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Additional Abbreviations
EBA: | Early Bronze Age |
EC: | Early Cycladic (and/or Early Cypriot in some cases) |
EH: | Early Helladic |
EM: | Early Minoan |
EN: | Early Neolithic |
FN: | Final Neolithic |
IN: | Initial Neolithic |
LBA: | Late Bronze Age |
LC: | Late Cycladic (and/or Late Cypriot in certain cases) |
LH: | Late Helladic |
LM: | Late Minoan |
LN: | Late Neolithic |
MBA: | Middle Bronze Age |
MC: | Middle Cycladic (and/or Middle Cypriot in certain cases) |
MH: | Middle Helladic |
MM: | Middle Minoan |
MN: | Middle Neolithic |
Table 1. Aegean Bronze Age Approximate Chronology, Mainland Greece
Early Bronze Age or Early Helladic period | EH I | 3000–2650 BC |
EH II | 2650–2200 BC | |
EH III | 2200–2000 BC | |
Middle Bronze Age or Middle Helladic period | MH I | 2000–1900 BC |
MH II | 1900–1800 BC | |
MH III | 1800–1700 BC | |
Late Bronze Age or Late Helladic period | LH I | 1700–1600 BC |
LH II | 1600–1400 BC | |
LH IIIA | 1400–1300 BC | |
LH IIIB | 1300–1200 BC | |
LH IIIC | 1200–1100 BC |
Source: Courtesy of Eric H. Cline and Sofia Voutsaki.
It is my hope that the Oxford Handbook of the Bronze Age Aegean will provide a comprehensive overview of our current understanding of the Bronze Age Aegean (ca. 3000–1000 BC) and capture the most important debates and discussions currently ongoing within the discipline. Presented in four separate sections within the handbook, the sixty-six commissioned articles by more than sixty different scholars address a series of useful—and occasionally overlapping—topics ranging from chronological and geographical to thematic and site-specific subjects. Each was written by one or more experts who were asked to present an authoritative précis while adhering to strict word and illustration limits.
GEOGRAPHICAL AND HISTORICAL SCOPE
The geographical area of the Aegean, as considered within the handbook, comprises primarily mainland Greece, Crete, and the Cycladic Islands but extends also to Rhodes, the Dodecanese Islands, the western coast of Anatolia (modern Turkey), the eastern Mediterranean (Cyprus, Egypt, and the Levant), and the western Mediterranean (Sicily, Sardinia, and Italy). Individual articles make additional references to the Balkans and Europe. The chronological period under consideration is the Bronze Age, which runs from approximately 3000–1000 BC in the Aegean region and is roughly subdivided into the Early Bronze Age (ca. 3000–2000 BC), the Middle Bronze Age (ca. 2000–1700 BC), and the Late Bronze Age (ca. 1700–1000 BC). For more precise dates, the reader may consult table 1.1 and the entry on chronology, as well as a multitude of individual entries.
CONTENT AND STRUCTURE
The first part, Background and Definitions, contains chapters on general topics that are essential to establish the discipline in its historical, geographical, and chronological settings and its relation to other disciplines.
The second part, Chronology and Geography, contains chapters examining the Bronze Age Aegean by chronological period (Early Bronze Age, Middle Bronze Age, Late Bronze Age). In order to discuss these periods comprehensively, each one has been further subdivided geographically, so that the individual chapters are concerned with mainland Greece during the Early Bronze Age, Crete during the Early Bronze Age, the Cycladic Islands during the Early Bronze Age, and the same for the Middle Bronze Age, followed by the Late Bronze Age.
The third part, Thematic Topics, contains chapters that examine a number of thematic issues that cannot be done justice in a strictly chronological or geographical treatment, including religion, state and society, trade, warfare, pottery, writing, and burial customs, as well as specific topics such as the eruption of Santorini and the Trojan War. Some of these will have been touched upon in the previous major section (Chronology and Geography) but deserve their own extended treatment. Every attempt has been made to ensure that there are no extensive duplications, discrepancies, and/or contradictions within the materials in these different sections.
The fourth part, Specific Sites and Regions, contains chapters that examine some of the most important sites and regions in the Bronze Age Aegean and related areas, including Mycenae, Tiryns, Pylos, Knossos, Kommos, Ialysos, Troy, the Uluburun and Cape Gelidonya shipwrecks, western Anatolia, the Levant, Cyprus, Egypt, and the western Mediterranean. Each of the contributions on a specific site presents the history of the excavations, the discoveries that have been made, and the importance of each to the study of the region and time period under consideration. In almost all of the cases, the entry has been written by the excavator of the site or, if the excavator is deceased, by someone who is considered to be an expert on that site. Similarly, the entries for individual regions have been written by selected scholars who focus on their particular area of expertise.
CONTRIBUTORS
A varied group of scholars has contributed articles to this handbook. A number are established researchers whose names are known even outside their chosen fields; others are younger but highly regarded specialists whose contributions to scholarship are already changing our understanding of Bronze Age Aegean archaeology. All of the contributors have written on their particular area of specialization, whether it is a history of the discipline, an overview of a chronological period, a thematic topic, or a specific site.
GOALS AND AIMS
This handbook is meant to serve as an essential research tool and resource for the Bronze Age Aegean, with reasonably brief entries on the most important periods, places, events, and topics. Based in part on course syllabi used by several Bronze Age Aegean scholars for advanced undergraduate and graduate classes, the goal was to cover subjects that lend themselves well to individual classroom lectures and discussions and to create a volume that would allow the reader to pick it up, immediately turn to the desired subject, and learn about it in a manageable fashion. It is aimed at professionals who teach undergraduate and graduate courses on the Bronze Age Aegean, as well as advanced undergraduate and graduate students taking such courses and a select portion of the interested general public. It is hoped that the volume will also prove useful to professional scholars and advanced students in related disciplines such as Classics, ancient history, and the ancient Near East and that it will be considered an essential reference work for academic libraries worldwide.
Eric Cline
BACKGROUND AND DEFINITIONS
HISTORY OF RESEARCH
JAMES D. MUHLY
OUR modern reconstructions of Greek prehistory have always been influenced by the ways in which the ancient Greeks attempted to create a usable account of their own history. Out of a rich, inherited body of saga, folklore, and myth, the Greeks of the Archaic and Classical periods struggled to assemble a meaningful framework, a sequence of events that satisfied the needs of a contemporary audience. Obviously all of this centered round the Homeric epics, but the establishment of the structural framework seems to have been the work of Hesiod, in his sequence of the “five ages” and in his ordering of genealogical traditions in the work now known as the Catalogue of Women.
The Iliad and the Odyssey established the Trojan War as the culminating event in the prehistory of the Greek people. For Thucydides, writing in the mid-fifth century BC, the separate Hellenic states were weak and disorganized prior to the Trojan War. They lacked even a common name and could not bring themselves to do anything together (Thucydides, I.3). What they did have was a common language that was always the decisive factor in distinguishing between Greeks and barbarians. No one who did not speak Greek could possibly be considered a Greek.
It was the sequence of events associated with the Trojan War and its aftermath that gave Greeks of the historic period their Heroic past. It was this same Heroic past that inspired modern scholars to re-create an archaeological past for a preliterate age. Heinrich Schliemann went to Hisarlık in 1870 to find the capital city of Priam, the king of Troy. He then went to Mycenae in 1876 to find the graves of Agamemnon and all of those involved in the downfall of the House of Atreus. Arthur Evans went to Knossos in 1900 to find the palace of Minos, the king who ruled the seas and for whom the craftsman Daidalos built the Labyrinth. Carl Blegen went back to Troy in 1932 in order to determine what city, out of the nine that made up the prehistoric mound, could best be identified as Homeric Troy. He then went to Ano Englianos, in the southwestern Peloponnese, in 1939 to find the palace of Nestor, the king of Pylos. In other words, our modern reconstruction of Greek prehistory has been motivated and guided by the Heroic past that the ancient Greeks had created for themselves.
The problem is that modern scholars have tried to create a serious history out of fantasy and folklore. In retrospect it is hard to imagine how it could otherwise have happened. What else could possibly have motivated early researchers than the desire to establish the reliability and accuracy of ancient literary traditions? In 1878 Charles Newton, then Keeper of Greek and Roman Antiquities in the British Museum, writing about Schliemann’s discoveries at Mycenae in 1876, came to the following conclusion:
How much the story of Agamemnon is really to be accepted as fact, and by what test we may discriminate between that which is merely plausible fiction and that residuum of true history which can be detected under a mythic disguise in this and other Greek legends, are problems as yet unsolved, notwithstanding the immense amount of erudition and subtle criticism which has been expended on them. (Fitton 1995, 76)
One hundred and thirty years later these problems are, of course, still unresolved, and, in recent years, most Aegean prehistorians have concluded that they can never be resolved because they represent what for George Grote, the great 19th-century historian of ancient Greece, constituted “a past that never was present.”
Best to move on to other things, it was argued, and to look upon sites such as Troy, Mycenae, and Pylos not as being inhabited by the likes of Priam, Agamemnon, and Nestor but as important centers of Bronze Age civilization. Yet, our very concepts of Bronze Age and Iron Age go back to Hesiod, and we will never be able to visit Mycenae without thinking of Agamemnon and Clytemnestra. Nor would we necessarily ever want to do so. What Schliemann and Evans did, in its most basic sense, was to take Greek historical and literary scholarship out of the library and into the field. They demonstrated, once and for all, that sites such as Mycenae, Tiryns, Pylos, Thebes, and Orchomenos had a reality that could be uncovered by careful archaeological investigation. The exact nature of the relationship between that reality and the heroic past of ancient Greece will probably never be understood, but most scholars today feel that much more can be accomplished by trying to understand such sites within a framework now identified by terms such as Late Minoan IA and IB than by worrying about the historicity of Minos and his Labyrinth.
Just as ancient Greece moved from a heroic mythical past in the Bronze Age, to a glorious historical present in the Archaic and Classical periods, so Bronze Age scholarship has moved from a heroic past dominated by larger-than-life figures such as Schliemann, Evans, Tsountas, Wace, and Blegen, to an international, multidisciplinary present that is increasingly dominated by science and technology. Behind all of this, past and present, looms the figure of Homer. Whatever one’s own interests and areas of specialization, it is probably true that no Bronze Age scholar has ever worked independently of Homer. Hesiod has always taken a more secondary, subsidiary role, yet his work was critical for the formulation of the Heroic Age, as seen by the ancient Greeks. There are probably good reasons for this. Didactic poetry will never be able to compete with the grand sweep of epic, and, in any case, Homer was simply a much better poet. One need look only at the outpouring of recent scholarship on all aspects of the study of Homer and Hesiod to appreciate the enduring importance of both poets in the 21st century AD.
There is considerable interest today in what can be described as the history of scholarship. Works such as William McDonald and Carol Thomas’s Progress into the Past and J. Lesley Fitton’s The Discovery of the Greek Bronze Age give excellent accounts of the historical development of Bronze Age scholarship and of Aegean archaeology from before Schliemann to the decipherment of Linear B by Michael Ventris. Although they both cover the same basic material, they are very different in scope and in approach and complement each other quite nicely. Mention should also be made of the excellent short handbook by Carol Thomas, Myth Becomes History: Pre-Classical Greece, written for students of ancient history and containing extensive bibliography.
McDonald’s approach is more episodic, analyzing a number of key works of synthesis at different stages of the story, such as Tsountas and Manatt’s The Mycenaean Age, Gustav Glotz on The Aegean Civilization, and H. L. Lorimer’s Homer and the Monuments. Fitton’s work is more analytical. She does a wonderful job of evaluating the work of many important scholars while at the same time putting things together into a grand historical narrative. McDonald, who worked with Blegen at Pylos in 1939 and, as a graduate student, actually excavated the first archive of Linear B tablets found on the Greek mainland, tends to emphasize contributions made by American scholars, whereas Fitton places considerable emphasis upon the role of the British Museum and the writings of early British travelers to Greece. Both McDonald and Fitton have a keen interest in trying to understand the present focus and the future course of Aegean Bronze Age archaeology.
It was the study of seal stones from Crete and their possible evidence for early pictographic writing that first involved Arthur Evans in the antiquities of the island and led to one of his earliest publications, Cretan Pictographs and Prae-Phoenician Scripts. The study of Minoan and Mycenaean seal stones and clay sealings soon developed into one of the major research areas in Bronze Age archaeology. The Corpus der minoischen und mykenischen Siegel, soon to become known as the CMS, published its first volume in 1964. Some twenty-five volumes were to follow, along with six Beiheft or supplementary volumes, making the CMS one of the most comprehensive, most significant research enterprises in Aegean archaeology. Originally established by Friedrich Matz, the series has long been edited by Igno Pini at Marburg. An excellent introduction to research in this field has now been published by Olga Krzyszkowska.
Probably the most significant development in the study of Bronze Age archaeology in the 20th century was the recognition of the importance of pottery, resulting in the development of ceramic studies almost as a separate discipline. Carl Blegen began his career as a field archaeologist not at Troy or at Pylos but at the tiny prehistoric site of Korakou, near Cornith, where he uncovered a deep stratigraphic sequence of Early, Middle, and Late Helladic pottery styles (as they came to be called thanks to this excavation). This he published in 1921, and scholarship over the past ninety years has refined and elaborated Blegen’s basic sequence. As Blegen himself put it, “Korakou explains Tiryns and Mycenae” (Fitton 1996, 147). The importance of pottery had, to some extent, been recognized right from the start with the pioneering study of Mykenische Vasen by Furtwängler and Loeschcke. For the modern study of Mycenaean pottery the basic publication has long been Mycenaean Pottery: Analysis and Classification by Furumark, the work that established the chronological sequence for both shapes and motifs. What is most remarkable about this fundamental work is that Furumark worked almost entirely from photographs, with no access to the vases themselves. An excellent synthesis of scholarship since Furumark is Mycenaean Pottery: An Introduction by Mountjoy. For Minoan pottery, the basic handbook has long been Betancourt’s The History of Minoan Pottery.
Pottery study is a field that abounds in specialized studies and monographs. It is important to understand that the establishment of a ceramic sequence establishes a relative chronology. What scholars now realize is that this sequence is usually valid only for a particular region, and the study of variations in regional styles of pottery is one of the major aspects of current research in the field. An excellent account of present-day complexities in the discipline is the two-volume work by Mountjoy titled Regional Mycenaean Decorated Pottery. In recent years the trend has been to study the pottery of individual chronological periods. The pottery associated with the collapse of the Bronze Age world in the early 12th century BC, a style known as Late Helladic IIIC, has been the subject of several international conferences sponsored by the Austrian Academy of Sciences in Vienna. Specialization has reached the point where an entire conference can be devoted to LH IIIC Middle (held in Vienna in 2004; published in 2007; see also Thomatos 2006). There are also specialized monographs devoted to individual types of pottery. Outstanding in this regard is Aegean Bronze Age Rhyta by Robert Koehl.
What about absolute chronology? When did it all take place? Chronology has always been seen as crucial to any understanding of past events. For Herodotus, Homer lived some four hundred years before his time, or ca. 850 BC, and the Trojan War took place another four hundred years earlier, or ca. 1250 BC. No one in antiquity ever seriously believed that Homer was a contemporary of the world he described in such a haunting fashion. Was there any reason, nevertheless, to take seriously a Hellenistic chronographic tradition, based upon very dubious evidence, that dated the Trojan War at 1193–1184 BC?
When Schliemann presented his discoveries at Mycenae to a very receptive general public, he was greeted with great skepticism by the leading Classical scholars of the day, especially R. C. Jebb, the great editor of the plays of Sophocles. The art of Greece was the art of Phidias and the Parthenon. The gold jewelry from the Shaft Graves at Mycenae was seen as crude and barbarous, probably the work of Scythian nomads. But Charles Newton saw that the pottery from Mycenae was very similar to that found by Biliotti in his excavations at Ialysos on Rhodes in 1868 and 1870. That pottery, sent to the British Museum, had been found in association with a scarab of the Egyptian pharaoh Amenhotep III, now dated to 1391–1353 BC.
The first sherds of what came to be recognized as Kamares ware, the hallmark of the Middle Minoan II period, were discovered by Flinders Petrie at Lahun in Egypt in 1889–1890, ten years before Evans began work at Knossos and five years before John Linton Myers found the pottery at the Kamares Cave itself. Petrie soon recognized that Egypt, with its rich tradition of contemporary historical records, was destined to serve as the basis for the reconstruction of an absolute chronology for the Aegean Bronze Age.
To a great extent this is true still today. Minoan and Mycenaean pottery found in datable Egyptian contexts and inscribed Egyptian objects found in secure Aegean contexts enabled Evans to reconstruct a tripartite framework for Minoan chronology, and Carl Blegen was soon to extend this system to the world of Mycenaean Greece. It might seem surprising, in this high-tech world of Greenland ice cores, Santorini tephra, radiocarbon dating, and dendrochronology, that Egyptian historical records still play such a central role in our understanding of the chronology of the Aegean Bronze Age. The reasons for this are quite simple: The Egyptian records are, for the most part, contemporary with the events they describe (and date). Modern scientific dating techniques, however sophisticated, still represent modern attempts to reconstruct a chronology for events that happened three or four thousand years ago. The more we work with the range of scientific dating techniques available to the modern scholar the more we come to realize the complexity of each technique and the number of variables that have to be understood and accounted for.
The role of Egypt in the establishment of the absolute chronology of the eastern Mediterranean during the second millennium BC has been enhanced in recent years as the result of two spectacular excavations: (1) The excavations by Spyridon Marinatos at the site of Akrotiri on the southern coast of the island of Thera, starting in 1967, uncovered an LM IA settlement buried under pumice and ash from the fallout of a huge volcanic eruption that is to be dated in the mid-second millennium BC; and (2) the excavations by Manfred Bietak at the site of Tell el-Dabca, ancient Avaris, in the eastern delta of the Nile Valley, with spectacular wall paintings in a Minoan style, formerly placed in the period of the Hyksos rulers of Egypt (1638–1540 BC) but now dated to the reign of Thutmose III (1479–1425 BC). The arguments over dating the eruption of Thera and the wall paintings of Tell el-Dabca have split asunder the world of Bronze Age Aegean archaeology. Those who favor the ‘scientific’ chronology, based upon radiocarbon dates and dendrochronology, place the eruption of Thera at ca. 1620 BC. Those who favor the ‘historical’ chronology, based upon synchronisms with New Kingdom Egypt, date the eruption to ca. 1520 BC.
These issues were first discussed in a series of three international Thera congresses, organized by Marinatos and starting in 1968. Following the death of Marinatos in 1978, the venue for the discussion of these problems eventually shifted from Athens to Vienna in recognition of the importance of the work of Bietak on behalf of the Austrian Academy of Sciences. The first volume of studies on the excavations at Tell el-Dabca appeared in 1975. For absolute chronology, the most important development was the establishment in 2000, by Bietak, of an international conference series to be known as SCIEM 2000 (SCIEM = The Synchronisation of Civilisations in the Eastern Mediterranean in the Second Millennium BC). Volume XX in this series, dealing with The Bronze Age in the Lebanon, has just appeared (Bietak and Czerny 2008). In 1990 Bietak established a new journal, Ägypten und Levante, soon to also acquire an English version of the title: Egypt and the Levant (with vol. VI for 1996). This journal now publishes, among other things, the proceedings of conferences and workshops held under the auspices of SCIEM 2000. The most recent of these, in vol. XVI for 2006, was a workshop on “Egypt and Time: Proceedings of a Workshop on Precision and Accuracy of the Egyptian Historical Chronology.” Those who believe that the ‘high or ‘scientific’ chronology must be correct but who also find it difficult to ignore well-established synchronisms with New Kingdom Egypt, have concluded that Egyptian historical chronology must be off by about one hundred years. This is exceedingly unlikely.
