Canopy coverage of 10-50%. Pine always dominant.
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Glossary

opportunistic survey

pano
passes

patikha
penstock

pine

POSI

potamos

purposive survey

quoin

RAF
RAF Akrotiri

Recording settlement evidence encountered by chance
outside a systematic grid square (Chapter 3).

Upper. Often used in village names. e.g. Pano Arodhes.
Usual approach to systematically covering ground within
a grid square. Ten passes, 50 m apart were walked across
each square.

Water melon.

Tower built to provide sufficient drop for water driving a
mill.

Pinus brutia. Calabrian pine. Dominant forest species,
grows up to 25 m tall, on lower mountain slopes up to
1400 m (Tsintides et al. 2002: 77).

Place Of Special Interest, a definition enabling the
archaeologist to define a broader spectrum of elements
than 'site' (Given and Knapp 2003: 28).

River. e.g. Potamos tis Elin Petras — River of Olive
Stones.

Recording settlement evidence outside a systematic grid
square previously located by others (Chapter 3).
External angle of a structure, often made from larger, or
better worked blocks than the rest of the wall. Is also
applied to the individual blocks.

Royal Air Force.

RAF base, which occupies the southern third of Akrotiri
peninsula.

Rhizocarpon tinei

samphire

SEnnnn

SERF

settlement evidence

SIA

socle

spiny burnet
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Lichen whose slow, uniform growth rate makes it a
useful aid to broad dating of abandoned structures
(Noller and Locke 1998).

Inula crithmoides. Golden Samphire. Succulent shrub
that grows up to 0.8 m tall beside salt lakes and
seashores (Tsintides et al. 2002: 406).

Settlement Evidence number.

SE plus 4 digits, e.g. SE0017 (Chapter 3).

Settlement Evidence Record Form (Chapter 3). The term
came to refer to the evidence recorded on the form, so
that a particular incidence of settlement evidence was
known as a SERF. It also developed into a verb, and the
act of filling in a SERF, at a SERF, was known as
SERFing.

A wide-ranging term that allows the recording of
archaeological evidence that indicates permanent
occupation, as well as the settlements themselves.
Broadly similar to POSI (Chapter 3).

Special Interest Area, a broad, multifunctional,
diachronic area often incorporating several POSIs
(Given and Knapp 2003: 28).

Stone built base of wall to which courses of mud brick
are added.

Sarcopoterium spinosum. Small, many branched shrub
growing up to 0.5 m in impoverished areas. Major
component of garrigue (Tsintides et al. 2002: 180).



spitaki (pl. spitakia)
systematic survey
TAESP

terebinth

topographic zone
TPnnn

TSxx

TZnn

urginea

UTM

Glossary

Field shelter. Small, usually found at the edge of fields
or vineyards.

Planned survey and recording of landscape and evidence
lying within grid squares (Chapter 3).

Troodos Archaeological and Environmental Survey
Project.

Pistacia terebinthus. Deciduous shrub/tree growing up to
6 m tall on rocky mountainsides, in pine forests, maquis
and garrigue (Tsintides et al. 2002: 257).

Broad divisions within survey areas (Chapter 3).

TAESP POSI number. A unique identifier assigned to
each POSI recorded by TAESP.

TP plus 3 digits, e.g. TP061.

TAESP SIA number. A unique identifier assigned to
each SIA recorded by TAESP.

TS plus 2 digits, e.g. TS09.

Topographic Zone number.

TZ plus 2 digits, e.g. TZ1 (Chapter 2).

Urginea maritime. Sea Squill. A single, long, dense
spike of white flowers growing up to 1.5 m tall. Growing
on sandy, rocky hills and slopes (Polunin and Huxley
1990: 214).

Universal Transverse Mercator. Standard map projection
used for maps in Cyprus.

Vlach

waypoint
WGS84

WSBA

WSBAAS

Period definitions

Early Bronze Age
Middle Bronze Age
Late Bronze Age
Iron Age
Classical
Hellenistic

Early Roman
Late Roman
Byzantine
Medieval
Ottoman

The Vlachs are an ethnic group living in isolated pockets
in Greece and the Balkans, they speak a language like
Romanian.

Map reference recorded with GPS hand unit.

Mapping datum used by more modern maps in Cyprus
and my GIS.

Western Sovereign Base Area. Area in south of island
under British administration.

The Western Sovereign Base Area Archaeological
Society.

2500 - 2000 B.C.
2000 - 1600 B.C.
1600 — 1050 B.C.

1050 - 475 B.C.
475 - 312B.C.
312 - 31B.C.

31 B.C. — 300 A.D.

300 — 650 AD.
650 — 1191 A.D.
1191 - 1571A.D.
1571 — 1878 A.D.

15



SERF Index 16

SERF Index

Number Description Grid Square Page

SE0001 Enclosure GS001 150 SE0025 Structure and oven GS016 172
SE0002 Structure GS001 150 SE0026 Site of Church GS019 182
SE0003 Mandra GS001 150 SE0027 Church GS020 182
SE0004 Material Culture GS001 150 SE0028 Mill GS016 172
SE0005 Rubble concentration GS002 152 SE0029 Structure GS025 110
SE0006 Mandra GS002 152 SE0030 Structure GS025 110
SE0007 Structure GS002 152 SE0031 Well GS027 116
SE0008 Structure GS002 152 SE0032 Oven and Structure GS027 116
SE0009 Mandra GS002 152 SE0033 Settlement GS030 119
SE0010 Structures GS002 152 SE0034 Structure GS030 119
SE0011 Structure GS003 155 SE0035 Field System GS021 183
SE0012 Enclosure GS004 156 SE0036 Field System GS021 183
SE0013 Mandra GS005 157 SE0037 Field System GS021 183
SE0014 Mandra GS006 159 SE0038 Spitaki GS019 182
SE0015 Structure GS006 159 SE0039 Structure GS016 172
SE0016 Kiln GS007 162 SE0040 Rock-cut holes GS016 172
SE0017 Structure GS008 162 SE0041 Ruined Structure GS016 172
SE0018 Structure GS008 162 SE0042 Spitaki GS031 186
SE0019 Mandra GS010 165 SE0043 Mandra GS032 186
SE0020 Structure GS010 165 SE0044 Spitakia GS032 186
SE0021 Structure GS010 165 SE0045 House GS033 187
SE0022 Spitaki GS010 165 SE0046 Structure GS016 172
SE0023 Structure GSO011 167 SE0047 Structure GS016 172

SE0024 Round-ended Structures ~ GS013 169 SE0048 Threshing floor GS016 172



SE0049
SE0050
SE0051
SE0052
SE0053
SE0054
SE0055
SE0056
SE0057
SE0058
SE0059
SE0060
SE0061
SE0062
SE0063
SE0064
SE0065
SE0066
SE0067
SE0068
SE0069
SE0070
SE0071

SERF Index

Structure
Structure
Structure

Mill

Mill

Church

Lithic Scatter
Vaulted Chambers

Pottery Concentration

Mosque

Rock-cut hole
Tombs

Church?

