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Preface

The volume before you represents a collective effort that 
brings together scholars from different countries and 
backgrounds united by a common interest in the transition 
between the Neolithic and the Early Bronze Age in the 
lands around the Aegean. We chose a title containing the 
word “communities” because we think that the changes 
that occurred in the 5th and 4th millennia in south-eastern 
Europe and western Anatolia changed the way people were 
organised, how they understood their place in society, and 
how they interacted with other social entities on a day-to-day 
basis. The Neolithic community was transformed, at some 
places incrementally and at others rapidly, into one that was, 
by the end of this period, more similar to what we would 
commonly associate with the Bronze Age.

Terminology used to describe this period presented a 
special topic for consideration. Many different names (e.g. 
Final Neolithic, Chalcolithic, Eneolithic, Late Neolithic 
[I]–II, Copper Age) are used by colleagues with different 
scholarly backgrounds. To some extent, they reflect diverse 
archaeological evidence from varied geographical regions. 
During this long heterogenous period spanning two 
millennia, developments occurred that led to significant 
changes in material culture, use of space, adoption of 
metallurgical practices, establishment of far-reaching 
interaction and exchange networks, and increased social 
complexity. The 5th and 4th millennia BC transition, 
notwithstanding the variability inherent in a section of 
prehistory this long, is one of inclusions, entanglements, 
connectivity, and exchange of ideas, raw materials, 
finished products and, quite possibly, worldviews and 
belief systems.

Largely, we kept the nomenclature used for regional 
archaeological cultures to show the variety and differences 

related to the period. However, after some deliberation, we 
settled on using the general term “Later Neolithic Stages” 
(not to be confused with the Late Neolithic phase) to 
describe the chronological focus of the conference itself. 
By using this somewhat neutral term, we wished to both 
advertise the focus on the fourth and later part of the 5th 
millennium as crucial for understanding the entire period 
and the intention to not include the earlier phases of the Late 
Neolithic or the developed phases of the Early Bronze Age, 
unless particularly pertinent to the discussion. The title of the 
volume, we felt, should be even more neutral and inclusive, 
which is the reason why we settled on the definition of the 
period in purely chronological terms. Inclusiveness was 
also high on the list of our priorities when organising the 
conference; we selected participants based purely on the 
criterion of scientific contribution.

Most of the papers presented here are multifaceted and 
complex in that they do not deal with only one topic or 
narrowly focus on only a single line of reasoning or group 
of data. Hence, it was difficult to section them off into 
meaningful chapters based exclusively on their thematic 
content. After much consideration, we settled on geography 
as the overarching principle by which to structure this book, 
as being the least contentious and controversial. Hence, the 
papers are arranged in a roughly north–south direction (i.e., 
the Balkans, northern Greece and Thessaly, west, central, 
and southern Greece, the Aegean Islands, Crete and Cyprus 
and west Anatolia), preceded by introductory and synthetic 
contributions that either transcend regional divisions, span 
more than one region or address general topics related to 
this period. We, however, provide an overview of the papers 
according to their topical and thematic character in the 
introduction to this volume.
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Tracing social changes in the Late Neolithic/Final Neolithic 
transition at Drakaina Cave, Kephalonia, Western Greece

Georgia Stratouli and Odysseas Metaxas

The cave and its stratigraphy
Drakaina Cave is located close to the south-east coast of 
Kephalonia Island, within the area of the village of Poros 
(Fig. 30.1), on the steep cliffs of the Vochynas Gorge at an 

altitude of ca. 70 m (Fig. 30.2). In its present form, Drakaina 
is an open shallow cavity with a sheltered area measuring 
ca. 90 m2 (Fig. 30.3). Excavations at Drakaina Cave were 
carried out between 1992–96, 1999–2002 and 2004–5 by the 

Figure 30.1. Satellite image of the area of Kephalonia and view of the Poros village with the Vochynas gorge and the location of Drakaina 
Cave on its cliffs (photo taken from the east).
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Ephorate of Palaeoanthropology-Speleology and extended 
over an area of ca. 48 sq m.1