The arguments on both sides of this debate constitute an excellent reflection of the state of Bronze Age archaeology in the early 21st century AD. Many of the technical arguments seem to be a long way from the world of Homer, but relations between Greece and Egypt, and especially Crete and Egypt, have long been part of the archaeology of the world of Homer. In 1930, Pendlebury, who, in the course of his brief career as a field archaeologist, had excavated both in Crete (at Knossos) and in Egypt (at Tell el-Amarna) published his monograph titled Aegyptiaca: A Catalogue of Egyptian Objects in the Aegean Area. In that same year, he published an article in the Journal of Egyptian Archaeology on “Egypt and the Aegean in the Late Bronze Age.” For Pendlebury, the end of Minoan civilization was brought about by a revolt of oppressed Aegean people against hated Minoan domination. These ‘historical’ events provided the background for the myth of Theseus, who liberated his fellow Athenians from the tyranny of Minos and his Labyrinth. This was Bronze Age archaeology in the grand old tradition of using mythology in an attempt to write history. Today no reputable Bronze Age archaeologist would ever hazard such a reconstruction. The new monograph by Jacqueline Phillips titled Aegyptiaca on the Island of Crete in Their Chronological Context: A Critical Review, published as a volume in the SCIEM 2000 series, will be very different from what Pendlebury published in 1930.
These differences reflect the tremendous growth of the discipline of Bronze Age archaeology over the past eighty years. Thanks to the impact and influence of a whole range of disciplines, the Bronze Age archaeologist in now capable of presenting excavated material in ways unthinkable even a few decades ago. Consider, just to give one example, the ways in which a scholar such as Marian Feldman is capable of evaluating the international style of art that developed in the 14th and 13th centuries BC (in her book Diplomacy by Design and her earlier article in the Art Bulletin).
In the late 19th and early 20th century AD, the Egyptologist Flinders Petrie had a much better understanding of the antiquity of Mycenaean civilization than did his colleagues in Classical Archaeology. It was Petrie who demonstrated to William Ramsay, in his article on “Notes on the Antiquities of Mykenae,” that the lions on the Lion Gate at Mycenae had nothing to do with those shown on the façade of the Phrygian tomb at Arslan Taş. Petrie argued that the Lion Gate was to be dated in the 15th century BC, not the 8th.
Ramsay was not alone in believing that Mycenaean civilization was no older than the 8th century BC. For instance, A. S. Murray of the British Museum, in his Handbook of Greek Archaeology, published in 1892, argued that the antiquity of the remains of Mycenaean Greece had been greatly exaggerated. He firmly believed that Mycenae and Tiryns were the work of Greek tyrants in the 7th century BC. This is the same Murray who went on to excavate at Enkomi (Cyprus) at the end of the century on behalf of the British Museum.
We tend to forget just how revolutionary the work of Heinrich Schliemann really was. For all his faults as an excavator, Schliemann set the field of Bronze Age archaeology on a path from which it has never deviated. He made it possible for the fantasies of the past to be turned into the solid scholarship of today. Schliemann was more than capable of defending himself against his critics. When Sir Richard Jebb (1882) argued that Hisarlık was not Troy and that Mycenae and Tiryns were Byzantine fortresses, Schliemann replied, in his Troia publication (1884, 237): “No courtesy on my part can save Professor Jebb from the fate on which an eminent classical scholar rushes when he mingles in an archaeological debate in ignorance of the first principles of archaeology” (for this debate see Morris 1997, 119). What is remarkable here is that Schliemann is already arguing as an archaeologist in defense of a new discipline that he did so much to bring into existence.
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CHRONOLOGY AND TERMINOLOGY
STURT W. MANNING
A VERY BRIEF HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION
Scholarship that is concerned with the discovery, creation, and interpretation of Aegean prehistory has, throughout its history (mid-19th century AD to present; e.g., McDonald and Thomas 1990; Papadopoulos 2005; Darcque, Fotiadis, and Polychronopoulou 2006; Manning 2008a), been intimately associated with the allocation and categorization of time. Dialectically, the field has been strongly shaped by these time frames as developed by modern scholars. Chronology has become both framework and constraint, friend and problem. If we know nothing else (concretely), we at least hope to put things in order, but how we create this order and how we choose to see the framework entirely creates our ‘prehistory.’
The early 19th-century AD concept of the Three Age system developed from Thomsen’s reorganization of the National Museum of Denmark (originally Stone Age, Bronze Age, Iron Age; cf. Daniel 1943; Gräslund 1987) and its ideas of evolutionary progression became the standard in most European (region and scholarship) prehistory. In turn, it was transferred to the Near East and the Mediterranean. In the Aegean, via especially the Three Age division of Egyptian history into the Old, Middle, and New Kingdoms for the third-second millennia BC, this framework of classification led to the creation of an Early, Middle, and Late Bronze Age in the Aegean (and before the Bronze Age the Neolithic and afterward the Iron Age) and then to further subdivisions (also typically tripartite, at least to start) of I, II, and III within these periods (Evans 1906 represents a succinct statement and delineation of such a method for Crete). And often further subdivisions, typically of A, B, and C (with a typically tripartite maximum and sometimes even additional subdivisions) were added later; thus, we have ‘Late Minoan IIIA2 early’ or ‘Late Helladic IIIB2’ (and even further Early and Late groups; see Vitale 2006) at the extreme. Some additional transitional phases have also been suggested at various times, for example a Middle Minoan III—Late Minoan IA transition (Warren 1991) (see caption to table 2.2).
Each main region, moreover, has its own system: thus Early, Middle, and Late Cycladic and subdivisions; Early, Middle, and Late Helladic and subdivisions; and Early, Middle, and Late Minoan and subdivisions. Western Anatolia has avoided regionalization and either has only key site sequences or Early, Middle, and Late Bronze Ages with various subdivisions. These classifications and their own evolutionary processes have led to an undeniably cumbersome and artificial structure with which scholars actively contend today. Much of our evidence and interpretation does not neatly fit such a unilinear evolutionary framework in terms of both time progression and space (different sites and regions had slightly to more substantially varying histories).
A quest to create some sort of structure and to bring order to a couple of millennia of calendar time has, over the course of the later 19th through the early 21st centuries AD thus come to create an incredibly rich, dense, ad hoc, and arcane system for describing and demarcating the time frame of the Aegean Bronze Age. For some, chronology became an end in itself (and it is almost a subfield of study of its own), forever to be elaborated and pursued to some elusive goal of a totality of knowledge. For others, chronology has, however, become almost a pejorative term—and its central role in Aegean prehistory is argued to distract attention from the more important topics of wider culture change, process, and history, as well as the role of this preclassical world in the creation of later classical civilization. Proponents of such views would argue that we need an agreed approximate framework, yes, but not endless detail and caveats.
An analogous situation exists for the chronology of prehistoric Cyprus, and, in response, Knapp and colleagues (e.g., Given and Knapp 2003, 30) have for some years proposed a much simplified/generalized chronological framework; thus, ‘Early Prehistoric,’ ‘Prehistoric Bronze Age,’ and ‘Protohistoric Bronze Age’ cover the entire previous Epipalaeolithic/Akrotiri phase, Aceramic Neolithic (early, late), Ceramic Neolithic, Early Chalcolithic, Middle Chalcolithic, Late Chalcolithic, Early Bronze/Cypriot I, II, III, Middle Bronze/Cypriot I, II, III, and Late Bronze/Cypriot I, II, III (and various subdivisions) phases. Knapp finds this useful, but many in the field have ignored or criticized this ‘brave’ attempt to cut through the minutiae (e.g., Frankel 2008).
There are two basic types of chronology in Aegean Bronze Age studies: relative chronology and absolute chronology.
RELATIVE CHRONOLOGY
Relative chronology refers to the temporal ordering of objects and events relative to each other, such that assemblage (or context or object, etc.) ‘A’ is older or younger than or equivalent to assemblage ‘B,’ and so on. At a particular site this can be a clear stratigraphic ordering, such that level 10 is followed by level 9, and so on to the most recent level 1. However, on a wider basis, connecting different contexts or sites, comparisons are made between artifact types (and assemblages thereof). Sets of stylistic traits are thus defined to represent one context or phase or period or culture and so on, and assemblages found in different contexts or at different sites with similar stylistic traits are then linked—as seemingly very similar (and more or less) contemporary or as seemingly a bit earlier or later, and so forth. At Knossos on Crete, Evans found a (complicated) stratigraphic sequence at the beginning of the 20th century AD (Evans 1921–1935), which ran from the Neolithic through the post-Minoan, thus almost immediately creating the basis for a long diachronic synthesis (though many details were clarified only many years later, if at all; see Pendlebury 1939, xxxi–xxxii; Evely, Hughes-Brock, and Momigliano 1994; Cadogan, Hatzaki, and Vasilakis 2004).
Ideally, stratigraphic sequences set the order of the typological sequences, but, as Petrie (1899) showed, assemblages that lack stratigraphic order (grave assemblages in his case) can still be plausibly best ordered through what he termed sequence analysis. Petrie minimized the relative duration of sets of typological elements on the basis that this was the most efficient general solution (for general archaeological applications of seriation since then, see, e.g., O’Brien and Lee 1999). Turning to the Aegean, we may note that an attempt to better delineate Early Bronze groups (also known largely from cemeteries at the time) in the Cyclades along statistical lines was attempted (with only partial success) by Renfrew (1972, 142–47 and appendix 3). Luckily, subsequent work has found and investigated stratigraphic sequences, which now provide key evidence to better define the Early Cycladic period (e.g., Marangou, Renfrew, Doumas, and Gavalas 2006; Renfrew 2007; Renfrew, Doumas, Marangou, and Gavalas 2007; Brodie, Doole, Gavalas, and Renfrew 2008; Kouka 2009).
By 1903, Montelius had created a typologically derived chronology for Europe, and such work formed the general basis to wider European prehistory for the next two to three generations of scholarship, seen in seminal works such as Childe 1925. A contrast was available in the Aegean, however, as stratigraphic sequences, even if imperfect, informed the efforts to create chronology on Crete and the mainland. Thus, Evans (1906) proposed a Three Age stratigraphic-typological sequence for Crete, taking the term ‘Minoan’ from its legendary king Minos, and Wace and Blegen (1916–1918) did the same for the mainland, using the term ‘Helladic’ (thus, Early Helladic, Middle Helladic, Late Helladic—sometimes ‘Mycenaean’ is used in place of Late Helladic). Purported criticisms of these approximate stratigraphic systems in favor of architecturally or culturally based assessments (notably Åberg 1933) were rejected by most (but see below) and gave the Aegean a key place in the development of European prehistory (see, e.g., Childe 1935; for specific responses regarding Crete, see, e.g., Pendlebury 1939). Åberg’s (1933) observations regarding instances of cultural (architectural) sequence and regionalism (and generally in favor of a more compressed European prehistoric chronology) were useful correctives, nonetheless. The Three Age–based, stratigraphy-typology derived structures became largely standard for the chronology of the Aegean Bronze Age, and, as Åberg’s (1933) synthesis among others demonstrated (despite criticisms), the mainland, Cretan, and Cycladic sequences could be approximately related, and an overall Aegean chronology was thus available.
Two partial exceptions to this standard, tripartite ordering process also developed. In the Cycladic Islands Renfrew (1972) and then Doumas (1977) proposed to break with the use of Early Cycladic I, II, III, and so forth and instead to employ cultural groupings, principally the Grotta-Pelos culture, the Keros-Syros culture, and the Phylakopi I culture, along with some intermediary groups (especially the Kampos group between Early Cycladic I and Early Cycladic II, and the Kastri group between Early Cycladic II and Early Cycladic III, as well as other subregional or intermediary variants like the now abandoned ‘Amorgos Group’). They based their proposal partly on the longstanding lack of stratigraphic sequences in the Cycladic Islands and partly on theoretical or appropriateness grounds. The logic was sensible, but the reality of these groupings as real ‘cultural groupings’ was questionable, and, to be pragmatic, the groups largely equated with the conventional Early Cycladic I, Early Cycladic II, and Early Cycladic III labels (adding Early Cycladic IIIA and IIIB; see Barber and MacGillivray 1980) and perhaps made less difference than hoped. The complex but fragmented world of the Cycladic Islands offers two other challenges to uniformitarian scholarship. First, the lack of replicated, long stratigraphic sequences leaves some possible gaps in the overall sequence, most notably between the Kastri and Phylakopi I groups in the Early Bronze 3 period (Rutter 1984; Broodbank 2000, 331–35), but see the later discussion. Second, our evidence remains incomplete even today. Just in the last few years new, hitherto unknown, material cultural groupings have been recognized, in particular the ‘Rivari Group’ found on Melos (Renfrew 2008, 4–5). Differences between islands, moreover, highlight the issues of regionalism and variability in the temporal and spatial dimensions and thus the problem of rigid, overarching chronological frameworks. In the subsequent Middle and Late Bronze Age periods, Cycladic phasing is understood mainly in terms of the sequences at Phylakopi on Melos and Ayia Irini on Kea and increasingly at Akrotiri on Thera (see Barber 1987; MacGillivray and Barber 1984; Renfrew 2007; Nikolakopoulou, Georma, Moschou, and Sofianou 2008), but nonetheless the labels Middle Cycladic I, II, II, and Late Cycladic I, II, and III are standard. (Although it is now dated in light of important subsequent work, MacGillivray and Barber [1984, 301] provide a useful chart of the Cycladic phases and their approximate placement against the mainland and Cretan phases.)
The other main alternative paradigm developed on Crete, where an archaeological framework based on the main architectural/historical phases has appealed to many (beginning with Åberg 1933 and given modern form by Platon 1961; 1968). Thus, we have a Prepalatial period (Early Minoan I–Middle Minoan IA ceramic phases), a Protopalatial period (the first or Old Palace period, comprising the Middle Minoan IB–II ceramic phases), a Neopalatial period (the second or New Palace period, comprising Middle Minoan III to Late Minoan IB), a Monopalatial period (only at Knossos in Late Minoan II to IIIA2 early, when Knossos appears to have been the only functioning palace on the island and to have exerted control over much of central and west Crete at least), and a Postpalatial period (Late Minoan III, except Knossos, where the palace appears to have functioned until Late Minoan IIIB).
Over the course of the last century, relative chronologies for each Aegean region have thus been constructed, linking assemblages and sites together, with the various typological groups placed into an approximate order (for example, Early Minoan IA, IB, IIA, IIB, III; Middle Minoan IA, IB, II, IIIA, IIIB; sometimes with various individual ceramic wares or classes noted either within or across these periods, like EM Ayios Onouphrios ware or MM Kamares ware on Crete; see Betancourt 1985). Endless elaboration and further subdivision is both possible and inevitable, as new sites and assemblages are found and studied; for example, after many years of debate and some nonclarity, very recent scholarship now offers a much better definition for the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age in the Cycladic islands (Nikolakopoulou, Georma, Moschou, and Sofianou 2008) and largely closes the Early Cycladic III gap (much as suggested by Broodbank 2000, 331–35).
The various regions can then be coordinated with each other to build an overall, relative chronological map of the Aegean by comparing instances of exchanges of material culture or apparent stylistic traits. For example, the sauceboat form and several other indicators are found widely in the earlier to mid-Early Bronze Age 2 period of the Aegean (Early Helladic II, Early Cycladic II, Early Minoan IIA) and serve to link a variety of contexts and cultures from Troy and the northern Aegean to as far south as Knossos on Crete (Broodbank 2000, 305–309). Or, the finds of Phylakopi I duck vases (especially) in the Cyclades and southeast Aegean and then Cretan Middle Minoan IA ceramics in parts of the Cyclades and the mainland tie a series of contexts together in successive time slices and in trade, cultural, and perhaps political ways at the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age (Broodbank 2000, 351–61).
A fundamental problem, though, when one considers the apparent neat framework of the Aegean relative chronology, is the relationship between the typology of material cultural classes—be they ceramic forms and decoration or forms of metal objects and so on—and time, history, and human culture. Some types of material culture tend to be more conservative and stay similar over long periods (for example, storage vessels and cooking utensils are often suggested as belonging in this category), whereas others change rapidly (i.e., as soon as any improvement is available) (weapons and other critical technologies are usually placed in this category), and most lie in some rather ill-understood middle region. Major stratigraphic breaks and building changes at important sites (or across a group of sites) are often seen as demarcating key historical or cultural changes, yet there is no reason that material culture in the form of, let us say, ceramics will reflect these changes (or not immediately). However, in reverse, such major stratigraphic changes at sites (for example, the ubiquitous ‘destruction’ horizon) usually provide the large bodies of ceramic material that archaeologists then study and use to define the typologies and stylistic phasings and thence chronology. We thus have detailed views through open windows for these destruction events only, from which we can learn a lot, and then closed blinds/curtains for much of the rest of the overall timescale. Thus, some end of phase assemblages (e.g., the Late Minoan IB destruction horizon on Crete) largely define the past we have, leaving out much of the rest of the life of a site and wider regional groupings (in this case early through mid- to mature Late Minoan IB; perhaps also tending to seem to minimize real chronological spans for overall periods in some such cases, as perhaps for Late Minoan IB: see Manning 2009).
The relative chronologies that scholars construct end up with boxes of time labeled as Late Helladic I, then IIA, then IIB, and so on. These are correlated (through exchanges and stylistic similarities) with Late Minoan IA, IB, II, and so on to yield an overall (or macro) Late Bronze 1, 2, and so on regional chronology. This is a useful heuristic device, and the standard framework constructed from years of scholarship is invaluable. However, it is also deeply misleading. Style in material culture is dynamic, and different aspects change or do not change at varying rates within any society and among different groups and places and at different times for many reasons, thereby affecting scales from individual actors to the wider regional settings (including processes linked with biography, status, gender, and ethnicity as much as wider group values, technology, trade, and so on). Fundamentally, one style (and certainly any grouping of styles) neither starts nor ends on any wider basis on a given day, month, year, or maybe even decade, and plural styles and interplays are possible, if not likely. Regionalism can also act to create confusion, with one area apparently conservative with certain ‘old’ styles continuing in use, whereas another area adopts new styles or influences—yet these different assemblages can be contemporary.
Two examples illustrate the issues. One dynamic form of regionalism/variation occurs on the eastern-central mainland in late Early Helladic II marked by the appearance of new ceramic forms and technology—linked to the Kastri Group in the Cyclades and progenitors in the east Aegean and western Anatolia (in Anatolian terms it is EBIIIA)—conspicuous at some sites and a minor presence at others. Taking its name from the site where it was first recognized as a major element, this grouping or phase is referred to as the Lefkandi I culture/phase (Rutter 1979). It appears largely contemporary with later Early Helladic II (though some see it as representing initial Early Bronze 3 = Early Helladic IIIA (see Manning 1995, 51–63; Rutter 1983; Warren and Hankey 1989, 36–42; Broodbank 2000, 309–19; Kouka 2009). This Lefkandi I phase is not just a regional variant; it also represents new ways of doing things: new technology (wheel-made), new shapes/styles, new external influences, and new or refocused social practices embodied in these new artifact types. These new ways seem to play a central role in restructuring the whole Early Helladic world as seen by the subsequent period.
Another form of regionalism is the more typical occurrence of significant temporal/spatial variation, where one region seems to precede or lag another. An example in general terms can be seen when east Crete continues with its Early Minoan III styles into the temporal period, when central Crete, and especially the sequence as defined at Knossos, has adopted the distinctive new Middle Minoan IA styles—and thus into the chronological period called Middle Minoan IA as a general label (Warren and Hankey 1989, 20; Momigliano 2000).
Table 2.1. Schematic and summary relative chronology for the Aegean Bronze Age showing the main phases and sequences.
Source: Courtesy of the author.
It is important to appreciate these variations and dynamic processes. Yet, for all intensive purposes, Aegean prehistory rather pretends that style-based periods do typically start and end fairly neatly and that time frames can be mapped out in clear boxes of time, one after the other. This might seem practical and harmless enough if everyone understands the true, inherently fuzzy nature, but the problem with abbreviations and labels is that they come to have their own reality as they enter textbooks and common currency, sometimes independently of the information they summarize. They become factoids that are then transferred into other categories of thinking. This can particularly impact Aegean prehistory because of the logical or practical problem that the ceramic and stratigraphic labels are often the same—yet there is no reason they should relate. A system in which the material culture is comprehensively and consistently defined in its own terms (by, e.g., wares), which are then linked to whichever stratigraphic phase or phases in which they occur, as on Bronze Age Cyprus, would have merits.
More practically for the student and general reader, relative chronology has become a gate-keeping technology for the academic field: Only the initiated understand the otherwise impenetrable terms such as LH IIIA2 early or EM IB or Transitional LH IIIB2–LH IIIC Early or late Prepalatial, or the Grotta-Pelos culture and so on. Much of this tradition stems from the largely Classical roots of the discipline and its key practitioners; classics has long employed a system of abbreviations, codes, and technical terms known only to those in the field, and Aegean prehistory unfortunately extended this tradition (see table 2.1).