Pottery

Double Cist Grave
Settlement
Ancient Settlement
Settlement
Threshing Floors
Structures
Structure
Settlement

Church

GS016
GSO016
GS016
GSO016
GS036
GS040
GS054
GS055
GS068
GS065
GS068
GS069
GS069
GS071
GS072
GS074
GS075
GS078
GS042
GS027
GS008
GS024
GS022

172
172
172
172
100
126
64
65
73
71
73
74
74
76
77
78
79
81
105
116
162
109
106

SE0072
SE0073
SE0074
SE0075
SE0076
SE0077
SE0078
SE0079
SE0080
SE0081
SE0082
SE0083
SE0084
SE0085
SE0086
SE0087
SE0088
SE0089
SE0090
SE0091
SE0092
SE0093

Structure
Structure
Enclosure
Spitaki
Mandra
Shelter
Structure
Spitaki
Structure
Structure
Structure
Large Structure
Structure

Cist Graves & Quarrying
Enclosure
Mandra
Mandra
Church
Enclosure
Enclosure
Turkish Cemetery
Walls

GS022
GS022
GS001
GS003
GS010
GS012
GS013
GS013
GS013
GS016
GS016
GS033
GS069
GS071
GS025
GS008
GS008
GS008
GS016
GS016
GS065
GS056

106
106
150
155
165
168
169
169
169
172
172
187

74

76
110
162
162
162
172
172

71

68
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1 Introduction

Settlement is an integral element of human presence in a landscape; most of us
live in one, and it is this very familiarity that makes them fascinating. Settlement
is so much more than scattered pockets of population, however large; it is the
living, the using and the experiencing of the world. By studying settlement at
large rather than settlements in isolation we are better able to build up a
comprehensive picture of past peoples and landscapes from a level that
encompasses the majority of the population, rather than the elite minority. The
archaeology of settlements and settlement patterns leads far more often to the
prosaic than to the exotic, but the everyday nature of villages, farmsteads,
isolated mandres and the spaces in between them stand a far better chance of
taking us close to the heart of daily life and the routine of a society, than do the
more exotic images derived from the rarefied levels of palaces, castles or
temples.

In this thesis I address five main research questions. Two of them are broader,
more theoretical issues, whilst the remaining three are more closely tied to
Cyprus and to my own data. Firstly I look at the physical nature of settlement, its
composition and location in the landscape. By expanding considerations of the
location of individual settlements I am able to address their distribution within
the landscape, and the broad chronological scope of my study ensures that
changes in those distributions also become evident. My second area of discussion
is community. I address its nature and composition, but go further to consider the
manifestation of community in the material record, as well as its relationship to
the physical evidence of settlement in the landscape.

Introduction

The third area to be addressed is the effect of changing rules of landownership
and population levels upon the distribution of settlement in Cyprus between the
4™ and 19" centuries A.D. This is of particular interest with reference to the many
medieval villages that were abandoned or even disappeared during the period of
Ottoman rule. My fourth line of investigation considers the extent to which
settlement patterns within a largely agricultural economy were influenced by the
different ways in which natural resources were exploited. This includes the way
in which economic communities reliant upon other sources such as pastoralism,
forestry or, in the Roman period, copper mining were integrated into the wider
patterns of occupation in the landscape. My final question is concerned with the
most dramatic change in the patterns of settlement on the island. I question the
oft-asserted claim that Arab raids between the 7" and 10" centuries were the sole
reason for the abandonment of coastal settlement sites.

Settlement is one of the basic blocks from which archaeologists build up the
patterns that aid them in their interpretations of the landscape. Exactly what a
settlement is can be rather harder to pin down (Sollars 2005); I disagree with
Goodwin’s (1984: 20) definition that demands ‘at least three households in
residence in close proximity over an extended period of time.” Settlement it not a
point along a scale, a measurement of size, rather it is the scale itself; a settlement
is a place where people live and as such may range from a small farmstead all the
way up to one of the 21* century’s mega-cities.
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Introduction

Along the scale of settlements appear hamlets, villages and towns. These are
familiar terms to all of us, and key to the study of settlement, but they should be
used with the understanding that they are not immutable, and may be interpreted
differently by different people in different regions (Grivaud 1998: 37-48; Roberts
1996: 16-19). It is not my intention to present a typology of terms for Cypriot
settlement; to do so would be futile given the restrictive nature of such a list, and
the diversity of examples that it would have to incorporate. Instead I identify and
assess each example of settlement or settlement evidence within its own context.
In addition to the more general ‘settlement’ I restricted myself to four terms:
farmstead, village, town and city. None are precisely defined, but between them
they cover all the incidents of settlement I encountered during this project.
Having identified settlements it is necessary to go beyond plotting their positions
on a map as this says little of the social relationships and networks that exist
within any landscape. By studying the spaces in between in conjunction with the
settlements themselves, by taking a landscape perspective, a closer understanding
of the groups and individuals that lived, worked and interacted within a region
becomes a realistic proposition.

Settlement cannot exist without human input; even the straightforward, physical
study of bricks and mortar is reliant upon it. Whilst largely concerned with
objects in the landscape, the study of settlements and their distribution is reliant
upon human activity and interaction. When the human inhabitants of a landscape
are considered a discussion of community becomes not only possible, but
essential. There are those, as with settlement, that seek to limit the term
‘community’ to a point on a scale (e.g. Kolb 1997: 266; Lightfoot et al. 1998:
206), whereas I suggest that it too is the scale itself. My interpretation has much

20

more in common with Anderson’s (1991) imagined community, which grows out
of the feeling of common experience between a group of people rather than their
number, or their settlement (Isbell 2000: 248-250). I address the evidence for this
sociability and community of common experience amongst the physical evidence
in the landscape. I also assess the community’s role within the settlement and
beyond it as a cohesive and creative influence on the creation of networks of
habitation across the island.