The uppermost part of the Drakaina Cave sequence 
comprises archaeological layers (ca. 0.20–0.40 m thick) 
that date from the late 7th to the early 2nd century BC 
(Fig.  30.4), when the site was a cult cave dedicated 
to the Nymphs. Underlying these layers, there was an 
accumulation of natural deposits (ca. 0.10–0.15 m in 
thickness) devoid of cultural remains. Immediately below 
there was a unit of mixed Early Bronze Age (EH I–II) and 
Final Neolithic (FN) finds. The Late Neolithic (LN)/Final 
Neolithic cultural layers at Drakaina constituted the bulk 
of the archaeological sequence (Fig.  30.4). They consist 
of prehistoric stratified deposits representing a long and 
complex sequence, dated to two main phases: a transitional 
Middle Neolithic/Late Neolithic and Late Neolithic I phase 
(ca. 5600–4900/4800 cal BC) and a Late Neolithic II phase 
(ca. 4900/4800–3700 cal BC), including a large part of the 
Final Neolithic (ca. 4500–3700 cal BC). These two phases 

Figure 30.2. View of the Vochynas gorge with the location of Drakaina Cave (photo taken from the west).

will be termed Drakaina I and Drakaina II, respectively, 
in this paper.

The archaeological material from the cave’s 
Neolithic deposits
Within the Neolithic sequence of layers, several hard, 
whitish-coloured units were uncovered, dated mostly to 
Drakaina II.  Through micromorphological analysis they 
were identified as lime-plastered floors.2 These surfaces, 
which were constructed at intervals, show a remarkable 
consistency in material and technique over a time span of 
almost a millennium. Furthermore, the occupational deposits 
of the cave display in situ preserved remains of hearths, as 
well as material from several raked-out fire installations 
mixed with burnt food remains.

Additionally, the Neolithic deposits of the cave contained 
a plethora of pottery: this includes a variety of wares, such 
as black burnished, Urfirnis, and dark-on-light, along with 
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Figure 30.3. Plan of Drakaina Cave (after the topographer Theodoros G. Chatzitheodorou) with the excavation grid and the neolithic 
deposits revealed to date in each trench.

zoomorphic four-legged rhyta, all characteristic of the 
Drakaina I occupation phase. Pithoid vessels with plastic 
decoration as well as polychrome and crusted wares are 
characteristic of the Drakaina II phase.

Other categories of material were represented in abundance 
as well, such as ca. 550 chipped stone formal tools and more 
that 10,500 knapping by-products. A large assemblage of ca. 
440 ground stone implements was used for various tasks, like 
food preparation, pigment processing and chert knapping.

Imported artefacts (or their raw materials) include: 
gabbro and dolerite celts, most probably from the Grevena 

area of the Pindos Mountains (Greek Mainland); a large 
number of talc beads, possibly from the Pindos Mountains 
as well; a fragment of a zoomorphic vessel made of marble 
originating from the island of Naxos in the Cyclades; 
a small number of obsidian artefacts from the island of 
Melos, also in the Cyclades; and two gypsum beads from 
the neighbouring island of Zakynthos. A few of the analysed 
pottery samples are most likely imported as well. In contrast, 
all chert artefacts subjected to petrographic and Rare Earth 
Element (REE) analyses seem to be from local sources near 
the Poros area.3
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A considerable part of the archaeological material 
was almost certainly used during gatherings, periodically 
hosted in the Drakaina Cave. It is notable that cereals and 
legumes reached the cave already processed and ready 
for consumption,4 while the bones of domesticates are 
dominated by selected body parts providing high nutritional 
yield.5 We will argue that these gatherings were related to the 
negotiation and reproduction of local social norms. Despite 
elements of continuity between chrono-cultural phases, we 
will focus here on some indications of change between 
the two main Neolithic phases of the Drakaina Cave that 
can furnish some evidence for the variable nature of those 
gatherings during the course of the Neolithic period.