ABSOLUTE CHRONOLOGY
Absolute chronology is simple in concept but fiendish in practice; it means the ability to allocate the Western calendar timescale (thus dates AD/CE or BC/BCE) to archaeological contexts, objects, or discussions. Thus, we hope to be able to make statements that such and such an artifact, type of artifact, building, series of changes in the archaeological record, or burial dates to such and such a century, set of years, or, in a perfect world, even a specific year. The problem is how to establish the calendar years.
Archaeological-Historical Dating
One approach to dating the Aegean Bronze Age tries to link exports or imports of objects or apparent stylistic features or technologies between the Aegean world and the approximately historically dated cultures of Egypt and the Near East. Subject to possible time lags in import/export processes and to how long an imported object remains in use before becoming incorporated in the archaeological context, where it is subsequently found by modern excavations and scholarship, the assumption is that the Egyptian/Near Eastern date associated with either the import or the context of the Aegean export can be roughly applied to the associated Aegean cultural phase. Thus, for example, when Sir Flinders Petrie found Middle Minoan Kamares ware ceramics in Middle Kingdom Egyptian contexts and Late Helladic IIIA2 ceramics at Tell el-Amarna in Egypt, along with finds of other Aegean exports, he provided a solid chronological basis to Mycenaean and Minoan chronology (Petrie 1890; 1891a, 9–10; 1891b; Petrie 1894; Phillips 1997). In this way the Aegean Bronze Age was first established as a genuine pre-Classical period.
The date for the Egyptian or Near Eastern context or object is possible because various written/inscribed records from Egypt, Assyria, Babylonia, and so on provide lists of kings and other officials and sometimes the period of time they reigned or held office (in years and sometimes even the months and days), and in several cases we have long more or less continuous ‘king lists.’ Calendar dates are then calculated, in some cases on the basis of an ancient record of an astronomical event (like an eclipse, the first reappearance of a conspicuous star, or records of the moon) and in others on the basis of dead reckoning—that is, starting at a known point, like 525BC, when the Greek historian Herodotos tells us Cambyses conquered Egypt and ended the 26th Dynasty (last king Psamtik III), and working backward, adding attested and best interpreted reign lengths to the point of interest.
Occasionally we also have extant written communications between two or more of these various Near Eastern and Egyptian kings, and we can test and refine the chronologies (especially Assyrian/Babylonian dates versus Egyptian). In particular, the Amarna letters from Egypt in the mid-14th century BC (Moran 1992) contain correspondence between the Babylonian kings Kadasman-Enlil I, Burna-Burias II, and Pharaoh Amenhotep III of Egypt and between Burna-Burias II and both Akhenaten and Tutankhamun. Thus, these associated kings were more or less contemporary and have to be fitted together (given the known order of reigns in each country). In this way, the various ancient Near Eastern chronologies can be closely synchronized (see Brinkman 1972, 1976; Kitchen 1996a, 1996b; Beckerath 1997; Hornung, Krauss, and Warburton 2006). Various archaeological contexts in Egypt and the Near East can then be associated with these dated kings or their families or officials—and imported objects from these are approximately historically dated (see, for example, Aston 2003 on New Kingdom examples). In reverse, Egyptian/Near Eastern exports can be related to styles known from dated contexts in Egypt/the Near East—and sometimes the object even carries the name of a specific king (such as the group of items in the Aegean with the name of Amenhotep III; cf. Cline 1987).
Where the linkage comprises a single object or a nonspecific stylistic association, this type of archaeological dating is entirely uncontrolled and could be substantially misleading. When several (and, even better, numerous) linkages exist for a specific period, however, then we may have much more confidence in the dating. In the third millennium BC, for example, we have just a few loose or indirect linkages between the Aegean and the ancient Near East, and the archaeological-historic chronology is approximate and flexible at best. From the First Intermediate Period and the start of the second millennium BC, we begin to see more linkages. The protopalatial period on Crete then has several direct ties with 12th–13th-Dynasty Egypt and is relatively secure in the 19th–18th centuries BC.
We then have very few useful or secure linkages until some Late Minoan I (and mainly IB and mature/late Late Minoan IB, where diagnostic) objects appear in early 18th-Dynasty contexts in Egypt, before mainland Late Helladic IIA and then IIB products replace these during the reign of Thutmose III in the mid-15th century BC (and a vessel with the cartouche—royal name—of Thutmose is found in Crete). Some wall paintings from Egypt also provide likely images of Aegeans (‘Keftiu’ = Cretans) in Late Minoan I and then Late Minoan II(–IIIA)-style clothing through the reign of Thutmose III. Late Minoan/Helladic IIIA1 is then linked with Amenhotep II and Amenhotep III, and Late Helladic IIIA2 is securely tied to the reign of Amenhotep IV (Akhenaten) and continues subsequently into the late 14th century BC. Late Helladic IIIB and Minoan IIIB subsequently occupy the 13th century BC.
The period c. 1400–1200 BC in broad terms represents the developed palatial era of the east Mediterranean, with major interlinked economies and trading worlds incorporating the Myceneans/Aegeans, the Hittites and other Anatolian powers, Cyprus, the Levant, and Egypt. This all starts to change from around c. 1200 BC and through the 12th century BC, and, as export patterns become less clear, our dates become less certain in the period from the close of the Late Bronze Age through the early Iron Age (for data and discussions, see, e.g., Höflmayer 2007; MacGillivray 1998, 106–108; Merrillees 2003; Kemp and Merrillees 1980; Warren and Hankey 1989, 121–69; Manning 1995, 104–120, 217–29; 1999; 2009; Aston 2003; Wiener 2003; Deger-Jalkotzy and Zavadil 2003; Mountjoy 1999, 2005).
Science-Based Dating
The main science-based dating technique relevant to the Aegean Bronze Age is radiocarbon dating. This enables estimates of the date when organic materials stopped exchanging carbon dioxide with the atmosphere (e.g., when a plant or part thereof—like a tree ring—stops growing or an animal dies; see Taylor 1987, 1997). In archaeology, the critical issue is the use of organic material that relates closely and as directly as possible to the context for which a date is sought (Waterbolk 1971); usually this means that samples of short-lived nature, such as annual growth material, are the ideal candidates because they should yield ages more or less contemporary with the time of human use. In contrast, random wood charcoal (with no evidence of bark or sapwood), when from long-lived tree species, can easily yield correct ages that are many decades to even centuries older than the archaeological context from which they come (and are thus very unhelpful terminus post quem—point after which—ranges). Over the last few decades, increased dating precision has become available, and on very much smaller samples (using Accelerator Mass Spectrometry radiocarbon dating; Gove 1992, 1999), making the dating of short-lived samples and other focused materials and contexts practical.
Figure 2.1. Calibrated calendar age probability distribution for the weighted average radiocarbon age from three measurements on charred seeds from a single lump from Locus M31/67 N069 at Akrotiri on Thera/Santorini belonging to the initial Middle Cycladic Phase A (and not the end of the phase). Data from OxCal and IntCalo4 (Bronk Ramsey 1995, 2001, 2008; Reimer et al. 2004).
For the Early Bronze Age Aegean, radiocarbon is our main source of absolute dating evidence and provides the available chronology and temporal framework c. 3000–2000 BC (see Manning 1995, 1997, 2008b; Korfmann and Kromer 1993; Kromer, Korfmann, and Jablonka 2003). Additional modern, high-quality dating programs are needed, however, especially to focus on short-lived sample material. A promising example of the progress possible toward the resolution of longstanding problems comes from Akrotiri on Thera/Santorini. Here Phase A is now defined at the very beginning of the Middle Cycladic sequence linking to the Phylakopi I (–ii and –iii) phase (Nikolakopoulou, Georma, Moschou, and Sofianou 2008, 313–17). The weighted average of three very similar radiocarbon measurements on a compressed lump of charred seeds (Manning 2008b, 56) from this phase offers a calibrated calendar age range at 2 standard deviation (95.4%) confidence of 2280–2240 BC (12.7% of probability) or 2230–2130 BC (82.7% of probability); see figure 2.1. Thus, we may start the Middle Cycladic period no later than about the same time; this relatively early date closes the gap somewhat to the late Early Bronze 2 Kastri Group, which seems to cover the early 25th through the later 23rd centuries BC (Manning 2008b). (Some Middle Minoan IA ceramics have also been found in Phase A at Akrotiri; whether this early date applies also to them is an interesting issue for further clarification; the archaeological linkages suggest a date more in the 21st century BC for the start of Middle Minoan IA.)
For the Middle and Late Bronze Ages, there are data and interpretations from both archaeology and radiocarbon evidence. At first, the long-studied and relatively refined archaeological chronologies were much more accurate and precise than anything radiocarbon could offer (Kohler and Ralph 1961). Thus, radiocarbon dating was of interest but at most offered support to an already accepted framework; if there was a conflict, it was obvious that the archaeological chronology was to be preferred (Betancourt and Weinstein 1976; Warren and Hankey 1989, 127).
However, over the last three decades, increasingly precise radiocarbon dates have been obtained, and more sophisticated analytical frameworks developed to refine interpretation (especially Bayesian model-based approaches as employed in the Manning et al. 2006 study). Work on short-lived samples from the Late Minoan IA and IB periods, in particular, have highlighted some apparent discrepancies between the archaeological chronology and the radiocarbon chronology (Manning et al. 2006; Manning 2009). This issue centers on the date of the important eruption of the volcano of Santorini/Thera and the associated archaeological horizon (see chapter 34). A major controversy now exists in the field, and rival (High v. Low) chronologies are in parallel use, depending on whether the radiocarbon evidence (High chronology) or the conventional archaeological evidence (Low chronology) is preferred for the mid-second millennium BC.
An appropriate perspective on this debate is critical, however, as the published literature has become a clash of scholarly cultures, with many arguments made on the basis of assumed truths. The fundamental observation is that the Late Minoan IA period and the earlier part of the Late Minoan IB period (and the preceding Middle Minoan IIIA and IIIB periods) form a time for which very little chronological evidence exists in the form of clearly defined and plural exchanges of material with Egypt and the Near East. Instead, conventional dates were largely estimated for this era between the good Middle Minoan links with the Middle Kingdom and the mature–late Late Minoan IB, as well as Late Helladic IIA and IIB links with the earlier 18th Dynasty and into the reign of Thutmose III. Thus, things were always potentially suspect (or flexible), and phases might be longer or shorter than guessed. Radiocarbon finds age ranges consistent with the archaeological chronology where the latter is well based on numerous exchanges (e.g., Late Minoan II/Late Helladic IIB to Late Helladic IIIB; see, e.g., Manning and Weninger 1992; Manning, Weninger, South, Kling, Kuniholm, Muhly, Hadjisavvas, Sewell, and Cadogan 2001; Betancourt and Lawn 1984), but it suggests a much longer Late Minoan IB period than previously thought (though archaeology now also suggests this; see Rutter n.d.; Betancourt 1998) and a date for Late Minoan IA about one hundred years earlier than the conventional date (Manning et al. 2006; Manning 1998, 1999, 2009). The necessary implication is that Middle Minoan III as a whole was relatively short (something already considered likely; cf. Warren and Hankey 1989, 54–60). The Middle Minoan II linkages with the Middle Kingdom remain untouched and unquestioned, however. Thus radiocarbon redefines some best guesses in the past (where solid evidence was lacking) for Late Minoan IA and IB but does not contradict any good, sound, replicated body of archaeological evidence.
Table 2.2. Approximate Absolute Chronology for the Aegean Bronze Age
Note: Minoan, Cycladic, and Mainland phases are of course not in exact synchronicity in reality, even when closely aligned; for example, Late Helladic (LH) IIA appears to begin a little before Late Minoan (LM) IB. However, this serves as a general system, so these minor, specialist, issues can often be overlooked (or could fit into the dating ranges indicated for the start/end dates). Similarly, although the table lists specific numbers, these are all approximate. For the EM/EC/EH phases ±50 years should be allowed as a reasonable guide range. For the MM/MH/MC and LM/LC/LH phases, ±25 years may be a reasonable allowance. There is of course one major possible exception. The dates in the table reflect the high or radiocarbon-based dates for LMIA–II and so on (from the study of Manning et al. 2006 in particular). If the conventional archaeological dates are employed instead, then the MM period must become longer, the LMIA period begins closer to ca. 1600 BC, and LMIB begins in the late 16th century BC to ca. 1500 BC. The time period on Crete at the close of the MMIII period and start of the LMIA period has been variously called MMIII to LMIA transition, or LMIA Early, or most recently (as again) MMIIIB—each label referring to more or less the same interval. On the high chronology shown in table 2.2, this time period lies around the late 18th century BC into the first decades of the 17th century BC (courtesy of the author).
The other dating technique of general relevance to the Aegean Bronze Age is dendrochronology, also called tree-ring dating (Kuniholm 2001; Schweingruber 1987). Where bark or sapwood is present, it is possible to define closely the cutting date and hence human use of timbers. A long near-absolute dendrochronology from Anatolia covers the earlier first and most of the second millennia BC and has major implications for the dating of key sites and even ancient persons in Anatolia and the Near East (Manning, Kromer, Kuniholm, and Newton 2001). Some chronologies, though with a questionable linkage as yet to the second—first millennia dendrochronology, exist also for a good part of the third millennium BC (Newton and Kuniholm 2004).
There has been less success to date in finding good wood or charcoal samples from the Aegean region (but the potential remains, and one reads sadly of apparently large timber remains (now lost) found earlier in the 20th century AD at some of the main palace sites). Nevertheless, some key shorter tree-ring series have been radiocarbon wiggle-matched to yield high-precision information. Examples include a pine timber from Troy I (Korfmann and Kromer 1993; Manning 1997), an oak sample from Miletus that offers a high-resolution terminus post quem for the eruption of Santorini/Thera (Manning et al. 2006), and a speculative effort at best-dating some short sequences at Assiros from toward the end of the Late Bronze Age (Newton and Wardle 2005). An approximate absolute chronology for the Aegean Bronze Age is shown in table 2.2.
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CHRONOLOGY AND GEOGRAPHY
NEOLITHIC ANTECEDENTS
PETER TOMKINS
AT the turn of the twentieth century, excavations beneath Bronze Age strata at Dimini and Sesklo in Thessaly and Knossos on Crete revealed an earlier epoch of human occupation, characterized by stone tools, handmade pottery, and the bones of domesticated animals (Evans 1901; Tsountas 1908). Ter med Neolithic by analogy with other European regions, it was immediately clear that this was a phase of village-dwelling farmers, the Aegean’s first agricultural society.
AN IMAGINED NEOLITHIC
In these early years and under the influence of nationalist and colonialist agendas, a line was drawn in the sand of prehistory separating the more familiar, village-dwelling, sedentary, pottery-using farmers of the Neolithic and Bronze Age from the more alien, cave-dwelling, mobile foragers of the Palaeolithic and Mesolithic (Zvelebil 1995). In what has become a modern origin myth for Western society, the development of agriculture and sedentism was viewed as ‘an escape from the impasse of savagery’ (Childe 1942, 55)—a revolutionary beginning in the development of modernity, albeit one eclipsed in modern significance by the ‘urban revolution’ and the ‘emergence of civilization’ in the Bronze Age (Childe 1942, 79–163; 1950; Renfrew 1972). To modern eyes accustomed to almost constant change, the nearly constant continuity of the Neolithic seemed backward or uninteresting.
Archaeological engagement with continuity was generally not as profound as its fascination for change, and, as a consequence, Neolithic communities were dismissed as static, small, isolated, and immobile, lacking social stratification, competition, and craft specialization, and preoccupied with subsistence self-sufficiency (e.g., Childe 1936, 1942; Weinberg 1970, 587; Renfrew 1972, 52; Cherry 1983, 33). Understood thus in opposition to the Bronze Age, the Neolithic served a useful purpose as a contrastive device in definitions of civilization (e.g., Renfrew 1972, 3–26; Tomkins 2004, 39–40) and as a means of focusing the narrative of emergence within the Bronze Age. This rhetorical use of the Neolithic is typical of a more general approach to human prehistory (Gamble 2007, 10–83, for a critique). By choosing to divide up the past into major periods such as the Neolithic or Bronze Age, we reduce its complexity to a limited number of categories, about which we develop generalized and largely contrasting characterizations. Inquiry is reduced to a search for origins, change is marshaled into revolutions, usually located at the transitions between major periods, and the role of people in effecting continuity and change is suppressed (Barrett 1994, 2–5, 157–64; Gamble 2007, 10–83).
A NEW STONE AGE
Inevitably this caricature began to unravel when archaeologists started taking a more specific interest in the collection and interpretation of Neolithic data. Early syntheses were able to glimpse hints of complexity and change (e.g., Renfrew 1972, 50–53, 63–80), and in time it has become clear that the Neolithic and the Bronze Age have many features in common, such as craft specialization (Renfrew 1973; Kotsakis 1983; Vitelli 1989; Perlès 1992; Tomkins 2004, 52–53), a diversified agricultural subsistence base, and broadly analogous systems of intensive horticulture (Halstead 2000, 2004). Agricultural surplus, once seen as the preserve of Bronze Age, elite-driven economies (e.g., Childe 1942, 22–23, 54, 61–62), is now viewed as central to the Neolithic economy and a key resource in social competition (Halstead 1989, 1999). Studies of the production and circulation of material culture have made it clear that Neolithic farmers, far from being immobile, were able to sustain contacts at local, regional, and interregional levels (Renfrew 1973; van Andel and Runnels 1988, 236–38; Perlès 1992; Tomkins 2004, 48; Tomkins, Day, and Kilikoglou 2004). Moreover, thanks to the insight that the long-term viability of Neolithic communities was predicated on their ability to maintain external relationships (Sahlins 1974, 41–99; Halstead 1989, 70–71; 1996a, 301–303), exchange is now seen as central to Neolithic society, indeed as one of the principal means by which value in objects (and thus people) was negotiated (van Andel and Runnels 1988, 234–38; Perlès 1992, 149; Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 1996, 559; Tomkins 2004, 48; 2007a, 192–93). Regarding consumption, it is widely recognized, not least in the production of fine ceramic tableware (Vitelli 1989; Sherratt 1991; Tomkins 2007a; Urem-Kotsou and Kotsakis 2007), that special, ritualized occasions of commensality were central to the reproduction of core values, identities, and relations throughout the Neolithic and Bronze Age. Finally, several studies have concluded that the competitive pursuit of status, once viewed as an emergent property of the emergence of civilization in the Early Bronze Age (e.g., Renfrew 1972, 42), was also a key component of Neolithic social life, albeit one mediated and curtailed by social controls (Kotsakis 1983, 213–14, 264–300; 1999; Halstead 1993, 1999, 90; Tomkins 2004, 48–50; 2007a, 192–95).
It is also the Neolithic that sees the first appearance of commodities such as the vine, the olive, and metal, whose availability has been linked to the emergence of Bronze Age societies (Renfrew 1972; van Andel and Runnels 1988, 240; but see Hamilakis 1996; Halstead 2004, 190–94). During LN and FN, the rarity of metal objects, their special material qualities, and the frequency with which they form part of ritualized depositional practices suggests that they were highly valued (Nakou 1995; Tomkins 2009). Evidence for Neolithic usage of the olive and the vine is sketchy (Hamilakis 1996) but present in regions such as west Crete (olive: Moody, Rackham, and Rapp 1996, 282–89) and Macedonia from the late fifth millennium BC (vine: Valamoti, Mangafa, Koukouli-Chrysanthaki, and Malamidou 2007; Urem-Kotsou and Kotsakis in press).
Recognition of these commonalities between the Neolithic and Bronze Age is important in allowing us to dismantle the artificiality of our inherited periodicization of the past and to trace development along common axes of variation. Within this more inclusive framework, longstanding Bronze Age research questions regarding origins and emergence may be reformulated and readdressed by exploring how these separate axes of variation develop and change in articulation, context, and meaning over a longer timescale stretching back into the Neolithic.
FALSE DAWNS
At the same time, a number of superficially attractive but empirically dissatisfying attempts have been made to project certain key elements of Bronze Age ‘emergence’ back into the Neolithic.
A Neolithic Secondary Products Revolution?