By beginning to extract concepts such as community from the material of
structure, we move far closer to the inhabitants of the landscape under scrutiny,
but it is difficult to claim that we could ever experience or understand the world
as they did. Without adopting a directly phenomenological approach (Tilley
1994) I have taken my experience in the landscape and sought to integrate it with
my interpretations in an effort to present a more comprehensive picture of the
settlements and communities that occupied the space in the past. By better
understanding populations and their habits through a consideration of their
settlement and community we may gain a fuller understanding of the social,
economic and political organisation of Cyprus during the studied periods.

In the past ‘settlement archaeology’ (summarised in Knapp 1997: 2) has focused
on sites and the reconstruction of sites. Settlements have often been investigated
in isolation rather than within the broader system of local, regional or
international networks. If we concentrate too closely on sites and monuments we
can lose sight of the fact that archaeological evidence is not restricted to a few
obvious areas of activity but rather that it spreads across the landscape in a
blanket of varying density (Darvill 1997: 74-75; Joffe 1993: 11). By studying



entire landscapes, rather than individual sites, and by taking into account the
interaction between the beliefs and practices of past populations, as well as the
social structure and physical space in which they existed, ‘landscape
archaeology’ is able to move beyond descriptions and site hierarchies to interpret
patterns across space and time that are revealed in the material culture
(Anschuetz et al. 2001: 170; Knapp and Ashmore 1999).

This broader, more integrated view of archaeology and the landscape has become
well established over the past twenty-five years and has been adopted by an
increasing number of archaeologists. Regional survey projects such as the
Northern Keos Survey (Cherry et al. 1991), the Biferno Valley Survey (Barker
1995), the UNESCO Libyan Valleys Archaeological Survey (Barker 1996) and
the Pylos Regional Archaeological Project (Davis et al. 1997; Zangger et al.
1997) have all gathered the broad ranging data that make it possible to address
relationships between individual settlements, as well as between the settlements,
their inhabitants and the landscape in which they are located. There are
compromises to be made, of course, but intensive survey techniques offer a
combination of the wide-ranging extent of earlier, ‘site-hunting’ surveys and the
localised detail retrieved by excavation.

Whilst still outnumbered by excavations on Cyprus, as elsewhere, the field of
archaeological survey is steadily growing and constantly developing. Work
carried out by the Department of Antiquities between 1955 and 1976 was
primarily concerned with the identification and recording of archaeological sites
in an attempt to prevent their destruction and to encourage further archaeological
research (Cadogan 2004; Hadjisavvas 2004; Iacovou 2004b). The projects based
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at academic institutions outside Cyprus that were thus encouraged have
continued the Department’s work, developed more intensive and systematic
survey methods, and in many cases broadened its original scope beyond
individual sites to study the landscapes in which they stand. A ‘representative
sample’ of these projects (Iacovou 2004a) underlines the diversity of the field of
archaeological survey. All the projects are concerned with settlement, but their
temporal and spatial extent, the field methods employed to gather the relevant
data, and the finer points of their research questions vary considerably.

Projects such as the Canadian Palaipaphos Survey Project (Sgrensen and Rupp
1993 (Rupp 2004)), the Sydney Cyprus Survey Project (Given and Knapp 2003
(Knapp and Given 2004)), and the Troodos Archaeological and Environmental
Survey Project (TAESP) (Given et al. 2002) have covered large areas of the
landscape and gathered evidence of human activity from all periods of
occupation. Others have focused on evidence from a particular period or from the
immediate environs of a single site, in order to answer more specific questions
concerning occupation and exploitation (e.g. Bolger ef al. 2004; Lécuyer and
Michaelides 2004; Webb and Frankel 2004). Some projects have lasted for
decades (e.g. Bolger et al. 2004), whilst others have completed their work in a
single season (Swiny 2004); some have surveyed intensively, relying heavily on
counts and collections of surface material for their interpretation of the
landscape, others have ranged more extensively recording sites, and at least one
(Webb and Frankel 2004) has combined surface investigation with subsurface,
geophysical survey techniques; and most, but not all, are directly associated with
excavations.
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Introduction

With the exception of several years during the Vasilikos Valley survey (Todd
2004: 48) most projects rely upon at least one team of six or so fieldworkers — a
necessity for intensive field methods. Swiny’s (2004) small scale projects were
limited by time — a single season in the field — and therefore the area they were
able to cover, rather than by the number of people involved. That said, his
surveys were amongst those with the fewest staff; most regional survey projects
have favoured the deployment of several teams to maximise their coverage.
Despite being unable to match the intensive methods of these larger endeavours
several smaller projects have also employed systematic approaches to the
landscape to make their own valuable contributions to the discipline (e.g. Ellis
Burnet 2004; Gibson 2005).

Some of the projects selected by lacovou (2004a) express an interest in the
interaction between the sites that they record and others in the locality, the region
or even outside Cyprus, but very few of them explicitly address the social aspects
of the occupation of the landscape. So that whilst changing patterns of settlement
are considered, as are the resulting communications and connections, land use
and exploitation, SCSP’s social landscapes (Knapp and Given 2004) are the
closest that any of the discussions come to the concept of community.

It was clear to me that there was scope to extend the study of settlement
distribution and land use in Cyprus in order to incorporate discussions of the
many levels of community that would have been present in the landscape.

I was certain from the very beginning of my Ph.D. that fieldwork would be an
essential part of the process and the need for uniform data gathered from several
areas of the island made it unrealistic for me to rely upon the data from any
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current projects. It was therefore necessary for me to conceive of a project
specifically tailored to my questions regarding the location and distribution of
settlement and communities in historic Cyprus (Chapter 3). By combining the
rigorously systematic elements of the larger projects with the flexibility of
working alone I was able to build up my own body of primary data with which to
assess, refine and extend existing opinions regarding settlement and community,
and make a useful contribution to the existing corpus of landscape archaeological
studies in Cyprus. After a short season in 2002 during which I carried out
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Figure 1.1 Cyprus showing location of survey areas.



preliminary reconnaissance and identified three survey areas (Figure 1.1), the
bulk of the fieldwork took place during 2003 when I systematically surveyed 78
grid squares and recorded 98 incidences of settlement evidence in and around
them.