The centrality and interconnection of projectile 
points and red pigment
A salient characteristic of the chipped stone assemblage 
is the large number of projectile points (Fig.  30.5); their 
number reached at least 213 specimens, after the totality 
of the chipped stone material was analysed. It is often 
asserted that projectile points can be imbued with symbolic 
value.6 A variety of indications points to the assumption that 
projectiles held a symbolic role in the gatherings that took 
place at Drakaina Cave and had a wider significance within 
the local socio-cultural context.

The LN I assemblage consists of asymmetrical points and 
transverse arrowheads. The majority of asymmetrical points 
are shouldered. The term “asymmetrical” was preferred since 
longitudinal axis asymmetry is the sole common denominator 
in this morphological category. Transverse arrowheads are 
fewer and disappear after early LN I. It is notable that the 
distinction between asymmetrical points and transverse 
arrowheads is arbitrary, since they form a morphological 
continuum. Drakaina II projectiles include tanged and 
asymmetrical points, as well as two triangular points.

At other sites across the Aegean tanged points are 
generally used after the MN/LN transition. It might be argued 
that the proliferation of obsidian in Southern Greece after 
the start of LN is related to the spread of tanged points, 
which usually exhibit more extensive bifacial flaking. 
Since Kephalonia remained effectively on the margin of the 
obsidian trade area, a rather wasteful utilisation of local raw 
materials might account for the persistence of a given lithic 
morpho-technological category. Technological “style” would 
have a passive character, as a case of “isochrestic variation.”7 
However, the introduction of tanged points at Drakaina II is 
not accompanied by any general raw material procurement 
or technological change in the chipped stone industry. For 
this reason, another explanation has to be formulated for both 
the persistence of asymmetrical points during LN I–II and 
the absence of tanged points from LN I layers.

Figure 30.4. View of the western part of Drakaina Cave with the stratigraphic sequence from the natural bedrock to modern times, 
projected on the west profile of trenches H3 to H5 and on the south profile of trench E4. The red dotted lines indicate the approximate 
level of preserved lime plaster floors occurring within the neolithic sequence.
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The Drakaina Cave chipped stone debitage is 
characterised by the overwhelming preponderance of a 
simple, occasionally bipolar flake reduction sequence. A 
blade reduction technology was only marginally practiced 
at the site, since blade(let) cores and crested blades are 
very rare. That is unlike the chipped stone assemblage 
from Choirospilia on the neighbouring island of Lefkas, 
which includes ample evidence of in situ blade production.8 
At  the early FN site of Pangali in Aetolia, across the sea 
on the mainland, a variety of reduction techniques is 
attested.9 The above observations suggest that knapping 
was a circumscribed activity at Drakaina Cave, aiming at 
the fulfilling of a specific spectrum of tasks.

A remarkable feature of the Drakaina Cave lithics is the 
selective usage of reddish chert. The symbolic connotations 
of the colour red have been extensively discussed in the 
archaeological literature.10 In the case of Drakaina lithics, 
reddish chert was almost exclusively reserved for projectile 
tips (13.6% vs. 1.3% for other tool types). Its flaking quality 
is unrelated to this pattern, since a variety of “honey” 

coloured chert, which is generally of very fine quality, was 
regularly utilised for the manufacture of other tool types. 
It seems therefore that functional considerations cannot 
account for the fact that reddish chert was avoided for 
artefacts other than projectiles.11

It has been stated that colour can act as a binding element, 
symbolically bridging different parts of the material world.12 
In this line of reasoning, the assumption that the colour 
red had a metonymic role related with some facet of local 
ideology is further supported by the abundance of ground 
stone tools used for the processing of red pigment (n=56). 
Furthermore, sherds of burnished ceramic vessels also bear 
residual stains of red pigment.

The possibility of some kind of rites involved in the 
construction of a “male” ideology and identity, mediated 
through the “engendering” of red colour symbolism, seems 
attractive. The utilisation of reddish chert would be limited 
to projectile points perhaps in order to solidify the values 
with which the colour red was symbolically connected, such 
as hunting, warfare or masculinity in general.