Under the influence of recent traditions of land use in Greece, it has been argued that pastoralism lies behind a domestic usage of caves and the settlement of agriculturally more marginal upland regions in the later Neolithic (e.g., Jacobsen 1984; van Andel and Runnels 1988, 242; Sampson 1992). Frequently this has been connected with the notion of an Early Bronze Age ‘secondary products revolution’ (SPR), in which the westward dispersal of a series of Near Eastern innovations in animal management (e.g., traction/transportation, wool/textiles, pastoralism) triggered the emergence of Bronze Age civilization (Sherratt 1981).
More recently, however, the empirical and theoretical foundations of Neolithic pastoralism have been thoroughly questioned, and other models for cave use and marginal colonization have been proposed (Halstead 1996a, 301–302; 1996 b; 2000, 111–15; 2008; Tomkins 2008, 38–40; 2009). While aspects of the SPR model such as wool/textile production or the use of animals for dry-shod bulk transportation were clearly intrinsic to Bronze Age economic development, there is nothing in an increasingly cogent body of bioarchaeological data to suggest a sudden, revolutionary shift toward the use of animal secondary products before the Bronze Age (Halstead 2008). Moreover, the first appearance of key components of the SPR model, such as animal traction and dairying, may now be placed much earlier within the Neolithic (Isaakidou 2006, 2008, 101–110; Evershed et al. 2008). Evidence for the use of cows for traction first appears in EN levels at Knossos, where it appears to be embedded within an existing economy of small-scale, intensive horticulture rather than driving a new, extensive form of farming.
Neolithic Urbanism?
A capacity to sustain large aggregations of population is generally seen as a defining feature of Bronze Age Aegean society (e.g., Childe 1950; Renfrew 1972, 5, 7). However, size estimates for several later Neolithic tells (e.g., Knossos: 5 ha; Kouphovouno: 4 ha; Sesklo: 13 ha) and ‘extended settlements’ (e.g., Vasilika: ca. 25 ha.; Thermi: >12 ha.) would appear to place these sites far beyond the normal Neolithic village size threshold (ca. 0.5–2.0 ha, ca. 300–500 people) (Evans 1971; Halstead 1994, 200; Kotsakis 1999, 67–69; 2006; Mee 2001, 3). This has been interpreted as a precociously early form of asymmetric social restructuring or even urbanism, driven by exceptional, local demographic and ecological conditions (Broodbank 1992; Grammenos 1997, 283–90; Manning 1999; Mee 2001; Cavanagh 2004). However, the empirical basis for these claims is open to question. Excavations at extended settlements suggest habitation by a relatively small group favoring a dispersed and shifting pattern of habitation (Kotsakis 1999, 67–68; 2006). The size of the inhabited area at Knossos has recently been revised down to an unexceptional 2.0–2.5 ha (Tomkins 2008, 35–36), and Kouphovouno, too, may turn out to be more typical once its spatial extent is documented by phased excavated deposits rather than mixed surface scatters.
Neolithic Core-Periphery Relationships?
It has long been recognized that the divergent regional trajectories of socioeconomic development that emerged during the Bronze Age may, at least in part, be understood in terms of human responses to the varying ecological configuration of the Aegean (Renfrew 1972, 265–307; Halstead 1994; Manning 1994). Some have sought to identify similarly divergent, ecologically driven trends of development from the beginning of the Neolithic, viewing the densely settled region of Thessaly as the exceptional core and the southern Aegean as its underpopulated and unimportant periphery (e.g., van Andel and Runnels 1988, 234–40; Perlès 2001, 5, 143–51, 297–98). However, aside from site density, the evidence strongly suggests that regional Neolithic development was broadly isomorphic in character, with communities in different regions sharing fundamental similarities in size, subsistence economy, preferred location, and social organization (Sherratt 1981, 315; Halstead 1981b, 194–95; 1994, 200; Kotsakis 1999, 67; Perlès 2001; Tomkins 2004, 42–50).
Moreover, as has long been recognized (e.g., Sherratt 1972), regional variation in the density of Neolithic settlement is primarily a function of constraints imposed by ecological variation (soils, hydrology) and subsistence technology. The influence of taphonomic and research biases may also be suspected. Meaningful spatial differences in development can be sustained only at a continental level, notable being the disparity between a later Neolithic landscape of villages in the Aegean and the contemporary emergence of urbanism in the Near East (Akkermans and Schwartz 2003, 154–210). While ‘escaped technologies’ and individuals may occasionally have found their way across this developmental divide (Sherratt and Sherratt 2008), the Neolithic Aegean and its neighbors constituted essentially separate worlds of existence.
SOCIAL LIFE AND SOCIAL TRANSFORMATION DURING THE NEOLITHIC
Over the last decade or so, socioeconomic development during the Neolithic has come to be framed in terms of a developing relationship between two spatial scales of social organization: the household, generally viewed as commensurate with individual residential units (Renfrew 1972, 365; Halstead 1999, 79–81), and the community, broadly equated with the totality of an individual settlement (Halstead 1995, 1999; Kostakis 1999; Tomkins 2004). Although this relationship is often represented as a tension between household self-interest and the necessity of communal cooperation (Halstead 1995), the archaeological record bespeaks continuity and stability suggestive of a comfortable symbiosis. Shifts in the balance of this relationship nevertheless occurred and, at least on present evidence, appear to have taken the form of rapid transformations, the impact of which can be traced in many aspects of existence, from spatial organization and production to storage, consumption, and exchange (e.g. Halstead 1995; Tomkins 2004).
In this way, the Neolithic may be broken down into two relatively stable phases (IN—MN, LN—early FN), punctuated by two shorter periods of socioeconomic transformation, one occurring around the MN—LN transition (ca. 5500/5300 BC) and one beginning late in FN (ca. 3500–3100/3000 BC) and running into the Early Bronze Age. Across this great span of time we can trace the progressive isolation of the household as an independent social, economic, and political unit and its progressive appropriation of communal rights, controls, and obligations until, by the end of FN, a society once subjugated to the interests of the many had been transformed into one driven by the interests of specific groups, who would in time become the ‘elite’ households of the Bronze Age. From this perspective, the Neolithic emerges as not just the background to the emergence of greater complexity in the Bronze Age but also its beginning, the crucial socioeconomic transformation occurring not, as often assumed, at the transition between our modern periodicizations of the past but a little earlier—in the late FN.
The Submerged Household (ca. 7000–5500 BC)
Within earlier Neolithic (IN—MN) communities, residential units tend to crowd together with cooking facilities located both within and between different structures (Halstead 1995, 16–19; Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 1996, 559; Tomkins 2004, 43–45; Nanoglou 2008). This has been interpreted as marking an overarching obligation for households to share food, probably at regular, ritualized occasions of commensality that took place within and on the periphery of residential areas (Halstead 1995, 16–17; Tomkins 2007a, 187–88). Studies of earlier Neolithic craft production have emphasized the role played by communal participation in a production process that was small-scale, inefficient, labor intensive, and characterized by tremendous continuities in practice (Vitelli 1993, 210; Miller 1996; Perlès and Vitelli 1999, 104–105; Tomkins 2004, 45–47).
This raises the question of whether agricultural production, which similarly requires group cooperation at certain stages in the production process, could have been organized at the communal rather than household level (Tomkins 2004, 2007; Nanoglou 2008; Halstead in press for an opposing view). Under such a model, earlier Neolithic households would not have enjoyed a natural right to the products of their labors, produce would have been pooled, and land would have been held in common (Tomkins 2004, 42–43; 2007a, 187–89, 192–93).
At present, the bioarchaeological data for this period are partial, incomplete, and largely equivocal on the question of organization. A possible hint in favor of a more communal model is suggested by the absence of evidence for long-term, bulk agricultural storage at the household level (i.e., over and above normal short-term household provisioning). The existence of such facilities (e.g., granaries, grain pits) at a communal level has not yet been adequately investigated, but one obvious candidate from IN Knossos would be a burnt mud-brick structure, probably raised on posts and of unknown extent, which had clearly contained grain (burnt grain present and grain impressions on the interior surface of mud brick) (Tomkins 2007a, 187–88).
Households during this period may be described as ‘submerged’ in the sense that they were embedded within a broader system of rights and obligations that continued to assert the primacy of the community (see Düring and Marciniak 2004 for a similar view of the Central Anatolian Neolithic). People lived as separate households but constituted themselves communally, the most significant moments being those seasonal activities of production (craft, food) and consumption (e.g., commensality), which brought households together as a community. Through these collective activities, people constructed a particularly strong and stable vision of their shared origins, values, and identity, which effectively restricted the extent to which individual households could pursue their own self-interest.
If land was held in common and production (craft, food), storage, and the ritualized deployment of agricultural surplus were communally organized and regulated, status competition between households is likely to have been directed into other areas (Halstead 1999, 89–91; Tomkins 2007a, 192–93). If so, this would explain why considerable effort, measured in the circulation of objects (pottery, lithics), appears to have been expended in cultivating external social relationships, often over distances far greater than necessary to ensure demographic viability or offset the risk of productive failure (Perlès 1992; Halstead 1999, 90; Tomkins 2001, 374–75; 2004).
In the case of EN—MN Knossos, for example, stylistic and petrographic studies suggest that up to half of the pottery consumed was not produced directly at the site but in locations ranging from the near vicinity to different regions within and beyond Crete (Tomkins and Day 2001; Tomkins and Kilikoglou 2004). Distance here may be understood to constitute a form of symbolic capital that could be expended through the consumption of exchanged gift items such as ceramic vessels, which symbolized these distant relationships and provided a cue for displays of prowess through the narrating of object biographies and tales of travel and acquisition (Tomkins 2004, 48; 2007a, 192–93). In this way, while communal activities such as commensality reinforced the primacy of the community, they also provided restricted opportunities for households to compete for status.
The Emergent Household (ca. 5500–3500 BC)
Beginning at the end of MN, a series of changes signals a shift in the constitution of Neolithic society (see Halstead 1995, 1999; Kotsakis 1999, 2006; Tomkins 2004). Some communities, such as Dimini in Thessaly and Knossos on Crete, expand to become large villages (ca. 1.5–2.5 ha) and become more clearly partitioned into separate (household) units and enclosed external spaces (Hourmouziadis 1979; Halstead 1995, 14–15; Kotsakis 2006; Tomkins 2008, 33).
This architectural isolation of the household coincides with the appearance of ceramic house models, which reify the household as a separable socioeconomic unit (Gallis 1985; Tomkins 2004, 51–52). The enclosing of external spaces suggests an encroachment on what had previously been a communal space of production and consumption. The size of residential units (ca. 70–100 m2) suggests an extended household unit larger than a single nuclear family (Halstead 1992, 54). The appearance of a more discrete household unit may have enabled the development of the hamlet (< 0.5 ha), a more compact scale of communal living that first appears late in MN (e.g., MN—LN I Katsamba, Crete; Galanidou in press). Such developments facilitated a process of settlement infill and expansion into unsettled or agriculturally less productive lowland areas of the Aegean (e.g., southern Larisa plain; Herakleion basin; central Cyclades) (Halstead 1989, 76; 1994, 200; 1995, 14–15, 17; Broodbank 2000, 144–56; Tomkins 2008, 33–34).
The LN period has been identified as a time of change in the technology, organization, and ownership of production. From the beginning of LN, craft production (e.g., shell beads at Franchthi; pottery at Knossos) sees changes in technology and dramatic increases in efficiency, intensity, and output, suggestive of the involvement of a smaller, possibly more specialized producing group (Miller 1996; Perlès and Vitelli 1999, 104–105; Tomkins 2001, 334–48; 2004, 52–53).
Significant change is less clearly identifiable in agricultural production. Although early syntheses isolated the LN period as a phase of increasing diversification in the subsistence economy (Renfrew 1972, 49, 52, 274–80; Halstead 1981a, 320–27; 1994, 200–202), the incomplete nature of the dataset, especially for the earlier Neolithic, cautions against confident recognition of temporally specific patterning (Halstead pers. comm.). In some cases, however, seemingly new agricultural practices find corroboration in associated changes in material culture. Thus, for example, the appearance of flax in an LN level at Knossos (Sarpaki in press) broadly coincides with the appearance of ceramic ‘shuttles,’ which appear to skeuomorph weaving equipment (Evans 1964, 233). Similarly, the evidence for Aegean usage of the olive and the vine from the late fifth and fourth millennia BC broadly coincides with a horizon of pouring shapes and drinking sets in the pottery typologies of Crete (Tomkins 2007b, 32–44, for a new FN I–IV chronology), northern Greece (Urem-Kotsou and Kotsakis in press), and elsewhere in Europe (Sherratt 1987). In both examples, the focus seems to be on ‘special’ crops amenable to being transformed by a small producing group (household) into low-volume, high-value products (oil, wine, cloth) that are particularly suitable for deployment in social networking.
The LN period also sees evidence at some sites for changes in agricultural storage. For example, at LN Dimini an increase in built, indoor storage facilities suggests increased storage capacity at the household level, while the appearance of large, deep pits in external spaces attests to a greater interest in the long-term storage of agricultural surplus (Renfrew 1972, 288; Halstead 1989, 75–76; 1995, 17; 1996a, 305–306). The increased visibility of agricultural storage at the household level may suggest that households now enjoyed a greater degree of control over the organization and destination of their productive output.
A shift in the context of production from a communal to a household level would not only have lessened the influence of social resistance to change—most powerful when activities take place in a public arena—but also, in giving households greater control over their productive output, would have created new opportunities for status competition and new incentives for technological change. Changes in craft production, agricultural production (i.e., introduction of ‘special’ crops), and storage may all be read as deliberate attempts to control and increase the quality, quantity, and diversity of household output, which might then be deployed competitively in the negotiation of status at varying scales and in a variety of contexts (Halstead 1993, 606–608; 1995, 18; 1999, 90; Tomkins 2004, 54–55).
The household during this period may be described as ‘emergent’ in the sense that it had become a more discrete social, economic, and political unit, but one whose independence continued to be curtailed by a powerful set of communal obligations, manifest perhaps in restrictions on ownership and accumulation. Households continued to live in aggregations, apparently preferring communal living to individual spatial isolation. Moreover, the failure of Neolithic communities to grow beyond the threshold above which egalitarian communities tend to fission or evolve more complex forms of organization (ca. 2–3 ha or 300–500 people; Whitelaw 1983, 340) speaks eloquently of an absence of permanent institutionalized inequalities that would otherwise have developed if household isolation and competition had been allowed to develop unchecked.
Although the centrally located megara at Dimini and other villages in Thessaly have been interpreted as marking the emergence of a ‘megaron elite’ (Halstead 1989, 78; 1995, 14–15), it is telling that consumption patterns (animals, spondylus) at Dimini reveal no differences in access—and thus no signs of socioeconomic advantage—between the central megaron and other domestic units (Halstead 1992, 1993). Moreover, the central megaron at Dimini is no larger than other domestic units and is marginalized in location and dwarfed in size by a large, centrally located open space. Perhaps the entire central area, megaron included, was given over to communal ritual, constituting perhaps the earliest known instance of a deep tradition of communal ritual in association with central megara on the Greek mainland, which continued into the Bronze Age and perhaps beyond. Indeed, it is in ritual that affirmation of the communal continues to be most clearly represented. The evidence from burial and other forms of corporal manipulation continues to emphasize the primacy of the communal over the individual (Triantaphyllou 1999, 2008) and ritualized occasions of group commensality, sometimes on a truly massive scale (e.g., Pit 212, LN Makriyialos; Halstead 2004, 196; Pappa, Halstead, Kotsakis, and Urem-Kotsou 2004) remained the primary arena for competitive display.
The Modular Household (ca. 3600/3500 BC—Early Bronze Age)
At late FN lowland villages (e.g., Pevkakia, Knossos), residential structures continue to be of a size to suggest an extended household unit larger in size than a single nuclear family. From late FN, cooking facilities in Thessaly either move indoors or are set outdoors in an enclosed yard (Halstead 1989, 77). This hardening of the distinction between the household and the community finds its clearest expression in the emergence during the late FN of two strategies of livelihood, marginality and trading, both of which would be crucial to Bronze Age development.
Marginality might be defined as the settlement of agriculturally less extensive or productive areas of the landscape and is a recognized feature of the FN settlement record of the southern Aegean and other regions of Europe (Sherratt 1981, 292–93; Halstead 1994, 200; 2000, 117–22; 2008; Broodbank 2000, 149–56). For Crete it has recently become clear that this process first began at the end of FN (FN IV; ca. 3300–3100/3000 BC), with some regions not settled until EM I (Tomkins 2008, 38–40). Although less precisely dated in the Peloponnese and the Cyclades, there, too, it was a late FN or EBA phenomenon (Broodbank 1989, 320–21; 2000, 150; Vitelli 1999, 98–99).
Late FN marginal settlement systems generally take the form of networks of small sites (from hamlets to single dwellings) located on more discrete and dispersed pockets of arable land (e.g., Broodbank 1989, 320–27; 2000, 149–51; Branigan 1998). Current evidence suggests that marginal communities continued to rely on mixed farming, supplemented perhaps by forms of economic specialization such as herding, which were appropriate to the specific environment in question (Halstead 2000, 117–22; 2008). The ability to settle these environments depended on two related developments: first, a new possibility for social and spatial disaggregation, perhaps scaling down as far as the nuclear family when stress or the conguration of resources demanded (Halstead 2008); and, second, the construction of a new, dispersed form of community, where intervisibility and mobility served to link scattered sites into larger, more viable entities.
Such changes imply a greater possibility for household isolation and independence and a looser, more flexible understanding of community, developments that are tantamount to a breakdown in the checks and balances that had hitherto sustained the stability of the later Neolithic system of village life. Transposed to the lowland village, this suggests a scenario where failing households could have been less certain of communal protection and their land, labor, and livelihood were more open to interference and appropriation by successful households seeking to transform short-term gain into longer-term competitive advantage. Some failing households may have opted to stay, perhaps indebting their land or labor; others may have chosen to take their chances with migration and economic diversification.
An alternative option, at least for some, was trading, defined as the establishment of long-distance exchange relationships in order to secure privileged access to high-value raw materials, objects, and practices (technologies, consumption) and the exploitation of their distribution as a means of negotiating power. While networks of relationships can be traced within and between the regions of the Aegean throughout the Neolithic, it is evident that the late FN saw an intensification in maritime movement and a change in the nature and role of exchange (van Andel and Runnels 1988; Perlès 1992; Broodbank 2000, 166–70).
One obvious aspect of this is a proliferation of late FN–EBA settlements along the coasts of the southern Aegean, many of which continued to be occupied into the Bronze Age (Broodbank 2000, 125, 149–74). While the majority of late FN coastal sites were too small to have mustered the resources necessary for trading (see Broodbank 1989, 330–32), some were comparable in size to the largest EB II trading sites (i.e., ca. 1–2 ha; e.g., Paoura, Kea; Petras Kephala, Crete; cf. Broodbank 1989, 330–32; 2000, 149).
It is becoming increasingly likely that these large, late FN coastal communities, like their later successors (Broodbank 1989), were involved in trading and perhaps already exploiting the longboat, especially those communities located in more marginal locations (e.g., Paoura, Kea; Broodbank 2000, 149). Although the volumes were low and trading still probably looked a lot like gift exchange, for the first time trade relationships seem to have been determined by a desire to secure privileged access to specific commodities and technologies. Thus, late FN Cretan coastal sites such as Nerokourou and Petras Kephala exhibit a particularly close connection (imported pottery, obsidian) with the Attic-Kephala region but appear to lack corresponding links with more proximate regions (Vagnetti 1996; D’Annibale 2008; Papadatos, Tomkins, Nodarou, and Iliopoulos in press). The specificity and scale of these distant connections suggest the involvement of a seacraft with capabilities similar to those of the longboat (cf. Broodbank 1989, 327–35), a conclusion given more credence by the recent discovery of iconographic representations of longboats from the large late FN site of Strophilas on Andros (Televantou 2008).
Although distant raw materials and objects had long been esteemed as status markers (e.g., Perlès 1992; Tomkins 2004, 48), it is only late in FN that people seek overtly to control their acquisition, production, and distribution. In the case of metal, although finished objects, mainly of non-Aegean type, had been circulating for millennia, it is surely significant that our earliest direct evidence for Aegean metallurgy, in the form of ores, crucibles, or slags, comes only late in FN and appears at large coastal sites (e.g., Kea Kephala, Nisiros, Petras Kephala; Broodbank 2000, 158–59; Papadatos 2007) and apparently as deliberate depositions at ritual cave sites (e.g., Kitsos, Alepotrypa; Tomkins 2009). At FN IV Petras-Kephala, obsidian and metal appear to have arrived in raw form and were then processed and transformed into finished products at the site (Papadatos 2007, 164; D’Annibale 2008, 192).