Data from all periods were collected during the survey but, as mentioned above, |
focused my analysis on the 4" to 19" centuries A.D., which span the Late
Roman, Byzantine, medieval and Ottoman periods. Whilst nothing was ignored,
evidence falling outside my time span is not discussed in great detail. The whole
data set will be available for study from the Archaeological Data Service
(http://ads.ahds.ac.uk), where it will be deposited on completion of the project. In
the discussion the broad span is generally divided into three periods. The Roman
period is assumed to run from the 1* century to 650 A.D. The Medieval period,
starting in the 12" century is taken to end in 1571. Finally, the Ottoman period
ran from the end of the 16" century to the arrival of the British in 1878.

There is a problematic gap in the data I recovered. Despite the presence of the
late Byzantine church of Panayia Phorviotissa (Stylianou and Stylianou 1985:
117), near the centre of the Nikitari survey area, and the historical evidence for a
Byzantine stronghold at Kolossi (Hill 1940: 318), just north of the Akrotiri area,
there was no clear archaeological evidence for activity during the Byzantine
period. The gap is even more evident in the TAESP data set due to their
systematic, intensive collection and identification of pottery; indeed, the problem
has dogged archaeologists in Cyprus for years (Gregory 2003; Rautman 1998;
Rupp 1986). It is inconceivable that the gap in evidence was caused by a 500-
year abandonment of the landscape; a more likely explanation is that Byzantine
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pottery is, thus far, indistinguishable from that produced during the Late Roman
period. Alternatively, and probably additionally, it is possible that during the
Byzantine period vessels and containers were made from more perishable
materials like wood, leather, metal, and plant-products such as gourds (Vroom
1998). It also seems that new subsistence patterns developed by a population
depleted by disease, famine and the like were simply more ephemeral during a
time for which even historical evidence is sparse (Cameron 1996: 41; McClennan
and Rautman 1995; Purcell 1969: 105-160).

Much has been made of the impact of Arab raids on Cyprus between the 7" and
10" centuries (Dikigoropoulos 1958; Dikigoropoulos 1978; Kyrris 1996: 176-
202). They are often assumed to have been the sole reason for the movement of
settlements away from the coast between the Roman and medieval periods.
Accounts tend to concentrate on the destruction or capture of cities and
strongholds and little is said of the mass of population that lived outside them
beyond occasional reference to their taking refuge in the hills and mountains.
There is no doubt that the Arab raids had a huge impact on Cyprus, but it seems
likely that they were simply the most dramatic of several factors, including the
different administrative strategies of the governing powers and changes in rules
of land tenure, that caused this drastic shift in the distribution of settlement.
Another external power, the Ottoman Empire, is often held responsible for the
abandonment of the land, and so the desertion of villages, after their invasion of
Cyprus in 1570. Grivaud’s (1998) historical study of desertion between the 12"
and 19" centuries, for which he employs a large amount of demographic and
cartographic evidence as well as textual data, suggests that once again attacks
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from outside were just one of many reasons for the changing patterns of
settlement.

A clear sign that it is unsafe to attribute changes in settlement practices to a
single cause is the effect that different governing powers appear to have had upon
them on Cyprus. There were broad similarities between the government of the
island under the Romans and the Ottomans (Gazioglu 1990; Karouzis 1977;
Kyrris 1996), and yet patterns of settlement did not reflect this. During the late
Roman period the governor of Cyprus was appointed by the Emperor, taxes were
collected centrally and much of the land was worked by smallholders. Similarly
under the Ottomans the island was governed by the Sultan’s representative,
taxation was centralised and there was a move back toward smallholder farmers.
The pattern of settlement was, however, quite different; under the Ottomans they
did not return to the largely dispersed form of the Roman period. Instead, the
nucleated villages established during the medieval period, when feudal estates
held sway and the workforce consisted largely of serfs, remained the most
common form of settlement. These historical elements are seldom apparent in the
material record, but by combining them with my archaeological data as well as
with considerations of community it is possible to flesh out my interpretation of
the occupied, working landscape and further discussion in all areas.

This thesis represents not just the results of three years of archaeology in the
field, in the library and at the desk, but is also an experiment in presentation. The
landscape orientation of the pages is intended to ease the process of assimilating
the information on the page by presenting it in a form more naturally fitted to our
field of vision. The rationale behind this is discussed at greater length in the
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section ‘“Towards using this volume’ amongst the front matter that precedes
Chapter 1. That section also contains an assortment of notes on topics including
the use of italics in the text, the transliteration of Greek words, and an
explanation of the grid square heading format used in the data chapters, as well as
a glossary of terms and time periods used in the thesis.

The main body of the thesis is presented in eight chapters. This chapter (Chapter
1) introduces my research with some initial thoughts on settlement, community
and their place in the landscape, and establishes this project’s place within the
constantly developing field of archaeological survey in Cyprus. The discussion of
settlement and community is expanded in Chapter 2 where I explore our
expectations of the physical characteristics of settlement, their place in the
landscape, their propensity to change and the relationship of human communities
with the physical structures that they inhabit. The second part of Chapter 2
considers phenomenology, and whether its emphasis on the human experience
makes it a useful approach to landscape archaeology and the study of settlement.

The techniques I used in the field are explained in Chapter 3; data sources that
supplemented my fieldwork, including maps, historical work and the work of
other archaeological projects, are discussed. I then illustrate the process by which
I chose the location, size and shape of each of my survey areas before describing
the survey and recording methods I used within them. This is followed by an
explanation of the recording forms and other aspects of the paper record, and the
digital archiving processes that helped me maintain control of a large body of
data both in the field and later during analysis. I end Chapter 3 by discussing



matters pertaining to archaeological survey such as background confusion,
surface visibility and the dating of evidence in the field.

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 contain a presentation and discussion of the data I collected
in the Akrotiri, Nikitari and Peyia survey areas respectively. Taking a
geographical approach to each area I present a personal perspective and a
systematic, 21 century experience of the landscape. In each chapter I present a
brief sketch of the survey area, which includes its location and extent, my
motives for working there, a summary of previous archaeological work carried
out nearby, and a brief description of the topography and vegetation. This is
followed by a presentation of the data recorded in the survey area; each grid
square is described in turn along with any associated settlement evidence,
irrespective of period. In the second part of these chapters I approach the data in
chronological order, in three broad time bands: Roman (1* century to 650 A.D.),
Medieval (1191 to 1571), and Ottoman (1571 to 1878). Within each period I
consider ideas of occupation, exploitation and experience in the survey area as a
whole, as well as the interaction of individuals and communities one with
another, and with the landscape about them. I then address broader themes
relevant to all periods to avoid repetition between the specific sections.