Figure 30.5. Various groups/types of chert projectile points from the LN and CH (including FN) layers of Drakaina Cave.
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The interrelatedness of “technological” and 
“social” in Drakaina Cave use
Essentially, the morpho-technologically conservative 
character of the projectile tip assemblage, their apparent 
symbolic connotations and their manufacture and use in 
the context of special circumstances at Drakaina Cave seem 
interrelated. It can be suggested that LN I projectiles were 
discarded following a formalised and repetitive sequence of 
events. Such events possibly included the use of red pigment, 
perhaps for the adornment of the bodies of the participants 
and/or for smearing burnished ceramic vessels, as well as 
knapping aiming primarily at the manufacture of projectile 
points. The strong tendency of spatial concentration of 
projectile points towards the external part of the cave 
during LN I is remarkable in this respect, being indicative 
of separate activity zones within the cave.

The idea that technologies and modes of social 
organisation are inseparably bounded has gained ground 
recently.13 It can be reasonably stated that they can be 
mutually constituted and transformed.14 However, elements 
of material culture can be a fundamental part of the 
“habitus” or identity of a given group to such a degree that 
their manufacture can in some cases resist profound social 
changes.15 Furthermore, it has been noted that forms of 
social control are frequently associated with the transmission 
of technical skills/knowledge, in a repetitive or ritualised 
form.16 The persistence of asymmetrical points throughout 
the LN and the construction of lime-plastered floors for an 
even longer time span suggest a consistent system of vertical 
transmission. Such a system seems directly related to the 
negotiation of local identity and communal memory, through 
social gatherings and ritual at Drakaina Cave.17

The social and/or symbolic importance of weaponry 
manufacture at Drakaina Cave is perhaps highlighted 
by a possible fragmentary clay model of an arrow shaft 
straightener. It is hard to envisage how a clay artefact could 
have been usable for an activity involving intense friction 
that would rapidly destroy the U-shaped groove. Moreover, 
striations or other signs of use are absent.

Drakaina Cave as part of a social landscape
Drakaina Cave was a focal point regarding the negotiation 
and perpetuation of a “local” ideology, through festive 
events, as a part of a landscape with multi-faceted power.18 
The gorge is the only passage from the south-eastern coast 
to the interior of the island, which is sealed by a coastal 
row of hills and mountains. Being a prominent landscape 
feature, visible from afar, it featured until recently in tales 
involving deities and other supernatural entities. It was in 
all likelihood pivotal in local cosmological and mythological 
tradition during the Neolithic as well, being a prominent 
“ancestral” landscape feature.19 The cave itself is secluded 

and hardly accessible. Difficult access and remote location 
are characteristics of sites with some sort of special use in 
many ethnographically well-documented societies.

In any case, there are obstacles in positioning the 
cave’s use with its abundance of projectiles in a merely 
economically oriented framework of subsistence strategies. 
The percentage of wild fauna in the archaeozoological 
material is rather low and comparable with that of Neolithic 
sites in the Aegean area.20 Moreover, the location of the 
cave among nearly vertical cliffs would limit the use of the 
site for routine hunting purposes. Other localities around 
the gorge are far more suitable in practical terms, without 
the disadvantage of moving on very steep terrain. The 
importance of hunting in regard to the cave’s use might lie 
in constructing an engendered identity, as well as in creating 
a specific social perception of the landscape.21 We should not 
postulate that any hunting activities were disconnected from 
subsistence, though, since in traditional societies domestic/
subsistence and ritual aspects are often inseparable.22

The use of caves for the negotiation of “male” identity 
through initiation rites has been argued for a number of sites 
in South-Eastern Italy.23 Even though we will argue that the 
impetus for the performance of non-domestic activities at 
Drakaina is more probably intrinsic to the group(s) using the 
cave, it is possible that certain features of the cave’s use, or 
even the selection of a cave site for such activities, are the 
outcome of contacts with the wider Ionian-Adriatic area. It 
has to be noted that the four-legged “Danilo” scoops can 
be interpreted as a sign of shared ritual practices from the 
Northern Adriatic region to Southern Greece.