The near absence of obsidian and metal at contemporary inland sites in Crete (Carter 1998) suggests that trading communities like Petras Kephala would have been able to construct advantageous social relationships with other prosperous groups, a scenario that finds support in occasional finds of obsidian blades and metal objects at FN IV inland villages such as Knossos and Phaistos (A. J. Evans 1928, figure 3f; Todaro and Di Tonto 2008, 183, 185). In this way, trading served and stimulated a wider demand for nonlocal products and practices that would have been possible only if communal controls on accumulation and consumption had been loosened and households were now free to pursue more overt and ambitious strategies of accumulation. The development of trading, of restricted control over the production of prestige objects, and of hierarchies of access in the late FN should thus be understood in terms of the first emergence of an economy in prestige goods, smaller in scale but broadly analogous to that of the Bronze Age.
From the late FN, households may thus be described as ‘modular’ in the sense that they could now operate in isolation as fully separate and separable socioeconomic units that might combine in different ways and at different scales to meet different circumstances. Such flexibility opened the door to the development of new, alternative strategies such as trading and marginality, which were tailored to exploit a wider range of the resources configured across the land and seascapes of the Aegean (Whitelaw 2004; Tomkins and Schoep, this volume). In this way, the late FN emergence of the ‘modular’ household may be understood to set in train the process of local and regional socioeconomic diversification in the Aegean, which was central to the functioning of Bronze Age and later economies in the Aegean (Sherratt and Sherratt 1998, 334).
From late FN onwards, households appear to become more able to accumulate, appropriate, and compete in ways that brought them into direct conflict with each other and with domains of communal practice and belief that had previously been sacrosanct. This may be seen, for example, in encroachment upon communal ritual space and its appropriation as an arena for more overt expressions of identity and status. For example, the late FN sees an upsurge in the visibility and intensity of burial, manifest in the Cyclades, Euboea, and Attica (e.g., Kephala, Tharrounia) in the appearance of extramural community cemeteries (Broodbank 2000, 150, 154, 170–73). In Crete, caves with older histories of usage as communal ritual sites see a marked intensification in the deposition of human skeletal material in FN IV, a practice that, in EM I, spreads to a host of new caves and rock shelters (Tomkins in press a). At FN IV Knossos and perhaps also Phaistos, certain houses are juxtaposed with large, formal communal areas that hosted large-scale, ritualized occasions of commensality and went on to become the Central and West Courts of the Bronze Age palace buildings (Todaro and Di Tonto 2008; Tomkins in press b).
ULTIMATE CAUSES?
At a basic level, all explanations of emergence remain dissatisfying unless they can adequately account for the specific timing of socioeconomic transformation. For much of the twentieth century, technology was viewed as the driving force behind social change, and explanations tended to focus on the timing of the appearance of so-called transformative commodities and technologies (e.g., olive, vine, metals/metallurgy) whose advantages were taken to be self-evident and to have ensured their rapid acceptance (e.g., Childe 1942, 74; Renfrew 1972, 34, 265–338, 476–504; Sherratt 1981, 285; van Andel and Runnels 1988, 242–45). Allied to this was the notion that population growth, modeled as an ever-present inflationary pressure, left societies especially open to the adoption of technologies that might allow resource expansion (e.g., Sherratt 1981, 286).
In time, however, as the causal relationships in the archaeological data become better understood, it has become clearer that both change and continuity arise from the actions of knowledgeable actors operating within specific, contingent social and material conditions of existence. Technologies spread only because people choose to adopt them (van der Leeuw and Torrence 1989), populations grow only as a consequence of changes in socioeconomic organization, and continuity may be recast as a dynamic and deliberate evocation of established structures, values, and relations and as a socially embedded, cultural resistance to change. In this chapter, it has been argued that technology, production, exchange, consumption, storage, space, and ritual are dimensions along which we may measure Neolithic development and that changes in these areas are causally related to more fundamental shifts in the social conditions of existence, more specifically in social rights, obligations, and identities, represented here in terms of a developing relationship between the community and the household (see also Gamble 2007, 161–204).
In the end, however, archaeology can take us only so far. To go further and understand what ultimately prompted societies structured around continuity to transform themselves, we need to look more closely at the material conditions of existence within which social agency operates and specifically at factors that influence human decision-making but lie beyond human control. It cannot be simply coincidental that the punctuated equilibria of continuity and change in the Neolithic archaeological record broadly parallel major phases and shifts in climate as revealed by modern palaeoclimatic studies (Roberts 1998; Grove and Rackham 2001; Rosen 2007; Broodbank 2008, 284–85).
For most of the Neolithic, the climatic regime was notably different from that which prevails today. Thus, the long and seemingly stable earlier Neolithic period (ca. 7000–5500 BC) broadly coincides with the early Holocene optimum, a relatively stable phase of wetter, milder, and less seasonal weather. Interannual variability increases from the mid-sixth millennium BC (or the late MN/LN transition), broadly corresponding with the series of changes associated here with the emergent household. Finally, from the mid-fourth millennium BC (late FN) and coinciding with the emergence of the modular household, there begins a phase of more extreme aridity, seasonality, and unpredictability that marks the emergence of the modern Mediterranean climatic regime (Grove and Rackham 2001, 144–50). While more work is certainly required to improve the correlation between the archaeological and climatic data, these apparent parallels suggest that we should seriously consider whether the timing and nature of the MN/LN and late FN social transformations across the Aegean reflects a series of broadly analogous, but contextually specific and contingent human responses to ecological change.
Climatic change could not determine the nature and direction of social change, but it did have the potential to disrupt social structures by influencing and altering the conditions of existence within which human actors make choices, thereby opening up new possibilities of behavior. In the case of the emergent household, greater climatic unpredictability may have led to shortages of agricultural surplus and uncertainty about productive capability, thus undermining the role of the community as provider and exposing some of the weaknesses (e.g., inefficiency, underproduction) of the earlier Neolithic communal mode of production. In this way, once sacrosanct rights and obligations may have been called into doubt and become open to negotiation.
The emergence of the household as a more independent productive unit and a greater interest in storage at the household level could be seen as logical outcomes of such a process. Similarly, the emergence of the modern Mediterranean climate, late in FN, could be seen as favoring the development of a more flexible, modular productive unit that was better able to exploit a wider range of resources as a response to greater subsistence insecurity. Unlike the MN/LN transformation, where the process of household isolation was held back by social restrictions and thus stabilized, the late FN shift created the conditions for further change, initiating a continuous process of asymmetric socioeconomic development in the Aegean, characterized by essentially repetitive and analogous cycles of development and decline that run through prehistory and history up to the present day.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Akkermans, Peter M. M. G., and Glenn M. Schwartz. 2003. The Archaeology of Syria: From Complex Hunter-gatherers to Early Urban Societies (ca. 16,000–300 BC). New York: Cambridge University Press.
Andreou, Stelios, Michael Fotiadis, and Kostas Kotsakis. 1996. “Review of Aegean Prehistory V: The Neolithic and Bronze Age of Northern Greece.” AJA 100: 537–97.
Barrett, John C. 1994. Fragments from Antiquity: An Archaeology of Social Life in Britain, 2900–1200 BC. Oxford: Blackwell.
Branigan, Keith. 1998. “Prehistoric and Early Historic Settlement in the Ziros Region, Eastern Crete.” BSA 93: 23–90.
Broodbank, Cyprian. 1992. “The Neolithic Labyrinth: Social Change at Knossos before the Bronze Age.” JMA 5: 39–75.
———. 1989. “The Longboat and Society in the Cyclades in the Keros-Syros Culture.” AJA 85: 318–37.
———. 2000. An Island Archaeology of the Early Cyclades. New York: Cambridge University Press.
———. 2008. “Long after Hippos, Well before Palaces: A Commentary on the Cultures and Contexts of Neolithic Crete.” In Escaping the Labyrinth, 271–90.
Carter, Tristan. 1998. “The Chipped Stone.” BSA 93: 47–50.
Cavanagh, William. 2004. “WYSIWYG: Settlement and Territoriality in Southern Greece during the Early and Middle Neolithic Periods.” JMA 17: 165–89.
Cherry, John F. 1983. “Evolution, Revolution, and the Origins of Complex Society in Minoan Crete.” In Minoan Society, 33–45.
Childe, V. Gordon. 1936. Man Makes Himself. London: Watts.
———. 1942. What Happened in History. Harmondsworth, Middlesex, Eng.: Penguin.
———. 1950. “The Urban Revolution.” Town Planning Review 21(1): 3–19.
D’Annibale, Cesare. 2008. “Obsidian in Transition: The Technological Reorganization of the Obsidian Industry from Petras Kephala (Siteia) between Final Neolithic IV and Early Minoan I.” In Escaping the Labyrinth, 191–200.
Düring, Bleda, and Arkadiusz Marciniak. 2004. “Households and Communities in the Central Anatolian Neolithic.” Archaeological Dialogues 12: 165–87.
Evans, Arthur J. 1901. “The Neolithic Settlement at Knossos and Its Place in the History of Early Aegean Culture.” Man 1: 184–86.
———. 1928. “Chapter 33: Discovery of Late Neolithic Houses beneath Central Court: Traditional Affinities with Mainland East.” In PM II vol. 1, ed. Arthur J. Evans, 1–21. London: Macmillan.
Evans, John D. 1964. “Excavations in the Neolithic settlement at Knossos, 1957–60.” BSA 59: 132–240.
———. 1971. “Neolithic Knossos: The Growth of a Settlement.” Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society 37: 95–117.
Evershed, Richard P., Sebastian Payne, Andrew G. Sherratt, Mark S. Copley, Jennifer Coolidge, Duska Urem-Kotsou, Kostas Kotsakis, et al. 2008. “Earliest Date for Milk Use in the Near East and Southeastern Europe Linked to Cattle Herding.” Nature 455: 528–31.
Galanidou, Nena. In press. Katsambas: A Neolithic Settlement by the Kairatos. Philadelphia: INSTAP Press.
Gallis, Konstantinos I. 1985. “A Late Neolithic Foundation Offering from Thessaly.” Antiquity 59: 20–24.
Gamble, Clive. 2007. Or ig ins and Revolut ions: Human Identity in Earliest Prehistory. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Grammenos, Demetrios. 1997. Neolithiki Makedonia. Athens: Tameio Arkhaiologikon Poron.
Grove, A. T. and Oliver Rackham. 2001. The Nature of Mediterranean Europe: An Ecological History. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press.
Halstead, Paul L. J. 1981a. “Counting Sheep in Neolithic and Bronze Age Greece.” In Pattern of the Past: Studies in Honour of David Clarke, ed. Ian Hodder, Glynn Isaac, and Normand Hammond, 307–39. New York: Cambridge University Press.
———. 1981b. “From Determinism to Uncertainty: Social Storage and the Rise of the Minoan Palace.” In Economic Archaeology, ed. Andrew Sheridan and Geoff Bailey, 187–213. BAR-IS 96. Oxford: British Archaeological Reports.
———. 1989. “The Economy Has a Normal Surplus: Economic Stability and Social Change among Early Farming Communities of Thessaly Greece.” In Bad Year Economics: Cultural Responses to Risk and Uncertainty, ed. Paul Halstead and John O’Shea, 68–80. New York: Cambridge University Press.
———. 1992. “Dhimini and the ‘DMP’: Faunal Remains and Animal Exploitation in Late Neolithic Thessaly.” BSA 87: 29–59.
———. 1993. “ Spondylus Shell Ornaments from Late Neolithic Thessaly, Greece: Specialized Manufacture or Unequal Accumulation.” Antiquity 67: 603–609.
———. 1994. “The North-south Divide: Regional Paths to Complexity in Prehistoric Greece.” In Development and Decline in the Mediterranean Bronze Age, ed. Clay Mathers and Simon Stoddart, 195–219. Sheffield: Sheffield University Press.
———. 1995. “From Sharing to Hoarding: The Neolithic Foundations of Aegean Bronze Age Society.” In Politeia, 11–21.
———. 1996a. “The Development of Agriculture and Pastoralism in Greece: When, How, Who, What?” In The Origins and Spread of Agriculture and Pastoralism in Eurasia: Crops, Fields, Flocks, and Herds, ed. David R. Harris, 296–309. London: UCL Press.
———. 1996b. “Skoteini, Tharrounia: The Cave, the Settlement, and the Cemetery, by Adamantios Sampson.” AJA 100: 179–80.
———. 1999. “Neighbors from Hell? The Household in Neolithic Greece.” In Neolithic Society in Greece, ed. Paul Halstead, 77–95. Sheffield Studies of Aegean Archaeology 2. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press.
———. 2000. “Land Use in Postglacial Greece: Cultural Causes and Environmental Effects.” In Landscape and Land Use in Postglacial Greece, ed. Paul Halstead and Charles Frederick, 110–28. Sheffield Studies in Aegean Archaeology 3. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press.
———. 2004. “Life after Mediterranean Polyculture: The Subsistence Subsystem and the Emergence of Civilization Revisited.” In Emergence of Civilization Revisited, ed. Renfrew, 189–206.
———. 2008. “Between a Rock and a Hard Place: Coping with Marginal Colonization in the Later Neolithic and Early Bronze Age of Crete and the Aegean.” In Escaping the Labyrinth, 232–60.
———. In press. “Farming, Material Culture, and Ideology: Repackaging the Neolithic of Greece (and Europe).” In Trajectories of Neolithisation, ed. Angelos Hadjikoumis, Erick Robinson, and Sarah Viner. Oxford: Oxbow.
Hamilakis, Yannis. 1996. “Wine, Oil, and the Dialectics of Power in Bronze Age Crete: A Review of the Evidence.” OJA 15: 1–32.
Hourmouziadis, Giorgios. 1979. To Neolithiko Dimini. Volos, Greece: Society of Thessalian Studies.
Isaakidou, Valasia. 2006. “Ploug hing with Cows: Knossos and the ‘Secondary Products Revolution.’ ” In Animals in the Neolithic of Britain and Europe, ed. Dale Serjeantson and David Field, 95–112. Oxford: Oxbow.
———. 2008. “ ‘The Fauna and Economy of Neolithic Knossos’ Revisited.” In Escaping the Labyrinth, 90–114.
Jacobsen, Thomas W. 1984. “Seasonal Pastoralism in Southern Greece: A Consideration of the Ecology of Neolithic Urfirnis Pottery.” In Pots and Potters: Current Approaches in Ceramic Archaeology, ed. Prudence M. Rice, 27–43. Los Angeles: Institute of Archaeology, University of California.
Kotsakis, Kostas. 1983. Keramiki Tekhnologia kai Keramiki Diaforopoiisi: Provlimata tis Graptis Keramikis tis Mesis Neolithikis Epokis tou Sesklou. PhD diss., University of Thessaloniki.
———. 1999. “What Tells Can Tell: Social Space and Settlement in the Greek Neolithic.” In Neolithic Society in Greece, ed. Paul Halstead, 66–67. Sheffield Studies of Aegean Archaeology 2. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press.
———. 2006. “Settlement of Discord: Sesklo and the Emerging Household.” In Homage to Milutin Garašanin, ed. Nikola Tasic and Cvetan Grozdanov, 207–20. Belgrade: Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts/Macedonian Academy of Sciences and Arts.
Manning, Sturt W. 1994. “ The Emergence of Divergence: Development and Decline on Bronze Age Crete and the Cyclades.” In Development and Decline in the Mediterranean Bronze Age, ed. Clay Mathers and Simon Stoddart, 221–70. Sheffield: Sheffield University Press.
———. 1999. “Knossos and the Limits of Settlement Growth.” In Meletemata, 469–82.
Mee, Christopher. 2001. “Nucleation and Dispersal in Neolithic and Early Helladic Laconia.” In Urbanism, 1–14.
Miller, Michele A. 1996. “The Manufacture of Cockle Shell Beads at Early Neolithic Franchthi Cave, Greece: A Case of Craft Specialization?” JMA 9: 7–37.
Moody, Jennifer, Oliver Rackham, and George Rapp. 1996. “Environmental Archaeology of Prehistoric NW Crete.” JFA 23: 273–97.
Nakou, Georgia. 1995. “The Cutting Edge: A New Look at Early Aegean Metallurgy.” JMA 8: 1–32.
Nanoglou, Stratos. 2008. “Building Biographies and Households.” Journal of Social Archaeology 8: 139–60.
Papadatos, Yannis. 2007. “The Beginning of Metallurgy in Crete: New Evidence from the FN—EM I Settlement at Kephala Petras, Siteia.” In Metallurgy in the Early Bronze Age Aegean, ed. Peter M. Day and Roger C. P. Doonan, 154–67. Sheffield Studies in Aegean Archaeology 7. Oxford: Oxbow.
———, Peter Tomkins, Eleni Nodarou, and Yiannis Iliopoulos. In press. “The Beginning of Early Bronze Age in Crete: Continuities and Discontinuities in the Ceramic Assemblage at Kephala Petras, Siteia.” In The Aegean Early Bronze Age: New Evidence, ed. Christos Doumas, Colin Renfrew, and Ourania Koukou. Athens, April 11–14, 2008.
Pappa, Maria, Paul Halstead, Kostas Kotsakis, and Dushka Urem-Kotsou. 2004. “Evidence for Large-scale Feasting at Late Neolithic Makriyialos, Northern Greece.” In Food, Cuisine, and Society in Prehistoric Greece, ed. Paul Halstead and John C. Barrett, 16–44. Sheffield Studies in Aegean Archaeology 5. Oxford: Oxbow.
Perlès, Catherine. 1992. “Systems of Exchange and Organization in Neolithic Greece.” JMS 5(2): 115–64.
———. 2001. The Early Neolithic in Greece: The First Farming Communities in Europe. New York: Cambridge University Press.
———, and Karen D. Vitelli. 1999. “Craft Specialization in the Greek Neolithic.” In Neolithic Society in Greece, ed. Paul Halstead, 96–107. Sheffield Studies of Aegean Archaeology 2. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press.
Renfrew, Colin. 1972. The Emergence of Civilization: The Cyclades and the Aegean in the Third Millennium B.C. London: Methuen.
———. 1973. “Trade and Craft Specialization.” In Neolithic Greece, ed. Detorakis R. Theocharis, 179–91. Athens: National Bank of Greece.
Roberts, Neil. 1998. The Holocene: An Environmental History. Oxford: Blackwell.
Rosen, Arlene M. 2007. Civilizing Climate: Social Responses to Climate Change in the Ancient Near East. Lanham, Md.: Altamira.
Sahlins, Marshall. 1974. Stone Age Economics. London: Tavistock.
Sampson, Adamantios. 1992. “Late Neolithic Remains at Tharrounia, Euboea: A Model for the Seasonal Use of Settlements and Caves.” BSA 87: 61–101.
Sarpaki, Anaya. In press. “Aspects of the Economy of Neolithic Knossos: A View from the Archaeobotanical (Seed Macrofossil) Data.” In The Neolithic Settlement of Knossos in Crete. New Evidence for the Early Occupation of Crete and the Aegean Islands, eds. Nikos Efstratiou, Alexandra Karetsou, Maria Ntinou and Eleni Banou. Philadelphia: INSTAP Press.
Sherratt, Andrew. 1972. “Socio-economic and Demographic Models for the Neolithic and Bronze Age of Europe.” In Models in Archaeology, ed. David L. Clarke, 477–542. London: Methuen.
———. 1981. “Plough and Pastoralism: Aspects of the Secondary Products Revolution.” In Pattern of the Past: Studies in Honour of David Clarke, ed. Ian Hodder, Glynn Isaac, and Normand Hammond, 261–306. New York: Cambridge University Press.
———. 1987. “Cups That Cheered.” In Bell Beakers of the Western Mediterranean, ed. William H. Waldern and Rex Claire Kennard, 81–114. BAR 331. Oxford: British Archaeological Reports.
———. 1991. “Palaeoethnobotany: From Crops to Cuisine.” In Paleoecologia e Arqueologia, vol. 2, ed. Francisco Queiroga and António P. Dinis, 221–36. Vila Nova de Famalicao, Portugal: Centro de Estudios Arquelogicos Famalicenses.
———, and Susan Sherratt. 1998. “Small Worlds: Interaction and Identity in the Ancient Mediterranean.” In Aegean and the Orient, 329–42.