Having dealt with each survey area separately I combine data from the three
areas and from elsewhere in Cyprus to consider a broader view of the topic
(Chapter 7). This discussion is divided into three general sections, the first of
which considers the way in which practical, social, political and economic factors
influenced patterns of settlement in Cyprus between the 4™ and 19" centuries
A.D. The relationship between settlement patterns and land use are discussed in
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the second section, and the chapter ends with a closer look at the reasons behind
the post-Roman coastal desertion usually attributed to Arab raiders. In Chapter 8
I summarise the significance of my results within the wider discipline of
settlement studies and the possible avenues that they have opened up for future
work.

Finally the CD accompanying this thesis contains the database I constructed for
this project. Due to restrictions of space it was only possible to include a small
number of full-sized photographs. The database was built in Microsoft Access
2000, and the disc should be loaded in the D:\ drive for the photograph links to
work correctly.
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2 Theoretical Approaches

Despite being so different from one another archaeological theory and data are
quite inextricable (Johnson 1999: 2; 2004). Whether consciously applied or not,
theory will inevitably colour the analysis and interpretation of archaeological
data. Indeed, given the need to select and sample the locus for work, or the
material recorded once work has commenced, it is impossible even to begin to
gather data without some interpretation or theoretical bias (Hodder 1997: 692).
We are all human, we are all subjective, and we all operate through one theory or
another. Each different approach to any archaeological data is complementary to
any others, as each offers a different view of a past that we can never hope to
understand in its entirety (Hodder 1999: 12).

Barriers between the abstract and the material, between theory and data, or
between settlement and community can obstruct comprehension of the whole and
do not reflect the world — past or present — around us. Divisions between the two
elements are, however, perceived and barriers tend to be built along them, which
can be employed to break the multifaceted whole into more manageable portions.
In this chapter I recognise the barriers and consider the theoretical aspects
individually before they are reunited with my archaeological data for extended
discussion.

First, there is the question of settlement, community and landscape — three central
components of this work. I am not concerned with creating a typology of
settlement in Cyprus; my data would not support such an attempt, and the
exercise would, in any case, be of debatable value. Certainly different kinds of
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settlements exist in different places throughout the island and this is interesting
and important, but it is not my intention to develop a series of keys with which to
identify them all. The idea of settlement can be reduced to a set of constituent
parts for initial examination, but if we are to proceed beyond the naming of those
parts then it is important for us to reassemble them into a useful, working whole.

The idea of settlement remains sterile unless we incorporate some discussion of
community. Certainly settlement can exist without community; such a deserted
shell would however, still contain traces of the communities that built, occupied
or abandoned it. A community, on the other hand, is not necessarily tied down to
a particular settlement, whether it be formed by short-term groupings of
prospectors moving between mining camps in 19" century America (Douglass
1998), or the farmers of a Cypriot village moving to a seasonal settlement each
year for the harvest. By taking a landscape view the archaeologist is in a better
position to observe the two elements inextricably forged with the landscape in
which they exist, and to consider them as a symbiotic whole.

Secondly, there is the question of the theoretical stance I have taken to interpret
the data; my biases and assumptions will have come into play the moment I
began collecting and recording them. Beginning with a discussion of experience
in the landscape, and skirting the edges of phenomenology, I have settled upon a
practical theory that grew out of the dialectic between my systematic and
reflexive fieldwork, and the later, detailed analysis of the data gathered.



2.1 Settlement, Community and Landscape

There has been surprisingly little discussion of just what constitutes a settlement,
either in settlement archaeology or in landscape studies, and yet settlement has
always been an almost inevitable element of the human presence. It is such a
universal concept that certain elements to be discussed below may apply to
settlement of any time in any place and, as a result, the examples of settlement
used in this chapter are taken from all periods of occupation across the whole
Mediterranean region, and beyond.

Simply put, a settlement is a place where people have chosen to live. The variety
of examples that fit such a broad definition is immeasurable, however, and each
one is shaped by such a diverse set of social, temporal and geographic factors that
the task of defining them is daunting (Ucko ef al. 1972). The extent of any
settlement and the manner in which its boundaries are defined have considerable
bearing on how it is perceived by its occupants, and by those on the outside. A
large settlement may be walled for defence or simply to establish it in the
consciousness of local and visiting populations. The location of a settlement can
be used in similar ways; a prominent point in the landscape may serve as a
position of power from which to control the local populace, or a settlement may
be hidden away. Considering landscape as a whole it is inevitable that we will
encounter more than one settlement; at this point the question of individual
location expands to take account of the relative positioning of settlements one to
another, as well as to the surrounding landscape.

Having established a series of constant, concrete elements of settlement it is
worthwhile introducing two that upset this impression of stability; physical
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change within a settlement is as inevitable as the presence of inhabitants. By
combining the possibility of people with the material structure of settlement we
can begin to consider the role of community in a living, working landscape.

Perhaps the most compelling image of a settlement is of a collection of domestic,
public and working buildings, sharing ‘communal facilities’ such as chapels,
springs, quarries or limekilns (Whitelaw 1991: 425). When we think of a
settlement we think of a village, a town or a city.

Goodwin (1984: 20), however, merely considers it to be a place where at least
three households have been grouped closely together over an extended period of
time. Grivaud’s (1998: 37-48) discussion of the terms that have been used to
describe different kinds of hamlets, villages and estates in Cyprus since the
Byzantine period, by contrast, is an indication of how complex and changeable
the definition of a settlement can be.