The Drakaina Cave symbolic aspects in context
It is noteworthy that large assemblages of projectile tips 
are characteristic of many Cycladic LN and FN sites. That 
can be related to economic factors, warfare or aspects of 
power negotiation.24 These features might have been to 
some extent correlated with insularity.25 It is thus important 
to evaluate the possible role of an insular environment in 
projectile points’ increased use and, as the Drakaina Cave 
data suggest, symbolic value.

During the Neolithic, exchange networks and mutual 
relations with other groups were crucial for sites’ long-term 
viability, as well as for the viability of specific households.26 
Contacts with the mainland, however, involved considerable 
ad hoc seafaring, rather than being embedded in a more 
flexible network of down-the-line exchange. That does not 
necessarily entail that interregional contacts were harder to 
maintain, but rather that they had a different socio-economic 
basis. A smaller fraction of individuals or households would 
be directly involved, providing opportunity for aggrandising 
behaviour and elevated attained status.27 In addition, group 
fission, which might compensate for resource shortages or 
intra-group tension, appears as a less enticing option in 



31130.  Tracing social changes in the Late Neolithic/Final Neolithic transition

the case of an island lying at distance from the mainland. 
Pressure exerted on a system of social organisation with 
egalitarian or horizontal hierarchical principles could be 
conducive to competition and increased episodes of conflict, 
especially during “bad years”.

Such pressure was alleviated by the moulding of an 
identity based on local tradition and incorporating a 
symbolic relationship with the past and the ancestors. The 
operation of socially cohesive mechanisms has been claimed 
within the framework of the Greek Neolithic,28 albeit with 
differing characteristics. The identity negotiated at Drakaina 
Cave had a distinct “male” orientation, putting symbolic 
emphasis on weapons, since that was crucial in bolstering 
group cohesion in instances of crisis and inter-group 
competition. It was partly expressed with the construction 
of a material culture boundary with the mainland, selectively 
involving projectile tips. Such a situation finds parallels in 
ethno-archaeological accounts, in which certain material 
culture elements are employed for the construction and 
maintenance of a social boundary.29

The creation of a material culture boundary setting 
Kephalonia apart from the mainland involved local intra- and 
inter-group processes30 rather than being directly connected 
to mainland groups. Demarcated local identity and symbolic 
reference to the past, functioning as defining factors of local 
power negotiation and social structuring, could also aim at 
curtailing the influence of interregional networks.

At any rate, we should not view the existence of 
such a local ideology as antagonistic towards interlocal 
relations, but rather as complementary. The forging of a 
corporate identity based on local tradition could facilitate 
the incorporation of exchange networks within the local 
social context, mitigating any adverse effects.

Pottery and ornaments in the context of social 
gatherings
Pottery fragmentation provides some further evidence 
regarding the nature of the gatherings in Drakaina Cave. In 
the case of Drakaina I, Urfirnis and matte-painted pottery, 
as well as four-legged scoops, exhibit a distinctively 
high degree of fragmentation. Many different vessels are 
represented only by one sherd and rarely by more, while 
in almost all cases just a small part of any given vessel is 
preserved. Burnished and coarse pottery vessels, on the other 
hand, are more frequently represented by more numerous, 
joining sherds. It seems that some kind of selection was 
affecting the fragmentation pattern among separate pottery 
varieties, which tended to have differing biographies.