———. 2008. “The Neolithic of Crete, as Seen from Outside.” In Escaping the Labyrinth, 291–302.
Televantou, C. A. 2008. “Strofilas: A Neolithic Settlement on Andros.” In Horizon, 43–54.
Todaro, Simona, and Serena Di Tonto. 2008. “The Neolithic Settlement of Phaistos Revisited: Evidence for Ceremonial Activity on the Eve of the Bronze Age.” In Escaping the Labyrinth, 177–90.
Tomkins, Peter D. 2001. The Production, Circulation, and Consumption of Ceramic Vessels at Early Neolithic Knossos, Crete. PhD diss., University of Sheffield.
———. 2004. “Filling in the ‘Neolithic Background’: Social Life and Social Transformation in the Aegean before the Bronze Age.” In Emergence of Civilization Revisited, 38–63.
———. 2007a. “Communality and Competition: The Social Life of Food and Containers at Aceramic and Early Neolithic Knossos, Crete.” In Cooking Up the Past: Food and Culinary Practices in the Neolithic and Bronze Age Aegean, ed. Christopher Mee and Josette Renard, 174–99. Oxford: Oxbow.
———. 2007b. “Neolithic: Strata IX–VIII, VII–VIB, VIA–V, IV, IIIB, IIIA, IIB, IIA, and IC Groups.” In Knossos Pottery Handbook, 9–48.
———. 2008. “Time, Space, and the Reinvention of the Cretan Neolithic.” In Escaping the Labyrinth, 21–48.
———. 2009. “Domesticity by Default: Ritual, Ritualisation, and Cave Use in the Neolithic Aegean.” OJA 28(2): 125–53.
———. In press a. “Landscapes of Ritual, Identity, and Memory: Reconsidering Neolithic and Early Bronze Age Cave Use in Crete, Greece.” In Journeys into the Dark Zone, ed. Holley Moyes. Colorado: University Press of Colorado.
———. In press b. “Behind the Horizon: The Genesis of the ‘First Palace’ at Knossos (Final Neolithic IV-Middle Minoan IB).” In Back to the Beginning.
———, and Peter M. Day. 2001. “Production and Exchange of the Earliest Ceramic Vessels in the Aegean: A View from Early Neolithic Knossos, Crete.” Antiquity 75: 259–50.
———, and Vasilis Kilikoglou. 2004. “Knossos and the Early Neolithic Landscape of the Herakleion Basin.” In Knossos, 51–59.
Triantaphyllou, Sevi. 1999. “Prehistoric Makriyialos: A Story from the Fragments.” In Neolithic Society in Greece, ed. Paul Halstead, 128–35. Sheffield Studies of Aegean Archaeology 2. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press.
———. 2008. “Living with the Dead: a Re-consideration of Mortuary Practices in the Greek Neolithic.” In Escaping the Labyrinth, 137–54.
Tsountas, Christos. 1908. Ai proïstorikai akropoleis Dhiminiou ke Sesklou. Athens: I en Athenais Archaiologiki Etaireia.
Urem-Kotsou, Dushka, and Kostas Kotsakis. 2007. “Pottery, Cuisine, and Community in the Neolithic of North Greece.” In Cooking Up the Past: Food and Culinary Practices in the Neolithic and Bronze Age Aegean, ed. Christopher Mee and Josette Renard, 225–46. Oxford: Oxbow.
———. In press. “Cups of Conversion: Drinking Sets in Social Context in Late Neolithic Northern Greece.” In Wine Confessions: Production, Trade, and Social Significance of Wine in Ancient Greece and Cyprus, ed. Evi Margaritis, Jane Renfrew, and Martin Jones. Hesperia, Occasional Wiener Laboratory Series. Princeton: American School of Classical Studies at Athens.
Vagnetti, Lucia. 1996. “The Final Neolithic: Crete Enters the Wider World.” Cretan Studies 5: 29–39.
Valamoti, Soultana M., Maria Mangafa, Chaido Koukouli-Chrysanthaki, and Dimitra Malamidou. 2007. “Grape-pressings from Northern Greece: The Earliest Wine in the Aegean?” Antiquity 81: 54–61.
van Andel, Tjeerd H., and Curtis N. Runnels. 1988. “An Essay on the Emergence of Civilisation in the Aegean.” Antiquity 62: 234–47.
van der Leeuw, Sander E., and Robin Torrence, eds. 1989. What’s New? A Closer Look at the Process of Innovation. London: Unwin Hyman.
Vitelli, Karen D. 1989. “Were Pots First Invented for Foods? Doubts from Franchthi.” World Archaeology 21: 17–29.
———. 1993. Franchthi Neolithic Pottery: Classification and Ceramic Phases 1 and 2. Excavations at Franchthi Cave, Greece. Fascicle 8. Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.
———. 1999. Franchthi Neolithic Pottery. Vol. 2, The Later Neolithic Ceramic Phases 3 to 5. Excavations at Franchthi Cave, Greece. Fascicle 10. Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.
Weinberg, Saul S. 1970. “The Stone Age in the Aegean.” In Cambridge Ancient History. Vol. 1, part 1, Prolegomena and Prehistory, 3d ed., ed. I. E. S. Edwards, C. J. Gadd, and N. G. L. Hammond, 557–618. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Whitelaw, Todd M. 1983. “The Settlement at Fournou Korifi, Myrtos, and Aspects of Early Minoan Social Organization.” In Minoan Society, 323–40.
———. 2004. “Alternative Pathways to Complexity in the Southern Aegean.” In Emergence of Civilisation Revisited, 232–56.
Zachos, Konstantinos. 2007. “The Neolithic Background: A Reassessment.” In Metallurgy in the Early Bronze Age Aegean, ed. Peter M. Day and Roger C. P. Doonan, 168–206. Sheffield Studies in Aegean Archaeology 7. Oxford: Oxbow.
Zvelebil, Marek. 1995. “Farmers, Our Ancestors, and the Identity of Europe.” In Cultural Identity and Archaeology: The Construction of European Communities, ed. Paul Graves-Brown, Sian Jones, and Clive Gamble, 145–66. London: Routledge.
Early Bronze Age
MAINLAND GREECE
JEANNETTE FORSÉN
THE geographical scope of this overview is mainland Greece bordered by Albania, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), and Bulgaria to the north and the Cyclades and Crete to the south. The period is the Early Bronze Age (EBA), or Early Helladic (EH) denoting the mainland, during the time span between the preceding Final Neolithic period and the ensuing Middle Bronze Age. The absolute dates for the EH period remain unsettled, but if we follow a traditional school, it begins ca. 3100 and ends ca. 2000 BC (Manning 1995).
A tripartite division of the EH period, denoted by Roman numerals EH I–III, was conceived by Blegen, drawing upon his excavation data from Korakou near Corinth (1921, 2–3, 14). This scheme was further elaborated through excavations at Zygouries (Blegen 1928) and Eutresis (Goldman 1931). Goldman was able to apply the term EH I–III to three main phases at Eutresis, defined by her through changes in pottery fabric, pottery shapes, and architecture. Thus, a chronological framework based on changes in archaeological material and stratigraphical sequencing was created (1931, 227–231).
EH I was then characterized by polished ware, either slipped or unslipped, the earliest most often red slipped, and by incised decorations. EH II was characterized by good-quality glazed ware (“Urfirnis,” now Dark-painted ware) and Yellow Mottled ware (now Light-painted, fine-polished ware). Finally, EH III was described as having a degenerated glazed ware, Dark-on-Light ware, a diminishing amount of Yellow Mottled ware, and increasing amounts of Plain ware (Blegen 1928, 76–125, 216–18).
In close to ninety years of archaeological enterprises on mainland Greece, little has altered Blegen’s main outline of the EH period, and the stylistic classification of artifactual assemblages for this period has merely been fleshed out. Admittedly, the historical conclusions were modified since Blegen believed that a dramatic and complete cultural break could be seen at the end of the EH III period (Blegen 1928, 221), whereas Caskey—through his excavations at Lerna in Argolis and Eutresis in Boeotia—reached the conclusion that a notable break in southern Greece occurred between EH II and EH III, while a second break took place in central Greece at the end of EH III (Caskey 1960, 299–302; 1973, 136; 1986, 25).
The “cultural break” at the end of EH II and/or EH III has been used to bring one group of foreigners or another to Greece, either through an invasionistic/migrational model or a diffusionistic model (e.g., Blegen 1928; Caskey 1960; Wiencke 1989; Rutter 1995; Maran 1998). However, the historical outline sketched by Caskey, with a pattern of destructions throughout the Peloponnese at the end of EH II, has been shown to be untenable. The traits that he associated with a “foreign invasion” (e.g., apsidal houses, tumuli, and “terracotta anchors”) appeared on the mainland at different times during the EH II–MH periods and originated in many different areas (Forsén 1992). Other explanations for the “cultural break” proposed now and then include, for example, climatic changes (Manning 1997) and land degradation (Whitelaw 2000).
However, that the changes seen in the cultural assemblages of EH III date (also called the “Tiryns culture”) were due to a local evolution was suggested by Renfrew (1972), French (1973), and Walter and Felten (1981), although they all lacked the means to prove it. A thorough reappraisal of the ceramic changes at the EH II/III boundary at Lerna and Kolonna on Aigina now explain these as a “long-term process within a well-established local population” (Shriner, Murray, Christidis and Brophy in prep.). Behind this process are several decisive elements that ultimately lead to a demand for more robust coarse ware. Such a production began in southern Greece in later EH II and was created by fusing different technological pottery traditions from “central places” (e.g., Lerna, Kolonna) with those from their respective “hinterland” (Shriner, Murray, Christidis and Brophy in prep.). Could these regional sites with more traditional technologies explain the reintroduction of controlled reduction firing during late EH II–III? It should not be doubted that sophisticated technological manufacturing techniques existed at this time, thereby denoting anything but a decreased complexity (Spencer in press).
THRACE, MACEDONIA, AND THESSALY
A survey of the principal EBA sites in mainland Greece begins in the northeast with Thrace, Macedonia, and Thessaly, which is an area dominated by large broad plains with conspicuous mounds (magoules) spread out in the landscape.
From the onset of the EBA, the pottery in these regions changed. Whereas it had been diverse, implying many local schools, now coarse ware, principally storage vessels, became the focus of production. This could indicate that a larger degree of self-sufficiency within the agricultural sphere had taken place, but it might also imply the existence of a surplus of agricultural products that could be exchanged for exotica such as gold and tin (cf. Maran 1998, 2007).
Surprisingly little archaeological work has been undertaken in Thrace, considering its setting at the crossroads between northwestern Asia Minor, the Aegean, and the Balkans. The picture of the EBA in Macedonia is clearer, thanks to the seminal work by Heurtley (1939), who laid out a basis for a ceramic cultural sequence. The stratigraphical sequence in combination with radiocarbon dates from several Macedonian sites has recently (Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 1996, 586) enabled the identification of an early EBA phase (Dikili Tash IIIA and Sitagroi IV–Va = EH I and early EH II in the southern mainland) and a later EBA phase (Dikili Tash IIIB and Sitagroi Vb = late EH II and EH III in the south).
Dikili Tash, near Philippi, has been excavated intermittently since 1961 (Séfériadès 1983). Circuit walls of EBA date were probably built in order to protect the site from the surrounding marshes (Péristéri and Treuil 1988; Darcque, Touchais, and Treuil 1992). Pottery from the early EBA phase reflects connections to both Troy I and Eutresis in Boeotia (e.g., black polished bowls with tubular lug handles) (Caskey and Caskey 1960, 134–35), while small cups with high, vertical loop handles show influences from the north. Pottery from the later EBA phase retains influences from the north (e.g., bowls with incised lip), while so-called Corded ware has a wider distribution and connects this area with northwestern and central Greece (cf. Christmann 1996, 159–61). The square-spouted jug (Malamidou 1997, 339, figure 12) is more at home in southern Greece than in the north but is an important chronological link between the two regions.
In the Drama plain, Sitagroi magoula was excavated in 1968–1969 (Renfrew, Gimbutas, and Elster 1986; Elster and Renfrew 2003). The main trench on top of the magoula revealed two successive apsidal houses, the “Burnt House” and the “Long House” of early EBA date. These remains were accompanied not only by hearths and storage bins but also by vessels, shaft-hole axes, querns, and spindle-whorls, all artifacts reflecting a farming community. The material culture from Sitagroi can be correlated with both Troy and the important Thessalian site of Argissa. This ties Sitagroi into the Anatolian, as well as the Aegean, sphere, although it remains in the marginal zone. Results of the botanical study indicate a groundwater rise during a phase equivalent to late EH I in the south, recently corroborated by similar results at Chalkis in the Corinthian Gulf (see later discussion).
In Chalkidiki on the eastern side of the Sithonia peninsula, excavations during the late 1990s revealed a large necropolis in a tumulus at Kriaritsi (Asouchidou 2001). The pottery can be correlated with Troy and Thessaly, as well as with southern Greece (e.g., the type 6 jar at Lerna) (cf. Wiencke 2000, 561). The remarkable resemblance in both layout and content between this necropolis and the R-tombs at Steno on Lefkas on the other side of the Greek mainland is noteworthy.
In mountainous western Macedonia, substantial EBA remains, including houses, have been found at Servia (Ridley and Wardle 1979; Ridley, Wardle, and Mould 2000). The pottery reflects the important setting of Servia—at the crossroads and well-trodden passage—to Thessaly in the south and Epirus in the west. Moreover, EH II–III pottery (Light-painted, fine-polished sauceboats and degenerated, Darkpainted ware) correlates Servia with the southern mainland.
Thessaly belongs to a more arid climate zone than that of Macedonia and Thrace. The EBA sites exhibit a different “outlook” in that they are less influenced by northern cultures and more by the southern mainland. Excavations at Argissa magoula in the 1950s revealed—apart from several architectural phases—three main pottery phases, which can be correlated with late EH I–III in the south through similarities in the repertoire of shapes and surface finish and through actual imports (e.g., of Dark-painted pottery [Hanschmann and Milojĉić 1976, 78–80, 185–93, Taf. XI, Beilage 12, 32]).
Pevkakia magoula, on a rocky promontory on the Thessalian coast, shows clear influences from west Anatolia in the appearance at the end of EH II of the “Lefkandi I pottery assemblage” (first identified at Lefkandi on Euboea; see French 1972), accompanied by a change in architecture from an apsidal building to a rectangular megaron. A defensive circuit wall of early EH II date was also exposed (Christmann 1996, 321–25). In the region of Phthiotis in southeastern Thessaly, the evidence for EBA remains is scarce, although a rescue excavation at Rachi Panagias in 1994 exposed two phases of EH I, including bowls with incised lips, one-handled cups, and “Bratislava lids” (Zachou 2004a, 738).
EPIRUS AND LEFKAS
The EBA pottery of Epirus in northwestern Greece reflects northern rather than southern influences, although contacts with the south exist. At Doliana, a site near the source of the river Kalamas, a most interesting pottery assemblage has been found (Dousougli and Zachos 2002). Its importance lies in the fact that the pottery shapes and surface finish (e.g., large storage jars with taenia bands, slipped and polished bowls with incised lips) recall pottery found at most EH I–II sites in the south. The Bratislava lid (figure 4.1) makes Doliana part of a very wide distribution network that includes not only Moravia, Albania, Bulgaria, Macedonia, and Thessaly to the north and east (Maran 1998, 509–17) but also Attica in the south (see later discussion).
The R-necropolis at Steno on Lefkas was excavated by Dörpfeld from 1903 to 1913. The extraordinary finds from the twenty-four tumuli have recently been republished (Kilian-Dirlmeier 2005). The tomb architecture and small finds correspond to burial customs and artifacts found stretching from Lefkas to Kriaritsi in Chalkidiki, Aphidna in Attica, and Olympia in Elis. Lefkas was probably an emporio similar to Aigina, through which goods from Dalmatia and farther north on the Balkan were transmitted to the Peloponnese and Attica in the south (Kilian-Dirlmeier 2005, 155–64).
Figure 4.1. A Bratislava lid (restored) from Doliana in Epirus (courtesy of Angelika Dousougli and Kostas Zachos).
LOCRIS, PHOCIS, BOEOTIA, AND AITOLIA-AKARNANIA
Central Greece is characterized by small valleys usually well watered and fertile but compartmentalized by many mountains. Along the Locrian coast, EH sites abound, while less than three kilometers from the coast a complex pottery production area of EH I and early EH II date was recently found at Proskynas. The layout of this “workshop,” including kilns of different size (Zachou 2004b, 1267–76), implies ceramic craft specialization at a surprisingly early date.
Few EH sites have been excavated in Phocis, although one notable exception is the large mound of Kirrha next to the Corinthian Gulf (Dor, Jannoray, van Effenterre, and van Effenterre 1960). However, Boeotia has several important EH sites, such as Lithares, a vast EH I and early EH II village that includes streets and blocks of houses (Tzavella-Evjen 1985). Lefkandi I pottery is documented at Orchomenos, Eutresis, and Thebes (Forsén 1992). Recently another tumulus of late EH II date was found at Thebes (Aravantinos 2004, 1255–59), which can be correlated both in date and possibly function to tumuli with similar features previously known at Olympia in Elis and Lerna in Argolis.
In Aitolia on the northern shore of the Corinthian Gulf, excavations at Chalkis have documented pottery from two subphases of EH I, which can be correlated with assemblages both in central Greece (Eutresis) and southern Greece (Talioti). The late EH I phase is accompanied by an environmental change in the form of a rising sea level (Dietz and Moschos 2006).
ATTICA AND AIGINA
All along the Attic coast, EH sites are to be found either on the coast (e.g., Agios Kosmas) or a little inland, typically on low hills (e.g., Pani and Kontopigado in Alimos) (Kaza-Papageorgiou 2006). The proximity to the Cyclades is felt at most Attic sites usually in the form of pottery (e.g., the Kampos group of EC I/EH I date and the Kastri/Lefkandi I repertoire of late EH II date) or through large quantities of obsidian brought from Melos.
At Tsepi, near Marathon, Kampos group pottery in the cemetery dates the site to EH I, whereas the appearance of Bratislava lids among the grave goods, which include frying-pans (Pantelidou-Gofa 2005), adds Tsepi to the very extensive network of sites mentioned in connection to Doliana in Epirus (thereby stretching from the Carpathian basin to the south Aegean). Moreover, the relationship between the frying-pans and the Bratislava lids needs a careful study (Coleman, forthcoming, suggests that the lids may indicate the beginning of EH I on the mainland).
The cemetery at Agios Kosmas may include a few graves of Cycladic individuals, although the material culture mostly reflects mainland influences, including northern Greece, besides some Kastri/Lefkandi I pottery of west Anatolian inspiration (Mylonas 1959; French 1968, 64–65). A similar case can be made for the burial tumulus near Aphidna, where an amalgam of Anatolian, Cycladic, and mainland influences is evident among the grave goods and in the construction of the tumulus itself, which resembles the ones at Olympia and Lerna in particular. Especially intriguing is the possible link between Aphidna and tomb R-24 at Steno on Lefkas through their identical arrangement of gold rings (Forsén in press).
A large, prehistoric settlement at Kolonna on Aigina has come to light through excavations in the 1970s (Walter and Felten 1981) and from 1993 to 2002 (Felten and Hiller 2004). The importance of the site should not be underestimated as it must have functioned as a hub through which products and influences circulated at a steady pace during the EH II–III periods (EH I is less known). This fortified settlement exhibits similarities in architecture and layout with various areas (e.g., Poliochni on Lemnos, Lithares in Boeotia, and Lerna in Argolis). While the pottery exhibits the usual EH II koiné, it also includes Lefkandi I elements (Berger 2004) and hybrids spanning the crucial EH II–III boundary, allowing for an essentially local development of the pottery (Walter and Felten 1981, 108–16).
CORINTHIA AND ARGOLIS
Corinthia and Argolis are united in the west by a common range of mountains that is divided into two main plains, the Corinthian and the Argive, with smaller upland valleys hidden behind isolated mountains. In Corinthia, the small EH site, Tsoungiza, has supplied data concerning the transition from EH I to early EH II in particular (Pullen, forthcoming), thereby supplementing those already known from the Kephalari Magoula near Argos (Dousougli 1987).