Some degree of permanence is necessary for a site to be considered a settlement;
temporary camps or resting places used by nomads, shepherds or other
individuals engaged in a short-term activity such as herding or hunting do not
qualify. It is unlikely that the pre-Neolithic site of Akrotiri Aetokremnos on the
south coast of Cyprus was a permanent dwelling place, but the butchered remains
of over 120 pigmy hippopotami and the tools with which the work was carried
out attest to considerable activity there around 10,000 years ago (Simmons 1999).
The evidence from Aetokremnos indicates repeated occupation and activity; it
became a permanent site, but does not constitute a settlement in itself.
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Permanence alone does not define settlement: a single, permanent field shelter
might indicate the presence of a nearby settlement, but could not itself be
considered a settlement. But it must be a combination of its size and its seasonal
use that prevent it from being a settlement, as villages that are only used
seasonally, in order to facilitate the more effective exploitation of resources
across a wider area, are considered worthy of the term. Kato Koutraphas
Mandres, situated on the boundary between the sedimentary plain and the
igneous foothills of Cyprus’s Troodos mountains, is just such a village (Given
2000: 218; Ionas 1988: 20). Until about fifty years ago, the inhabitants of several
other villages occupied it for two periods during the year — once to bring in the
harvest and once to make cheese from the milk of their sheep and goats.

Settlement requires buildings to be associated with signs of production —
agricultural, craft or industrial — and evidence of the various daily activities or
practices that constitute living: sleeping, eating, cooking (Roberts 1996: 15-16).
If occupation is not permanent there is some expectation that temporary
occupants will arrive from another settlement solely to carry out a specific task
such as harvesting, after which they will return to the first settlement.

Two of the most obvious attributes of any settlement are its size and its shape, or
the way that it occupies space as defined by its boundaries. Boundaries are
artificially imposed onto a landscape by its inhabitants (Ingold 1993: 156), and
are often remembered or interpreted differently by different observers (Geertz
1980), but they are nevertheless an integral part of settlement and settlement
patterns. External boundaries mark not only the extent of habitation areas but also
the borders of a settlement’s wider territory. Internal boundaries, on the other
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hand, break a settlement into different administrative or imagined areas, along
racial, social or task-specific lines for example. The settlement is unified by the
enclosure of the external boundaries, and divided within them by the internal
boundaries.

Territorial boundaries are seldom obvious in the archaeological record, they are
the kind of division that is recorded on maps, and used by governing authorities
to divide, control and administer a region (Given 2002a; Kain and Baingent
1992: xvii). They are often simply a bureaucratic manifestation of long-standing
traditions that developed from perceptions of the landscape, and local agreements
between its occupants. Cadastral plans produced by the British Colonial
administrators in Cyprus in the early 20" century formalised village boundaries
that had been accepted for generations. The British based them on unmapped,
Ottoman lines, which were, in turn, founded on local tradition and land
ownership.

An exterior boundary defining the main area of occupation can be easy to
identify, whether it be the edge of a concentration of houses or a city wall. Where
the boundary is not as definite as a wall, a settlement may extend beyond the
structures at the centre; as a basic rule of thumb Roberts (1996: 25) suggests that
structures within a 150 m hailing distance of one another can be considered to be
in the same settlement. This could perhaps be extended to define the edges of a
settlement, so that it is not just structures that are incorporated, but also the
immediate environs. The Mejelle (the Ottoman law code) enshrined a similar
idea, which reserved a zone, defined by hailing distance, around the village for



domestic plots and threshing floors, from which grazing animals were excluded
(Mejelle 1901).

City walls, or their absence, tend to evoke terms such as ‘defended’ and ‘open’
settlement, with one assumed to oppose the other. Defended, with its
connotations of warfare, is a loaded term and it should not immediately be
assumed that a wall surrounding a settlement was for protection; in medieval
France for example there were clear conflicts between the requirements of urban
development and defence (Reyerson 2000: 88). Some strong walls were, indeed,
primarily concerned with matters of defence; the 16" century walls around
Famagusta and Nicosia, for example, were built by the Venetians in response to
the expanding Ottoman Empire (Perbellini 1988). At Neolithic Jericho, on the
other hand, defences that were once taken to have protected the city from human
incursion have now been reinterpreted, and the tower is seen to have been a
ceremonial site, whilst the great walls were flood defences (Herzog 1997: 20).

Whilst solid walls would indeed form an integral part of any city’s defences
against human or natural forces, they could also be put to other, subtler uses
associated with display, control and the demarcation of territory (Cavanagh
2004). In the 19" century the Hudson Bay Company built Fort Garry in southern
Canada when there was no threat of competition or violence from rival
companies or political factions. It established and maintained the company’s
dominance in social and economic relations with its employees and settlers in the
region by its position in the landscape, its solid presence and by limiting access to
the interior of the fort (Monks 1992). More than a little display is evident in the
eleven pentagonal bastions that make up the Venetian wall of Nicosia. They are
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regularly built and regularly spaced, but the clean, abstract beauty of the exterior
enclosed a cramped and irregular city, which hampered the organised and
effective defence that the walls should have afforded, allowing the Turks to over
come it with relative ease in 1570 (Perbellini 1988).

Internal boundaries may be less obviously confrontational, but nevertheless they
mark divisions of all kinds within a settlement, and may be indicated by a street
or road, or by a concentration of similar shops or businesses. When Raffles laid
out Singapore in 1819, the city was divided into different areas to house the
distinct ethnic groups that lived there in areas defined by the street system
(Hornby and Jones 1991: 58). Within the village boundary defined by the
Mejelle’s (1901) hailing distance there were different areas for living, cultivation
and the processing of grain. The precise boundary might not have been clear on
the ground, but there was a definite division between the areas of land use.

Development in modern towns and cites is often limited to established plots
defined by a much older street plan, thus preserving old, internal boundaries
(Hornby and Jones 1991: 64). To some extent this is visible in the narrow streets
of the old city of Nicosia, and is quite clear in the chequered, medieval grid of
central Salisbury in Wiltshire. Town planning is not always as geometric as in
Salisbury, in the Early Bronze Age village of Be’er Resism in Palestine the
pattern was far less strict, and yet the planning was no less defined (Dever 1985).
Three distinct clusters of structures were identified, each representing a different
social level identified by similarities in the standard of construction of structures
within each cluster.
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The location of a settlement will have a significant affect on its shape and, by
extension, its external boundaries; the extremities of some Bronze Age
settlements in Cyprus, for example, were very clearly defined by the steep slopes
of the plateaux on which they were built (Swiny 1981). Although it can be useful
to divide the physical elements of settlement for an initial study, it should never
be forgotten that they exist in combination and not in isolation. The study of a
settlement’s location without considering its position in the landscape in
relationship to its other attributes, such as size or shape, would result in an
incomplete image of it.