Urfinis and matte-painted pottery was prone to be part of 
intercommunal exchanges. Moreover, such pottery was used 
and consumed during activities of special, non-domestic 
character.31 Neither Urfirnis nor matte-painted ware sherds 
from Drakaina Cave ever exhibit repair holes, in marked 

contrast with black burnished and coarse ware fragments. 
This fact, combined with their pronounced degree of 
fragmentation, suggests that Urfirnis and matte-painted pots 
may have been consumed during the gatherings taking place 
in Drakaina Cave, their life span being commensurate with 
the non-domestic circumstances of their use at the site. The 
circulation of sherds after their consumption might have 
been part of the articulation of the aforementioned corporate 
identity, creating enchainment relations.32

The Spondylus gaederopus bracelets found in Drakaina 
Cave have to be considered as well. Eight fragments, dated 
to early LN I, belong to between four and six bracelets. 
Such ornaments could be locally made. Nevertheless, 
during the second half of the 6th millennium BC Spondylus 
gaederopus bracelets were part of an extended exchange 
network, reaching large parts of the LBK territory over 
Central Europe. This may have added to the value of 
the Drakaina Cave specimens, which were fragmented, 
burned and discarded as part of a single event, since all 
fragments were found in the same layer and trench. It is 
not possible, however, to evaluate more precisely their 
significance in relation to interregional connections or an 
engendered symbolic code negotiated in Drakaina Cave. In 
the contemporary LBK area Spondylus gaederopus bracelets 
were associated with male graves,33 but it is unclear if such 
a gender-specific association existed in the Aegean area.

Evidence for social change at the transition to 
Drakaina II
The transition to the Drakaina II phase is witness to 
multiple changes. Several material culture elements appear 
contemporaneously, including tanged points, pithoid vessels 
with plastic decoration and polychrome wares. At the same 
time, there is a significant intensification in the construction 
of lime plaster floors.

There are reasons to believe that the local, socially 
integrative identity mentioned earlier, exhibits signs of 
disintegration or at least some kind of change during 
the LN II period. Despite the continuing manufacture 
of asymmetrical points, the appearance of tanged points 
signals the blurring of the material culture boundary with 
the mainland.

Moreover, a group of very skilfully made, large tanged 
and barbed points (Fig. 30.5) differ from the rest in every 
stage of the operational sequence in their production. Only 
reddish or “honey”-coloured chert was utilised, unlike the 
rest of the projectiles, for which any kind of raw material 
was used independently of the degree of technical expertise. 
Prismatic blades were used as blanks, while manufacture 
should have involved at least one intermediate preform. 
As the outcome of a distinctly standardised production, 
specimens of this group exhibit a very similar size and 
length/width ratio. Such projectiles were seemingly endowed 
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with a different symbolic capital, perhaps being involved in 
novel processes of power negotiation entailing little or no 
overlap with the traditional role of projectiles during LN I.

It is notable that the standardised projectiles from 
Drakaina Cave are very similar to a point from Kitsos Cave 
in Attica, made of “chocolate” coloured flint, which dates to 
LN II.34 It seems that from the later stages of LN onwards 
such points were part of an exchange network originating 
in areas outside the obsidian trade sphere. In addition, 
the similarities in size, length/width ratio and overall 
morphology indicate that such points were elements of a 
well-defined symbolic code grounded in warfare/hunting 
and interregional connectivity/gift exchange.

At the beginning of the FN the trends of LN II were 
consolidated by a much more extensive exchange network. 
This is manifested by the circulation of large triangular 
points, perhaps more suitable for display, throughout Greece 
and the Balkans.35 Two triangular points have been found at 
Drakaina Cave, one of which is probably unfinished. It is 
important that both triangular and standardised tanged and 
barbed points are generally made of siliceous raw materials, 
which shows that, at least at the areas where obsidian was 
dominant, such exchange was driven by the desire for exotic 
objects and the material manifestation of distant contacts. 
That may well be relevant to the social context of the 
changes characterising the Drakaina II phase.

A further notable feature of the Drakaina II phase is the 
change in spatial distribution of projectile tips. These are 
no longer clustered but rather more sparsely yet evenly 
encountered, a fact underlined by the distribution of tanged 
points. This might entail that projectile points ceased to be 
deposited as part of a formalised procedure, centred on a 
particular activity area.