Still, both of these sites are said to represent late EH I, and the question as to whether there is a different material culture assemblage during an early EH I period remains open (see Coleman 2000). However, judging by the EH I pottery found at Asine in Argolis (Frödin and Persson 1938, 200–205), Eutresis in Boeotia (Caskey and Caskey 1960), and Perachora in Corinthia (Fossey 1969), early EH I is denoted by strata containing red-slipped (or unslipped) and polished or dark-burnished ware without traces of Dark-painted ware or other salient features of late EH I (the Talioti repertoire; see Weisshaar 1990) or EH II date.
One of the most famous sites in the region is Lerna, a low artificial mound on the western shore of the Bay of Argos, which was excavated in the 1950s. The site has become one of the key sites in southern Greece due to its well-published artifactual assemblages of EH II–EH III date. During EH II, Lerna was a fortified site dominated by large rectangular “corridor houses” (e.g., the House of the Tiles, which, once destroyed, was turned into a low tumulus). Ceramics were often thin-walled, high-fired, and light colored (Wiencke 2000 and this volume). The subsequent settlement of EH III date consisted of smaller apsidal houses without fortification, while the pottery was often thick-walled, porous, and low-fired (Rutter 1995). The contrast between the two settlement layers could not have been greater, and it is no wonder that Caskey (1971) concluded that an “invasion” or “influx” of new and different people had taken place.
On the eastern side of the Bay of Argos opposite Lerna, important EH II architecture is documented at Tiryns, for example, the Rundbau and apsidal houses of early EH II date (Kilian 1986, 65–71), the latter feature recently corroborated by similar finds at Epidauros (Theodorou-Mavrommatidi 2004, 1167–82). Much controversy over a slightly divergent pottery chronology as documented at Tiryns and Lerna has been solved by Maran (1998, 460), who inserted a “Wendezeit,” thus allowing different sites to follow slightly different historical trajectories during this period of change.
ACHAEA AND ARCADIA
On a narrow strip of land along the southern coast of the Corinthian Gulf, remarkable EH remains are found at Helike in Achaea. This was a coastal site, a “central place” with a “corridor house” of EH II date, late EH II pottery of Lefkandi I type, and rectangular houses of EH III date (Katsonopoulou, forthcoming). A depas amphikypellon of Anatolian origin (figure 4.2) indicates that He like was most likely par t of an extensive exchange network during EH II–EH III between the Peloponnese and west Anatolia, which, according to Rahmstorf (2006), also encompassed the Near East.
In the upland valleys of Arcadia, data from Asea Paleokastro indicates that this seemingly remote site also took part in far-reaching exchange networks during the EH period, as evidenced by exotica such as non-local pottery, obsidian, and honey flint (Forsén 1996; 2003, 195). The existence of a land route across the Peloponnese, along which goods originating, for instance, in Dalmatia reached the Bay of Argos (Rambach 2004, 1233–42), has been postulated in order to explain Asea’s status as a “central place” during the later EH period.
Figure 4.2. The depas amphikypellon found at Helike in Achaea (courtesy of Dora Katsonopoulou).
ELIS AND MESSENIA
In the Altis at Olympia in Elis, important EH remains were excavated by Dörpfeld (1935) and Kyrieleis (1990) e.g., the Pelopeion, a large tumulus of late EH II date, and several apsidal houses of late EH III date. The fact that much non-local pottery of EH III date was found is seen as the result of Olympia’s serving as a trading post, like Asea, along a land corridor across the Peloponnese (Rambach 2004, 2007).
Excavations at Akovitika in Messenia have revealed “corridor houses” similar to the ones at Lerna (Themelis 1984, 344–47). The pottery includes Attic and Lefkandi I type ceramics (Koumouzelis-Bouchard 1981), implying that Akovitika was part of the far-reaching exchange network postulated for the late EH II period.
LACONIA
Renewed research centered on Kouphovouno, a low hill just southwest of Sparta, including both survey and excavations, has revealed a high level of interconnectivity between sites of EH II date ranging in size from “central places” to single farmsteads. Specialist potters supplied a network of smaller sites with their products, indicating some sort of commercial activity and/or shared cultural values (Mee 2009). At the fortified acropolis site at Geraki, southeast of Sparta, a thriving community existed during EH II (Crouwel, Prent, Thorne, and van der Vin 2000), whereas the EH III period until recently (Banou 1999) has been lacking in the archaeological record of Laconia.
SUMMARY
It seems that extensive exchange networks existed from the onset of EH I, when the Bratislava lid spread over large areas of mainland Greece. Social hierarchies might be inferred from early EH II, when the earliest fortifications were built (e.g., at Pevkakia in Thessaly). A wider distribution occurs during the late EH II period, when, for example, Askitario and Plasi in Attica, Kolonna on Aigina, Lerna in Argolis, and Geraki in Laconia were fortified. This propensity to fortify in late EH II can possibly be connected to a rise in internal competition between different communities. It is not impossible that environmental changes (cf. Sitagroi and Chalkis) triggered this development.
The dramatic cultural break seen especially at Lerna between EH II and EH III was in the past interpreted as evidence of invaders at the site, who supposedly built the apsidal houses of Lerna I V. However, the appearance at several Argive sites of apsidal houses during early EH II could imply that people from these nearby sites (i.e., Tiryns or Epidauros) moved to Lerna after the most famous of “corridor houses”, the House of the Tiles, burned down. That it was the local people who turned the debris of the house into a low tumulus (to commemorate it?) should not be doubted. The notion to build a tumulus might initially have emanated from actual visits to Thebes or Olympia.
In this chapter I have suggested that complex exchange networks and sophisticated technological manufacturing techniques, especially within pottery production, existed during late EH II–III. Thus, envisioning a decreased social complexity at the end of EH is not necessarily accurate. On the contrary, the demand for coarse ware, which increased during late EH II–III, implies a new form of complexity that we cannot yet decipher. It is bedeviling that functions that must have been self-evident to EH humans—for instance, sealings or potter’s marks—are lost to us since they could feasibly be part of deciphering this complexity.
In any event, the spectacular jewelry hoard of late EH III date found at Kolonna on Aigina (Reinholdt 2004) indicates the existence of social elites with far-reaching trading contacts at this time. One hopes that more research and archaeological finds will bring solutions that will help to explain the cultural shift at the end of the EH period.
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CRETE
PETER TOMKINS ILSE SCHOEP
TRADITIONALLY, the story of the Cretan Early Bronze Age (hereafter Early Minoan) has been one constructed between two pivotal points of change. The first, at the Neolithic–EM I transition, is viewed as the birth of a culture considered to be definably Minoan (Betancourt 1999), fostered by a major impulse from the east, conventionally modeled as a migration (Evans 1928, 1–24; Warren 1973, 42–43; Hood 1990, 371–75; Nowicki 2002, 66–69). The second, at the transition to the Middle Bronze Age (MM IB), is seen as the emergence of Europe’s first civilization—a redistributive theocracy of kings or princes, cities and palaces, art and writing—which in subsequent millennia spread to the rest of Europe, famously ‘irradiating European “barbarism’” (Evans 1921, 26; Childe 1958, 70; Renfrew 1972, 51).
In the later language of neoevolutionism, the emergence of the palaces in MM IB marked the transition from an egalitarian to a more complex, statelike society with a clear hierarchical structure crowned by a central, administrative elite authority that resided in the palaces (Cherry 1986, 27). The long ‘prepalatial’ period that lay between these two traditional pivotal points tended to be defined in terms similar to those of the Neolithic and in opposition to the succeeding ‘protopalatial’ period (e.g., Cherry 1983, 33; 1986; Tomkins 2004, 39–40, table 3.1). Debate was at its sharpest over the pace of EM development, with many favoring a gradualist model of slow, incremental change with a notable increase in complexity from EM II (Renfrew 1972; White law 1983; Warren 1987; Branigan 1988; Soles 1988) and others a long, relatively static period followed by a rapid explosion of complexity around MM IB (Cherry 1983; 1984; Watrous 1987, 2001, 174–79).
RECENT PERSPECTIVES
The last two decades have seen dramatic advances in our understanding of the Early Minoan period. There has been not only a significant increase in the quantity and quality of data but also a broadening of the theoretical and analytical range and a more critical evaluation of Minoan archaeology’s intellectual inheritance (for overviews see Manning 1994; Haggis 1999; Watrous 2001; Wilson 2008). The chronological framework first established by Arthur Evans has been given important new rigor and resolution thanks to a series of detailed stratigraphic and ceramic studies at Knossos, Phaistos, and other sites mainly in the center and east of the island (Wilson and Day 1994; 2000; Wilson 2007; Todaro 2005; Tomkins 2007b; Momigliano 2007; Papadatos, Tomkins, Nodarou, and Iliopoulos in press). Not only have there been new refinements such as early and late phases of EM I and EM IIA and a revised FN chronology, but much of the previous confusion about the phasing, labeling, and relationship of regional sequences, especially at the transition to and from the Early Bronze Age, has also been laid to rest.
As EM has come into clearer focus, the two traditional horizons of change have been pulled apart. The notion that EM I marks a sudden, new cultural beginning, in which Crete emerges from millennia of isolation under the stimulus of a wave of external migration, is gradually giving way to a more nuanced understanding of cultural development and change. Studies of ceramic and lithic material from Knossos now suggest that Neolithic Crete was always connected in some way to the rest of the Aegean but in ways that changed over time (Tomkins 2007b, 21–44; Conolly 2008). Moreover by the end of FN (FN IV; c.3300–3100/3000 BC; Tomkins 2007b), certain coastal sites already appear to have enjoyed preferential access to high-value materials and technologies (e.g., obsidian, metal) over inland sites in their vicinity in a manner reminiscent of later EM ‘gateway communities’ (Papadatos 2007, 2008; Tomkins 2008, 40; this volume; Papadatos, Tomkins, Nodarou, and Iliopoulos in press).
Likewise, marginal colonization of less productive or extensive areas of arable land, such as upland basins or islands, a process once considered to originate in EM I (e.g., Watrous 2001, 163, 168), actually begins as early as FN IV in some areas (e.g., Siteia uplands) (Tomkins 2008, 38–40). The beginning of EM I is thus emerging as a prominent point within a longer period of socioeconomic reconfiguration, a point privileged in traditional cultural histories mainly because of the appearance of painted ceramic wares. Explanations of change during this period now also need to take account of clear signs of residential, cultural, and technological continuity across the FN IV–EM I transition not just at large inland sites such as Knossos and Phaistos but also at those coastal sites, such as Petras Kephala, that appear to have been the main mediators of cultural interaction with the rest of the Aegean (Todaro 2005; Tomkins 2007b, 44; in press b; Todaro and Di Tonto 2008; Papadatos, Tomkins, Nodarou, and Iliopoulos in press).
In much the same way, many of the cultural features traditionally associated with an MM IB horizon have been realigned, stretching the timetable of ‘emergence’ to more than a millennium. Certain aspects of the traditional palatial model, such as permanent forms of social inequality, long-distance trade, specialized craft production, urbanism, settlement hierarchy, and central places, can now be identified in the Early Minoan period, well before MM IB (Wilson and Day 1994; Whitelaw et al. 1997; Day, Wilson, and Kiriatzi 1997; Knappett 1999; Schoep and Knappett 2004; Schoep 2006). In addition, our understanding of Minoan social complexity, which for so long was focused on a contentious search for steep social hierarchies and single elite authorities (Watrous 2001, 174–75), has been usefully broadened to include situations of weak hierarchy, where multiple groups compete for power (Haggis 1999; Schoep 2002; in press a).
The more we learn about the prehistoric past, the more arbitrary become the divisions between the blocks of time into which it is conventionally divided. In both of the preceding cases, an overestimation of later complexity, combined with difficulties in understanding what came before, led change to be simplified into origin points and dramatized into revolutions, a tendency by no means peculiar to Minoan archaeology (see Gamble 2007 for a recent critique). Clearly the burgeoning EM dataset demands a more inclusive and subtle interpretative framework, one that allows change to be assessed along a continuum stretching from the Neolithic to the Middle Bronze Age and recognizes that continuity and change are best understood, from the bottom up, as flowing from the actions of people operating under specific conditions of existence (Day, Wilson, and Kiriatzi 1997; Barrett and Damilati 2004; Tomkins 2004, 39–41).
One way of doing this is to focus on lower-level analytical categories of practice, context, and agency, such as production, burial, and the household, and to see how these change in articulation, context, scale, and meaning over time. From ‘art’ and writing to urbanism and monumental ceremonial centers, all that has been traditionally understood to characterize ‘civilization’(Childe 1950; Renfrew 1972, 7, 13) may be understood to derive from the emergence and subsequent development of elite households, elite material culture, and the political cultures of production and consumption that sustained them (Baines and Yoffee 2000; Van Buren and Richards 2000; Wright 2004).
Production
During the Cretan later Neolithic, production appears to have been one area where households could compete for status by manipulating the quantity and quality of their productive output, albeit one regulated and restricted at a communal level (Tomkins 2004, 50–57; this volume; Isaakidou 2008, 108–13). During LN and FN, the technology and organization of local ceramic production at Knossos shows no sign of change and would be consistent with some form of low-level household specialization oriented towards the needs of the local community. This picture of communally regulated productive stability first seems to be challenged from FN IV with the colonization of agriculturally more marginal areas of the Cretan landscape by a wave of farmers, perhaps forced out of older, more productive locations by the newly unfettered, acquisitive strategies of successful households (Halstead 2008, 244–47; Tomkins 2008, 38–42; this volume).
From the beginning of EM I, there are signs of a shift in ceramic production, characterized by the development of a new and distinctive range of burnished, slipped, and painted ware types, by marked regionality in material expression, by increasingly elaborate chaînes opératoires, and by rising productive intensity and output. This may mark the emergence of independent, regionally located, full-time specialists who were producing a range of distinctive products for a large, mainly local, external market (Wilson and Day 1994, 2000; Day, Wilson, and Kiriatzi 1997; Whitelaw et al. 1997). As in the Neolithic, access to the products of more distant Cretan producers provided opportunities for the marking of social differences through consumption (Whitelaw et al. 1997, 269; Wilson and Day 1994, 85; Tomkins 2004, 2007a).
In contrast to the spatial ubiquity of agricultural and ceramic production, the distribution of other, newer technologies producing high-value or ‘prestige’ products in stone or metal appears to be restricted to specific, prominent sites. Although earlier stone vessels are known, the first substantial indigenous stone vase industry on Crete dates from EM IIA (e.g., Mochlos; Bevan 2004, 112). Recent excavations at Petras Kephala have produced evidence for copper smelting and the use of copper punches in obsidian blade production from FN IV (Papadatos 2007, 2008; D’Annibale 2008), while from the beginning of EM I the biconical form, fenestrated pedestals, and decorative ‘rivets’ of ceramic chalices attest indirectly to the existence of sheet-metal containers. Two crucibles from the late EM I cemetery at Ayia Photia were probably used for the production of copper objects (Betancourt and Muhly 2007). Metallurgical debris in EM I–II levels at Poros indicates the deliberate production of arsenical copper alloys and the casting of mid-rib and long daggers (Doonan, Day, and Dimopoulou-Rethemniotaki 2007).
Although the evidence for copper production activity in the EBA Aegean is characterized by notable temporal and spatial variation (Catapotis 2007), the establishment by EM III of a specialized smelting site at Chrysokamino may mark an intensification in Cretan metallurgical production and perhaps a desire to regulate and control specific stages of the production process through spatial segregation (Betancourt 2006; Muhly 2002; cf. Nakou 1995; Broodbank 2000, 294–96). Such discoveries continue to affirm the connection between metallurgy, the production of prestige goods, and the marking of social difference (Renfrew 1972; Nakou 1995) but push its origins back into the last few centuries of FN. Intensification of metal production, the so-called metallschok of the EB II period, may now be pushed back into the late EM I (Doonan, Day, and Dimopoulou-Rethemniotaki 2007), while periods where metal objects are rarer, such as EM III, may more plausibly reflect differences in depositional practice than fluctuations in the supply of metal or metal objects (Nakou 1995 2007).
Exchange
For the later Neolithic stylistic and petrographic analyses suggest a low-volume circulation of ceramic vessels, compatible with gift exchange, over short and long distances between different communities within and occasionally beyond the island (Tomkins and Day 2001; Tomkins, Day, and Kilikoglou 2004; Tomkins 2004, 48; 2007b; 2008, 41). By FN IV, it would appear that certain coastal sites such as Nerokourou and Petras Kephala enjoyed a more intimate and intense relationship with the Aegean, specifically the Attic-Kephala region, in which the low-volume procurement and technological transformation of rare materials such as obsidian and metal, as well as control over their subsequent distribution within Crete, played a defining role (Vagnetti 1996; Carter 1998; Papadatos 2007; 2008; Tomkins 2008, 40; this volume; Papadatos, Tomkins, Nodarou, and Iliopoulos in press).
During EM, trading sites that focused on the procurement and working of greater volumes of obsidian, metal, and stone have been identified at Poros, Mochlos, and other locations along the north coast of Crete (Warren 1965, 28–36; Branigan 1991; Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki, Wilson, and Day 2007). Late in EM I and into EM IIA, off-island relationships further intensify, as indicated by an increase in Cycladic imports (Kampos and Keros-Syros Groups) and raw materials (e.g., obsidian, copper, lead, silver), the local production of material culture in Cycladic styles or technologies, and a possible relocation of Cycladic groups to sites such as Ayia Photia or Poros, along the north coast of Crete (Renfrew 1964; Warren 1984; Karantzali 1996; Day, Wilson and Kiriatzi 1998; Papadatos 2005; Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki Wilson, and Peter M. Day 2007).
From EM IIB, there are signs of a shift in the nature and directionality of external relations. At EM IIB Poros and Knossos, imports from the Cyclades entirely disappear while those from the east of the island increase (Wilson 1994, 41–44; Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki, Wilson, and Day 2007, 87, 93). Cycladic imports are rare in EM III and increase only in MM I (Momigliano and Wilson 1996, 55). Nevertheless, the continued presence of Cycladic raw materials (e.g., obsidian, copper) in EM IIB Cretan contexts and Cretan exports in EC IIB (Kastri Group; e.g., Akrotiri; Day pers. comm.) suggests that this was not an absence of contact but a shift in the nature of Cretan-Cycladic trading activity.
During EM II–III, the presence of Egyptian and Syrian imports and local Cretan imitations indicate contact with East Mediterranean sites, probably to be connected with the adoption of the masted sailing ship, representations of which appear on Cretan seals from EM III (Evans 1925; Broodbank 2000, 341–49; Bevan 2004, 111–21). Although low in volume, such contacts were critical in ensuring the supply of exotic prestige goods and technologies that were so essential to emergent elites (Sherratt and Sherratt 1991; Schoep 2006), as suggested by the consistent presence of imports or imitations of off-island material culture in funerary contexts throughout the Early Bronze Age. In this way, Cretan elite culture appears to exhibit a shift from favoring Aegean to Eastern Mediterranean models and forms during the course of the Early Bronze Age (Schoep 2006).
Sealing, Writing, and Administration
Seals and sealings are present on Crete from EM II and appear at broadly the same time as on the Greek mainland (e.g., Lerna, Geraki). Whereas Early Minoan seals are attested primarily in grave contexts, sealings are usually found in nonfunerary contexts. Although, two sealings from an EM IIA fill below the West Court at Knossos have recently been redated on stylistic grounds to EM III/MM I (see references in Krzyszowkska 2005, 78), restudy of context and associated pottery argues in favor of the original EM IIA date. Sealings dating to EM IIB have been found at both small (Myrtos, Trypeti) and larger, proto-urban settlements (e.g. Malia, within court building; for references see Schoep 2004). Although the quantity of sealings is very small, especially compared to the Greek mainland, their social importance should not be underestimated.
The varied findspots of EM sealings suggest that this was not an isolated, local practice (contra Weingarten 1994). Rather, the practice of sealing needs to be situated within the wider context of the emergence and development of elite identities and elite culture. The attestation of sealings on Crete is important because the practice of sealing lumps of clay with seal stones is not an Aegean invention but, like script, is adopted from outside and adapted to suit local needs. Although typologically similar to sealings from regions further east, Cretan sealings were used differently and in a way that clearly did not involve a hierarchically organized bureaucratic administration (Weingarten 2000, 147).