Discussions of what constitutes a rural settlement and what constitutes an urban
settlement have produced such wide-ranging, and frequently changing, ideas, that
distinguishing between the two is not as straightforward as it may at first seem.
The primary indicators of rurality appear to be small, dispersed settlements
primarily dependent upon agriculture (Alcock 1993: 33; Osborne 1987: 193), and
Wilkinson (1999: 50) certainly equates urbanism in the Levant and Near East
with a move in the opposite direction. Blouet (1972: 12) also assumes that as a
settlement increases in size, so it moves from being rural to being urban. He sees
a settlement hierarchy where villages are inevitably associated with rural life and
towns with the urban, but the move from rural to urban is not a simple, linear, nor
indeed inevitable process (Hall 1989: 14; MacKay 1994: 283).

The unavoidable interaction between town and country results in exceptions to
any preconceived ideas of urban and rural. In Roman Italy for example small,
urban centres with little or no resident population have been identified in
otherwise rural settings, whilst at the same time ‘agro-towns’ provided habitation
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for commuting agricultural workers (Lo Cascio 1999: 164), suggesting that
neither size, setting, nor the dominant activity of a settlement’s inhabitants are
necessarily clear indicators of whether it is urban or rural. These exceptions to
our preconceptions are perhaps useful in that they move us away from glib
generalisations. Horden and Purcell (2000: 96) suggest that the ‘urban variable’,
that essential feature of life in a town or a city that distinguishes it from life
elsewhere, is not only all but impossible to define, but also very difficult to apply
universally. It is perhaps more useful to accept and embrace the idea of a
settlement existing within an urban/rural continuum, of the sort rejected by Cloke
(1979), and to consider it in relation to other settlements, the landscape and to the
time period under study (Horden and Purcell 2000: 93-94).

The location of a settlement reflects the constant interplay between its inhabitants
and their landscape, as compromises are struck between a group’s wants, needs
and the local resources. The practicalities of topography do not always present a
simple, single choice; land must be suitable for building and yet provide the
necessary vantage point, minerals, fertile agricultural land, or water for
consumption, irrigation or power. During the 13" century B.C. the acropolis at
Pellana, in Laconia, was built on high, uncultivated land whilst below it a well-
watered, fertile plain provided food for its citizens (Spyropoulos 1998). Many
villages in Bronze Age Cyprus, on the other hand, were too small to warrant an
acropolis and appear to have been far more integrated, with the houses separated
by small gardens and orchards (Swiny 1981: 79).

Manufacturing settlements have demands upon their surroundings that go beyond
mere subsistence; mining and metallurgy, for example, demand a location close



to a specific range of raw materials, as well as considerable supplies of fuel and
water (Knapp et al. 2001). In addition to the initial location of a settlement, such
industrial activities may have had an impact upon its layout, as well as the
situation of other sites in the area. The archaeological record shows that
dwellings were not built down-wind of, for example, mines or smelting furnaces
(Barker et al. 1999: 262-269; Graham et al. 2001), whereas there are many
examples of threshing floors being built tight in against the main agglomeration
of houses as they are at Kato Koutraphas Mandres (James 2001) and Nikitari
(Chapter 5), both on the southern edge of the Mesaoria in Cyprus.

The archaeological interpretation of such remains, however, demands some care;
Knapp (2003) has shown that the presence of production does not necessarily
imply residence and that many industrial sites do not include signs of habitation.
Even agricultural activity does not necessarily imply permanent occupation
(Osborne 1992: 22); Kato Koutraphas Mandres, for example, is known to have
been a seasonal settlement (Given 2000: 218; Ionas 1988: 20; James 2001) and
anecdotal evidence suggests that, initially, Nikitari was too. Nevertheless, the
evidence of any permanent exploitation of resources must imply permanent
settlement; those engaged in the exploitation must have lived somewhere even if,
for whatever reason, it was not actually at the site of their work.

The practicalities of production are not the only elements to influence a
settlement’s location; defence or control of the surrounding territory may also be
contributory factors. Both the Late Bronze Age Cypriot sites of Pyla
Kokkinokremos (Karageorghis and Demas 1984), situated on a plateau above a
plain, and Maa Palaeokastro (Karageorghis and Demas 1988), located on a
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peninsula, arguably combined natural features with constructed fortifications to
control access to the settlements and to the nearby sea. There is no clear evidence
of a permanent water supply at either site, which does not sit easily with their
defensive attribution (Karageorghis 2001); their function was, perhaps, more one
of control without recourse to conflict.

The majority of a settlement’s inhabitants, of course, would never have any input
into its location; for the most part life continues without change and a minimum
of disruption. Populations remain settled, developing emotional and historical ties
of tradition with a particular place (Rowlands 1972: 453); they have no wish to
move. Their settlement does not move.

Settlements can seldom, if ever, be said to exist in absolute isolation; at a very
basic, physical level any two settlements have a relationship one with the other
simply by existing in the same landscape, however large that landscape may be.
The distribution of settlements is simply a perception of the combined location of
each individual settlement within a group. Consequently the location and the
distribution of settlements are affected by similar factors. By considering the
location, extent and strategic significance of all the settlements within any group,
it is possible to study their distribution and physical relationship one with another
as well as with the landscape in which they stand. These straightforward, spatial
relationships become far more complex when the inhabitants of the settlements
are taken into consideration; even if there were no direct communication between
two settlements, the inhabitants would have a relationship simply by being aware
of each other’s existence.
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It can be tempting to represent settlements in a landscape as a scatter of dots
across a map, but this is limiting and obscures the complexity of the individual
elements as well as the multiple layers of interconnection between them. Even
when dots of different sizes are employed to relate to economic or social rank
there is little indication of the role of the individual settlements or their
relationships. Equally, a temptation to view boundaries, particularly those
immortalised on historical maps, as impermeable can lead to an impression of
settlements as a series of discrete, yet contiguous elements that fit neatly together
and fill the landscape. Both views can provide a useful overview of a region, but
it is simplistic, if not erroneous, to divide the landscape into neat regional or
functional packages (Horden and Purcell 2000: 103); the diversity of factors
involved in any distribution makes it impossible to reduce settlements to the
geometry and mathematics of dots, lines and polygons.

