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and storage vessels. The latter differ from the black-
slipped storage jars from the preceding period. Many 
have narrow necks, while others have a slight ‘ribbing’ 
between the neck and shoulder as in (Fig. 8). Bases are 
flat or occasionally rounded. A major difference between 
the earlier Harappan pottery and the Jhukar are the 
design motifs. Although there is a resemblance between 
the motifs employed in the previous period, Jhukar motifs 
are principally geometric, in distinction to the Harappan 
designs in which figurative motifs represent narrative 
scenes of  water plants and other natural phenomena. 
Like the Sorath Harappan ceramics, bent and straight 
leaves are common on Jhukar pottery and there also are 
occasional peacocks and animals. Geometrics include: 
balls with or without stems, rhombs, squares, loops, 
straight, wavy and horizontal lines, but not intersecting 
loops, labyrinths or the abstract conventional flower motif  
common on the Sorath Harappan and Late Harappan 
wares at Lothal. The same fillers employed on the Sorath 
Harappan and the Lothal, Late Harappan wares are 
all part of  the Jhukar potter’s repertoire and motifs are 
rarely left without some filler. Squares, for example, may 
be completely filled with paint. Different from the Sorath 
Harappan and Late Harappan at Lothal is a playful 
aspect of  surface treatments, in which fillers or dashed 
and wavy lines are painted with alternating red and 

black colours. The Jhukar potters produced bichrome 
effects and true polychromes. For example, leaves may be 
outlined in black and filled in with red paint and drawn 
on a field of  cream-coloured slip. These eye-catching 
designs show an innovative side to the potter’s craft and 
a technical virtuosity in achieving the results.

This very brief  outline of  the attributes of  the Sorath 
Harappan, Late Harappan at Lothal and Jhukar pottery 
styles demonstrates that there are motifs, specificities of  
form and technical elements that are common to both 
while others set them apart from one another. The 
Sorath Harappan and Late Harappan conventional 
flower motif  is not represented on the Jhukar; fillers are 
common on both types but motifs that are totally filled 
are only represented on the Jhukar. Cream-coloured 
slips and true polychromes (the use of  red, black and 
cream slip on a single vessel) are only found on the 
Jhukar with the exception of  a few illustrated examples 
from Lothal described earlier. The Jhukar polychrome 
designs are rendered in primary colours (true reds and 
blacks) often on cream slips. Their slipped exteriors are 
red/orange and painted black. The style of  decoration 
involving unslipped panels at the shoulder found on 
Sorath Harappan jars (Carter 2001: 185) appears 
to be a unique feature that is not part of  the Jhukar 
‘style’. Other design elements noted by Carter such as 
the ‘enclosed net pattern’ (referred to here as squares, 
triangles, rhombs, etc. with fillers of  various types, i.e. 

Fig. 8. Jhukar, large jar fragment from Chanhu-daro 
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Fig. 9. Jhukar ceramics with cream slip from Chanhu-daro 
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lines, dashes, etc.) and more ‘complex combination of  
motifs’ are, as he noted, decorations that are common to 
Jhukar, Sorath Harappan and Late Harappan ceramics 
at Lothal (Carter 2001: 186). The design elements as 
‘dots, crossing lines, net crossed and wavy lines’ (Possehl 
and Raval 1990: 139) are typical of  the latter two and 
rare on the Jhukar (Rao 1985: Figs. 88–89).

Based on preliminary study of  the Jhukar and the 
limited chemical analyses of  the wares at Lothal, these 
two types (possibly also the Sorath Harappan that have 
not been analysed) appear to share a common technology 
in which manganiferous pigments are manipulated for 
different colour effects. Additionally, there are surface 
features and technical elements, such as the occasional 
use of  chaff, that suggest all three types are based on a 
similar technology. There also are illustrated examples 
of  sherds with similar designs, for example, occasional 
chevron patterns common on Jhukar and isolated 
Late Harappan examples from Lothal (Rao 1985: Fig. 
92.B90). Others include comparisons by Rao of  types 
at Lothal and Jhukar motifs (Rao 1985: Fig. 88 and 
Mackay 1943: Fig. 47). These comparisons among the 
Jhukar, Sorath Harappan and Late Harappan ceramics 
need to be verified by a more thorough study based on 
macro- and microscopic analyses of  their stylistic and 
technological attributes. 

 

Conclusions and 
further questions
Returning to parallels with the design and form 
of  ceramics present on the Arabian Peninsula, this 
comparison suggests that the closest parallels are to the 
Sorath Harappan with some caveats. There are many 
similarities in vessel form and design motifs, but the 
surface characteristics, their colour and lustre, of  the 
Sorath Harappan from Rojdi, though possibly not 
from Lothal, differ from the examples from Bahrain. 
Hand examination of  Sorath Harappan from Rojdi 
and at other sites, especially Lothal, may clarify 
these differences. Still, the presence of  the signature 
‘conventional flower’ motif, the use of  rhombs and fillers 
demonstrate contact between Arabia and the region of  
Gujarat during this period and requires more intensive 
study. Finally, Cleuziou and Tosi (2008) have suggested 
that the bowls discovered in Oman are imports. Their 
closest parallels are also to the Sorath Harappan. There 
are no comparable forms among the Jhukar types.  

What also remains unclear and could be resolved by 
sourcing and technical analyses is whether the Sorath 
Harappan ceramics represent new exchange relations 

or a continuation of  those established in the preceding 
period. Based on comparisons of  the mineralogy of  a 
selection of  pottery from Mature Harappan contexts 
from Ra’s al-Jinz and Lothal, V.D. Gogte (2000) have 
documented close comparisons between the two. Is the 
trade in the Late Harappan a continuation of  earlier 
contacts with Lothal or a reorganisation in which Rojdi, 
Lothal and possibly other settlements became trading 
partners with settlements in Arabia? The replacement 
of  the traditional Harappan weights with ‘truncated 
spheroid weights of  schist and sandstone’ that are larger 
in size than the standard Harappan weights (Rao 1985: 
36) and the careless rendering of  script indicates some 
restructuring of  trade networks may have taken place. 
Are the Sorath Harappan and Late Harappan (Lothal) 
ceramic types in Gujarat from a single source or multiple 
sources? Are the production technologies of  the Sorath 
Harappan, Late Harappan and Jhukar ceramics a shared, 
independently invented style, or a product of  emulation? 
Did potters from the Lower Indus migrate to Gujarat or 
exchange their wares, taking up routes travelled in earlier 
Urban times? And finally, are these changes connected 
to the new finds at Gilund and possible restructured 
relations within neighbouring regions of  Rajasthan 
and the Ahar-Banas culture (Potts 2005)? There clearly 
are more avenues of  research needed in order to fill 
in important gaps in our understanding of  this critical 
period and its relations with cultures in Arabia. 

Robert Carter, Robert Killick, Steffen Terp Laursen and Gregory Possehl were most 
generous in providing me with the colour illustrations. Steve Weber, Laursen, and Possehl 
discussed various aspects of  the paper with me. Any errors are mine alone.
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