Regarding pottery, polychrome and crusted wares no 
longer display the conspicuously high fragmentation of 
earlier Urfirnis or matte-painted pottery. Even though many 
vessels are still represented by only one sherd, a number 
consist of several joining pieces.

To sum up, in the Drakaina II phase there is a dichotomy 
between two distinct groups of projectile tips on the 
basis of raw material utilisation, technology and degree 
of skill and know-how. This feature, in comparison with 
the situation during the LN I period, points towards 
the emergence of some kind of social segmentation 
and inequality. This would be congruent with a pattern 
postulated for the later stages of the Greek Neolithic.36 
Decorated pottery fragmentation also shows a differential 
treatment of painted ware vessels, shifting away from the 
uniformity of the preceding period. Moreover, projectile 
tips do not exhibit a clustered spatial distribution, as they 
did in LN I. The two latter features suggest that particularly 
structured aspects of the cave’s use faded after the end of 
the Drakaina I phase.

The preceding discussion favours a relationship between 
incipient social differentiation and a reorientation of the ties 
of local groups with the mainland. It is more challenging to 
evaluate whether changing elements of symbolic expression 
in Drakaina Cave fit into the same picture. The Drakaina II 
phase is characterised by an upsurge in the construction of 
lime plaster floors, which were more extended, thicker and 
constructed at shorter intervals.

The construction of lime plaster floors was a multi-
staged task, partly carried out outside the cave, while at 
least the production of lime plaster required some level 
of specialised know-how. It is notable that lime plaster 
already had a long history of use in ritual contexts in the 
Near East and Anatolia.37 In the case of Drakaina Cave, 
several properties, such as the plaster’s whiteness and its 
more complex procedure of production in comparison to 
other plasters, very likely contributed to the ascription of 
symbolic significance. Such a procedure, with a visually 
evocative result, might have been used by certain groups in 
order to emphasise certain ritual aspects of such gatherings. 
Thus, the construction or renewal of lime plaster floors could 
have been carried out in conjunction with ceremonial events. 
Whatever the actual circumstances, the intensification of 
lime plaster floor construction is an important feature, 
concomitant with other changes in the material culture 
record.

Concluding remarks
 As an epilogue, we can say that the LN I period exhibits 
certain peculiarities in Drakaina Cave. They stem, we 
believe, from an idiosyncratic trajectory of dealing with 
local social tensions, on which aspects of insularity very 
likely had a bearing. This involved heterarchy and interplay 
between network-oriented relationships and a communal 
identity rooted in local tradition. Any differences of this 
island society from Mainland Greece, however, should not 
force us to disassociate the use of Drakaina Cave from the 
upsurge in the use of caves in Southern Greece during the 
LN/FN periods. Evidence for growing regionalism exists 
after the end of the MN period.38 Non-domestic aspects 
of cave use can be related to changing perceptions of 
territoriality or group identity.

The Drakaina II phase appears to be more in line 
with developments in the wider Aegean area. There are 
indications that social segregation started to become 
reflected in the material record. Developments in the 
adjacent areas of the Greek Mainland seemingly exerted 
an increasing influence on local communities, rendering 
the effectiveness of levelling mechanisms promoting social 
cohesion redundant. Repetitive, symbolically charged 
practices certainly continued to be carried out in Drakaina 
Cave. They might differ in many respects, though, from 
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those of earlier times, and some elements, such as red colour 
symbolism, seem to be reinterpreted.

The LN/FN transition in Drakaina Cave is meaningful 
as a gradual process. The LN II phase in Drakaina Cave 
shows some evidence of continuity from LN I, such as the 
use of asymmetrical points or black burnished pottery. It 
is, however, more closely related to the FN period, since 
important novel characteristics are documented in early LN 
II that continue into FN.

As a consequence, we believe that we can get some 
insight into the long-term social dynamics of an area that 
is sparsely studied, and evaluate to some extent its position 
within the Greek Neolithic, at least for the time frame 
covering the LN and the early stages of FN. Future research 
on settlement data is of course necessary to further address 
many issues that have been touched upon in this paper.
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