Like the distinction between urban and rural sites, the differentiation between
nucleated and dispersed settlement distributions should not be approached with
expectations of concrete absolutes (Knapp 1997: 24; Roberts 1996: 24). The
distinction should always be qualified either by ‘form’ or by ‘pattern’. Form
applies to the individual settlement; single, solitary farmsteads are dispersed,
whereas a village, with its closer grouping of dwellings, is nucleated. Pattern
refers to the distribution of the individual settlements within a particular system;
a dispersed pattern would consist of well-separated settlements with no clear,
common focus, although the individual elements could themselves be nucleated
in form. A nucleated pattern is made up of a group of settlements of which one is
dominant, serving as the focus of political, economic or social activities.
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Ultimately all settlements are dispersed; it is simply a question of degree or scale.
Nucleation of settlement on a local scale may be reflected by an apparent
increase in dispersion on a regional scale, as the centres of population become
more widely scattered at the same time as they increase in size. The dispersed
settlement pattern of Late Neolithic Thessaly became more nucleated in the Early
Bronze Age as larger, more permanent settlements were established, and then in
the Late Bronze age marginal colonisation around the population centres
effectively dispersed the increasing population (Halstead 1994: 200).
Archaeological evidence can, however, be confusing; at first glance it might
appear that prehistoric Melos in the Cyclades had a large population spread
occupying numerous small settlements. It is more likely, given the likely
occupation span of the sites and the length of the prehistoric period, that very few
of the sites were contemporary. Instead, it would seem that until the advent of the
first large, nucleated village at Phylakopi in the Middle Bronze Age, Melos
supported a tiny, mobile, dispersed population (Bintliff ef al. 1999: 141; Cherry
1979; 1982)

Change, whether instigated by human activity or by natural events, is inevitable.
Subsistence practices may be changed to accommodate a climactic shift, or social
and political relationships may be realigned by the ascendancy of one settlement
over others in a region, or a dispersed settlement distribution may be replaced by
a more nucleated, possibly defended configuration in response to an increased
conflict or threat (Rowlands 1972). Change can be considered on a local scale,
which would entail modification within a settlement, or on a wider scale as
settlements appear and disappear, changing the distribution patterns of a whole
region as they do so.



The movement of whole settlements can be seen in the Biferno Valley in Italy
during the Neolithic period. Agriculture gained prominence over pastoralism and
the variety of locations chosen for settlement decreased as there was less need to
occupy the uplands of the valley (Barker 1995: 104). It can be difficult, however,
to distinguish cause from effect; during the Early Bronze Age, the number of
inhabited sites in the southern Argolid of Greece dropped dramatically from 28 to
two, and erosion had stripped soil from previously worked land on hill slopes and
the margins of the plain (Peltenburg 2000: 192). It is not clear, however, if the
inhabitants abandoned a landscape rendered useless by their own activities or
through natural causes, or if the land began to deteriorate once the farmers had
moved away and ceased to manage it.

A settlement can change simply by shifting its centre of occupation; the resulting
horizontal stratigraphy from one site can range in appearance from a
concentrated, multi-period site to a number of dispersed single-period sites
(Dewar and McBride 1992: 234, fig.1). Archaeological evidence at Episkopi
Phaneromeni in Cyprus gave the impression of a single large Bronze Age
settlement. Closer inspection, however, identified two, well-separated centres of
occupation, one used during the Middle and one in the Late Bronze Age (Swiny
1981: 79). On a broader scale, the extensive but thin scatters of pottery on Melos,
mentioned above, were probably the result of a sparse population, shifting to
conserve the fertility of agricultural land, rather than a single, large, long-lasting,
static settlement (Bintliff et al. 1999: 158).

It is often taken for granted that settlements follow a linear career path from
isolated farmstead, through hamlet and village to town, and this is certainly often
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the case. Growth tends to promote growth, favouring flourishing settlements to
the detriment of smaller ones in the system that eventually disappear (Blouet
1972: 7). Whilst smaller settlements may fade and fail over time, this apparent
survival of the fittest should not be taken for granted; the demise of the smaller
settlements is not as inevitable or as frequent as much of the literature suggests
(Zubrow and Robinson 1999: 144). Disappearance is not the inevitable result of a
reduction in size. During the Early Bronze Age, the settlement at Manika covered
an entire promontory and dominated Euboea; wider economic circumstances,
however, forced the settlement to contract. It nevertheless remained viable, and
the promontory was inhabited, apparently without interruption, well into the Late
Bronze Age (Sampson 1986: 49; Simpson and Dickinson 1979: 226)

Despite this discussion of change the more usual state for a settlement is one of
stasis, where it remains unchanged and unchanging for protracted periods; a
settlement that sees no major change within a single human generation can be
considered stable (Roberts 1996: 120). Even in a stable settlement, however,
constant small-scale changes are possible, and large-scale changes of
morphology or size in its past or its future are a certainty. The landscape around
Pylos has been occupied for thousands of years and there is clear evidence of
development and change, from the low level of settlement in the third millennium
B.C., through major land-clearances around 2000 B.C. and a palatial enterprise in
the 13" century B.C., right down to the present day (Davis ef al. 1997: 483).
During each of these phases settlements would have appeared stable, but from
our vantage point in the 21* century we see the shifting, changing biography of
the settlement and its society.
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It is worth remembering that settlements do not necessarily disappear from the
landscape or from the consciousness of the populace simply because they fail and
are abandoned. Although their functions may change, these settlements continue
as part of the landscape’s development and human memory.

Settlements are essentially material things; they consist of buildings, cultivated
plots, roads and such territory as they occupy. Community, on the other hand,
goes beyond the buildings and incorporates the interaction, the unity and the
diversity of those that inhabit them. Mr. Andreas, mayor of the Cypriot village of
Tembria in 2001, said that his village lost half its heart when it lost its school. He
was not referring to the physical building, which is still there, but to the
institution; the community of a Greek Cypriot village, he suggested, is built upon
the school and the church. Settlements come into being through the physical
labour of humans, often those who live there, and when the humans are
considered in conjunction with the material elements of the settlement it becomes
the seat of a community, or communities.

Discussion of community has long been a part of anthropology and sociology
(Cohen 1985: 21-38), but it is only within the last decade that archaeologists have
given it the full attention that it deserves (Canuto and Yaeger 2000; Yaeger and
Canuto 2000: 4). The intangible, sociologic