On present evidence, script appeared slightly later, the oldest examples being the ‘Archanes script,’ attested on several seal stones from the Phourni cemetery in MM IA or at the latest MM IB contexts. There can be no doubt that these represent a real script (i.e., signs conveying phonetic values) since some sign groups are later attested in Linear A and Cretan Hieroglyphic documents (for different views, see Godart 1999 and Olivier 1996). The possibility of still earlier attestations of writing is hinted at by the incised signs found on nonjoining fragments of a vase of EM III type from Malia (Schoep and Allegrette 1999).
The significance of the EM evidence for the origins of administration has been hotly debated (Vlasaki and Hallager 1995; Weingarten 1990; Pini 1990). It was long assumed that the appearance of script implied the existence of a complex bureaucracy and was thus associated with an MM IB horizon of palace-building and, in particular, the economic needs of a managerial elite resident in the palaces (Weingarten 1990, 1994; Olivier 1989). The handful of known EM sealings tended to be judged unfavorably from the perspective of later and larger MM II collections (e.g., Phaistos) and dismissed as evidence for administration (Weingarten 1990; see Pini 1990 and Schoep 1999 for an alternative view).
More recently, it has been recognized that there is no need to make a direct equation between the presence of administrative documents and centralized economic control (Weingarten 2000; Schoep 2004). Sealing and writing also have important social and symbolic connotations, especially as markers of privilege and difference (Postgate, Wang, and Wilkinson 1995), and the logic behind their deployment at EM sites may have been social and symbolic rather than strictly economic (Schoep 2004). Certainly the deposition of seal stones with early script in funerary contexts, as at Phourni, suggests that they played a role in the marking of identity and social difference (Schoep 2006).
Settlement and Urbanism
From FN IV, it is possible to identify three distinct dwelling strategies tied to different parts of the Cretan landscape, each of which exhibits differing long-term growth potentials (Whitelaw 2004; Tomkins this volume): agricultural sites, located in extensive and productive agricultural hinterlands (e.g., Knossos, Malia); trading sites, located on the coast (e.g., Petras Kephala, Mochlos, Poros); and marginal sites, located in less productive, predictable or extensive agricultural environments (e.g., Ziros region in east Crete; Branigan 1998; Halstead 2008; Tomkins 2008, 38–40). By EM II, many of the more extreme marginal areas see a contraction in settlement or abandonment (e.g., Branigan 1998). Marginal sites that thrived in EM II, such as the hamlets of Myrtos Fournou Korifi or Trypeti (Whitelaw 1983, 2004; Whitelaw et al. 1997), did so in part because of their position within wider exchange networks, often facilitated by a coastal location. This combination of marginal and trading strategies sustained a string of EM village communities around the Cretan coast, whose prospects for further expansion were, nevertheless, curtailed by the limited size or productivity of their agricultural hinterlands (Haggis 1999, 67; Whitelaw 2004).
During EM II, many agricultural sites (e.g., Knossos, Malia) undergo a phase of growth, which, though dwarfed by the scale of later expansions (e.g., Whitelaw 2004, 243, figure 13.8), represents a doubling or more of their Neolithic or EM I extent (Whitelaw 1983; Watrous 2001, 167; Tomkins 2008, 37–38). A similar pattern of growth, associated with an early stage of urbanism, may be identified in other regions of the EB II Aegean (Halstead 1981, 196–200; Hägg and Konsola 1986). Significantly, this expansion took these sites for the first time beyond the organizational threshold of the village, indirectly implying that social restructuring had taken place (cf. Whitelaw 1983).
Further growth at these proto-urban centers took place during EM III–MM IA, and in some areas this may be linked to a wave of small rural sites, which have been associated with agricultural intensification and extensification (Haggis 1999, 61–65). Although the generation of ever-greater agricultural surpluses was essential to growth (Manning 1994; Haggis 1999), the newly emerging EM II–III social hierarchies also needed to secure privileged access to the prestige goods and knowledge that flowed through trading sites. Agricultural sites located on coastal plains, such as Malia and Palaikastro, were well placed to combine agricultural and trading strategies in this way; inland sites such as Knossos and Phaistos, rooted in deeper Neolithic histories of place, were not. In the case of Knossos, this was perhaps resolved by the foundation in EM I of the nearby trading site of Poros, with which it enjoyed a close, symbiotic relationship for the rest of the Bronze Age (Dimopoulou-Rethemniotaki, Wilson, and Day 2007).
Claims of site hierarchies of three or more tiers from as early as EM I, on the basis of site size alone (e.g., Hayden, Moody, and Rackham 1992; Watrous et al. 1993; Driessen 2001), are thus probably premature in projecting stratified or hierarchical relationships onto what appears to have been a diversified but not an obviously politically integrated landscape (cf. Haggis 2002). Evidence for integration becomes less ambiguous only when demographic expansion at a center is of an order that exceeds the carrying capacity of its immediate hinterland and thus implies an extension of control over neighboring polities. In the case of Knossos, one of the most developed of the EM proto-urban centers, this is unlikely to have taken place before MM IA (Whitelaw 2004, 245).
Central Places and Arenas of Consumption
Recent work at Knossos, Malia, and Phaistos shows that the Middle Minoan court buildings are built on top of or incorporate elements of Early Bronze Age buildings also constructed around a large court. At Knossos, the origins of the open spaces of the central and west courts may be traced back to the end of FN (Tomkins 2007 b, 41–42; in press b), while the construction of the first court buildings may be plausibly associated with a series of large-scale terracing and leveling episodes during EM II that transformed the summit of the Kephala Hill into a large, platform with specific, restricted ramped access points (Wilson 1994; Tomkins in press b for a discussion). Further such episodes of construction and modification during EM III, MM IA and MM IB created the monumental structure which convention terms the ‘First Palace’ (MacGillivray 1994; Tomkins in press b).
At Malia, remains of a large EM IIB building, beneath and on an orientation similar to that of the First Palace and laid out to the north and west of a large open space, have been brought to light in a series of tests (Pelon 1992; contra Watrous 2001, 171, 175). The ‘First Palace’ at Malia seems to have been constructed in EM III/ MM IA, but, perhaps significantly, this building seems in one area (Magazine I1) to have deliberately incorporated part of its predecessor, namely a sort of vault with EM IIB vases in situ.
At Phaistos, the monumental structure known as the First Palace was constructed in MM IB and MM IIA. However, it has recently been shown that the open areas of the Lower West Court and the Central Court, as at Knossos, have a history of use going back to late FN (FN III–IV), when there is evidence to suggest that they were frequented for ritualized gatherings involving large-scale group consumption of liquids and foodstuffs (Todaro and Di Tonto 2008). Moreover, a sequence of monumental ramped entrances connecting these two areas can be traced back to EM II (Todaro in press). Such work provides a new context within which to situate enigmatic stretches of monumental EM IIB architecture at Palaikastro, Tylissos, and Mochlos (Branigan 1988, 43–44; Schoep 1999; Haggis 1999, 61–62).
What unites these monumental central places is the presence of formalized open spaces or courts, the origins of which may be traced at least as far back as the end of FN, if not deeper into the Neolithic (Tomkins 2004, 43–45; 2007a, 187–90; in press b; Todaro and Di Tonto 2008). During FN IV–EM III, other arenas used for communal ritual include built tombs and natural places such as caves, hilltops, and mountain peaks (Haggis 1999, 73–79; Tomkins in press a). In this way, the appearance in EM II of large public buildings in association with courts at large settlements such as Knossos, Malia, and Phaistos should be understood, on the one hand, as being rooted within deeper histories and traditions of communal ritual practice, but, on the other, as bound up with strategies of social restructuring and reproduction at the newly emergent and expanding proto-urban centers (Schoep in press a; Tomkins in press b). In this way the first court buildings mark the birth of a new type of communal space, out of which the later palaces would eventually develop. Much detail remains to be learned about the biographies of construction and renewal of the EM court buildings, the nature of the practices that went on within them, and the social relations and values that such practices reproduced (Schoep this volume). There are, however, good reasons for thinking that communal arenas at all scales served as formal places where groups of people could come together to construct and experience a sense of their place in the world through ritual practice.
A key component of communal ritual is commensality, and consideration of its changing articulation during the Neolithic and Bronze Age can reveal additional insights into social relations. At present, commensality during EM is perhaps best appreciated from the perspective of the containers used. During EM I–IIA, consumption of food and drink took place using individual sets of vessels whose form and size are suggestive of consumption by household groups (Wilson and Day 2000, 59–60), albeit relatively small in scale and similar to that which characterized the Neolithic (Tomkins 2007a).
The introduction of the footed goblet late in EM IIA (Wilson 2007, 64) thus marks a significant shift in the structure of commensality toward a larger group of people consuming smaller, equal, and more measured quantities (Wilson and Day 2000). The possibility remains strong that the ubiquitous ceramic goblet functioned alongside rarer and now largely absent containers in metal or stone (Nakou 2007) in a hierarchy of container value, which via commensality could have reproduced similarly asymmetrical relationships in people (cf. Macdonald and Knappett 2007). In this we might perhaps be glimpsing the beginning of a process of growth and extension to the later Neolithic household unit (see Tomkins this volume for a discussion), whereby larger and more complex corporate groups were formed, perhaps composed of a privileged (elite) social group and their affiliates and dependents.
Burial
Easily overlooked and often glossed as egalitarian, when approached from the perspective of later burial, the nature and significance of Early Minoan funerary practice is perhaps best appreciated when set against what went before. During the Cretan Neolithic, grave goods are as good as absent, and human skeletal material is extremely rare, confined mainly to isolated fragments and occasional interments in settlement contexts or caves (Triantaphyllou 2008; Tomkins in press a). A high degree of selection must have been involved, with the vast majority of people receiving no archaeologically visible form of disposal.
Thus, one of the more striking changes to occur at the beginning of EM I, if not slightly earlier in FN IV, is the marked increase in visible forms of burial, typically in locations beyond the space of habitation. Initially these appear in caves or rock shelters (Branigan 1993, 152–54; Tomkins in press a), but from EM I these are joined by purpose-built round tombs or ‘tholoi’ (south-central Crete; e.g., Branigan 1970, 1993; Warren 2004; Tomkins 2007b, 20, table 1.6, 46–48) and cemeteries (Davaras and Betancourt 2004), and from EM II by house tombs (Soles 1992). This explosion in visible forms of burial may be understood as reflecting increased social competition, in particular a new interest in death as a means of marking status differences among the living, and a greater desire to use ritual as a means of appropriating or contesting the ownership of particular, strategic places in the landscape.
The development of conspicuous burial foci forms part of a broader EM expansion in the materiality and theatricality of death. From the carrying of the dead to their final resting place to funerary commensality (Hamilakis 1998, 124–26), the construction and use of permanent burial monuments offered new possibilities for the dramatization of social difference through funerary practice. From EM I, these practices included the interment of grave goods such as bronze daggers, gold jewelry, gold diadems, seal stones, amulets, pendants, and beads—high-value items in rare materials, which could be worn upon the person as markers of identity and status (Nakou 1995; Colburn 2008; Schoep in press a) and whose removal from circulation may have marked a form of conspicuous consumption. The presence from EM II of artifacts associated with personal body maintenance, such as obsidian blades or metal tweezers, suggests an interest in marking social differences by techniques of corporal inscription (Carter 1994; 1996; Doonan, Day, and Dimopoulou-Rethemniotaki 2007, 117).
Taken together, the EM burial data broadly indicate a situation of social competition and diversification, but not one that was necessarily always strongly hierarchical. While we cannot entirely exclude the possibility that a section of the population could be excluded from formal burial, estimates suggest that most people did have access (Whitelaw 1983). This burying population appears to have been eager to advertise identity and status through the display and disposal of valued material and symbolic resources. Sustained and systematic differences in wealth and status may on occasion be identified within this burying group, principally in the cemeteries attached to larger, wealthier communities such as Mochlos, Malia, Platanos, and Koumasa (Whitelaw 1983, 2004, 235–38; Soles 1988; 1992; Branigan 1993, 111).
THE EMERGENCE OF ELITE HOUSEHOLDS AND ELITE CULTURE
During the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age, at least two related units of social organization may be identified: the household, represented by discrete architectural units or houses, and the community, composed of agglomerations of coexisting households (see Halstead 1999; Tomkins 2004; this volume).In general, social change during this period can be read as a progression away from a communal model of society, where households are subordinate to and regulated by higher-level or communal forms of organization, to one where the communal becomes subordinate to the interests of specific households, who take responsibility for the ongoing wellbeing of the community and become the main (elite) agents of socioeconomic development. The appropriation of the communal thus formed a central role in the emergence of elite households on Crete between FN IV and EM III and may be glimpsed in the development not only of specific arenas (e.g., courts, tombs), where hierarchies of space could increasingly be exploited to incorporate, exclude, and thus define differential identity and status within and between communities, but also of an elite culture of objects, practices and knowledge, which from the end of the Neolithic drew increasingly on off-island sources in order to reproduce and legitimate social affiliation and difference.
From FN IV and through EM, Cretan communities appear to have been quick to diversify and differentiate themselves socially and economically but slow to integrate politically (Haggis 2002; Whitelaw 2004). The most successful, measured in terms of demographic growth, were those like Malia and Knossos-Poros, which were located in environments where trading, specifically access to and control over the resource of distance, might be combined with an ability to generate large agricultural surpluses. While there was a clear shifting of gears during the EM II period, sustained and extended during EM III (Haggis 1999, 61–65), it is only during MM I that there are signs of a major acceleration in growth significant enough to imply the development of larger-scale organizational forms and only then in the vicinity of the larger urban polities such as Knossos, Malia, and Phaistos. Outside the still-limited orbit of these urban centers, Crete remained a mosaic of independent and often tiny polities, operating at different scales and controlled by small-time, local elites who would, during the Middle Bronze Age, increasingly look to affiliate themselves with wealthier and better-connected elites in one or more of the larger, urban centers.
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CYCLADES
COLIN RENFREW
THE Cycladic Islands, lying in the southern Aegean in a group almost equidistant from the Greek and Anatolian coasts and from Crete, have played a central role in the prehistory of the Aegean. Even in the late Upper Palaeolithic period, before there is evidence of permanent settlement in the islands, the volcanic glass known as obsidian—and very suitable as a raw material for chipped stone tools—was being brought from its principal Aegean source on the island of Melos to Franchthi Cave in the Argolid (Renfrew and Aspinall 1990). From the Neolithic period onward, interactions between the Cycladic Islands and neighboring lands were frequent. And, of course, the Cyclades were significant in the Archaic period of Greek civilization, when islands such as Naxos, Paros, Siphnos, and Melos played a prominent role until the period of Athenian domination.
In the Early Bronze Age, the inhabitants of the Cyclades took an active part in the trade and commerce of the time. Cycladic sources of lead and copper were economically significant. The influence of the Early Cycladic cultures was felt in settlements, and notably in cemeteries, in northern Crete and in Attica and Euboea. The characteristic marble sculptures or figurines, usually no more than thirty centimeters high but sometimes reaching almost life-sized, are among the most characteristic Cycladic products and much prized by collectors today. Their influence upon the burial customs in neighboring areas is evident.
The Early Bronze Age cultures of the Cyclades first came to scholarly attention during the nineteenth century, when the Early Cycladic cemeteries became known to travelers and collectors (e.g., Bent 1884). They were first systematically investigated in the pioneering excavations of Christos Tsountas (1898, 1899), whose careful account has become the basis for later studies (Papathanassopoulos 1962; Doumas 1977; Rambach 2000a, 2000b). At about the same time, the first Cycladic settlement was excavated at Phylakopi in Melos, under the day-to-day supervision of Duncan Mackenzie, who went on to play a key role in the excavations conducted by Sir Arthur Evans at Knossos in Crete. Good stratigraphic control at Phylakopi allowed the division of the sequence into what were termed the First, Second, and Third Cities (Atkinson et al. 1904), interpreted as belonging broadly to the Early, Middle, and Late Bronze Age. Later work (Dawkins and Droop 1911; Barber 1974; Renfrew 2007) has allowed more detailed analysis. However, the recovered building remains of the Early Bronze Age were not extensive, and the site has proved more illuminating for the later periods (e.g., Renfrew 1985).
Figure 6.1. Photograph of the Early Cycladic site of Skarkos on the island of Ios (courtesy of Dr. Marisa Marthari).
The second major Bronze Age settlement to be investigated in the Cyclades was Ayia Irini on Kea, again a multiperiod site, studied by J. L. Caskey: Periods I to III constitute the Early Bronze Age levels (Wilson 1999). The third such town site, again better known for the Middle and Late Bronze Age levels, is Akrotiri on Thera, excavated first by Spyridon Marinatos and then by Christos Doumas. In recent years at Akrotiri, the cutting of shafts into earlier levels in order to allow the insertion of steel pylons to support the protective roofing has yielded important Early Bronze Age materials (Doumas 2008; Sotirakopoulou 2008), but little is known of the structure of the Early Bronze Age settlement.
Few Early Bronze Age settlements lacking an overburden of later materials have yet been investigated in the Cyclades, although Tsountas himself excavated at the important site of Kastri in Syros (Bossert 1967), and the small rural site of Markiani on Amorgos has recently been published (Marangou et al. 2006). Mention should also be made of the settlement on the island of Dhaskalio, opposite the ritual center of Kavos on the island of Keros (Renfrew et al. 2007; Renfrew et al. 2008), and of the extensive excavations at Skarkos on Ios (Marthari 2008). The work at Skarkos will, when fully published, give the most complete picture yet available of an Early Cycladic village or small town (figure 6.1).
It is fair to say that our current knowledge of the Early Cycladic period remains somewhat reliant on material from the cemeteries. There is good agreement over the broad cultural sequence (Renfrew 1972; Doumas 1977), and the development of the Cycladic Early Bronze Age has been well surveyed by Broodbank (2000). There are, however, still divergences of view about the concluding phases of the period, including the so-called Kastri Group’ (see later discussion). Excavations on the west coast of Turkey, notably at the important site of Liman Tepe, are now revealing relationships that had not previously been well understood (see Sahoglu 2005). After many years of relative neglect, the past decade has shown a marked resurgence of interest in Cycladic studies (see Davis 1992; Barrett and Halstead 2004; Brodie et al. 2008).
THE NEOLITHIC BACKGROUND
Almost nothing was known of the Neolithic period in the Cyclades until the discovery of the settlement of Saliagos near Antiparos (Evans and Renfrew 1968). This was a small village of farmers and fishermen. Stone foundations for buildings were found: The superstructures may have been of pisé (unbaked clay). Barley was the most frequent cereal—as it has been ever since in the Cyclades—followed by wheat (both emmer wheat and einkorn). Among the animal remains, sheep and goat were the most frequent—as they have since remained in the islands—with some cattle, pigs, and deer. Abundant fish bones were recovered, with sea perch exceeding a meter in length. The most abundant were tuna fish, reaching a length of more than two meters and caught seasonally, perhaps using the carefully pressure-flaked obsidian points that are a particular feature of the Saliagos culture. Spinning, and by inference weaving, is attested by numerous spindle whorls. The characteristic dark-faced, well-burnished pottery frequently has decoration in white paint. There were numerous tools of stone, bone, obsidian, and shell, including a series of small axes made of emery from the nearby island of Naxos. Trace-element analysis has confirmed that the obsidian was from Melos. The marble figurines so frequent in the Early Bronze Age were anticipated here by a schematic (violin-shaped) figurine and by a small, headless representation of a seated female—the ‘fat lady of Saliagos.’ These features are relevant to the early (and later) Bronze Age occupation of the Cyclades since they document the agrarian life that persisted in the islands until the twentieth century AD. Radiocarbon dates set the Saliagos culture, after calibration, in the Late Neolithic period of the Aegean, between 5000 and 4500 BC. Other sites of the Saliagos culture have since been investigated (Sampson 2008a).
More recent work in the Cyclades has not documented an earlier Neolithic phase of occupation, although it is clear that Melos was the source of nearly all of the obsidian used in the Aegean throughout the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age periods (Renfrew, Cann, and Dixon 1965; Torrence 1986). Perhaps earlier Neolithic finds are still to be expected since traces of both a Mesolithic settlement and cemetery are found at the site of Maroulas on Kythnos (Sampson 2008b).
The type site for the Final Neolithic (or Chalcolithic) period in the Cyclades is Kephala on Kea (Coleman 1977), represented by rather scanty traces of a settlement, with clear indications of copper metallurgy, accompanied by a well-preserved cemetery with built graves of stone containing multiple burials. This is one of the earliest cemeteries in the Aegean, initiating the tradition of well-constructed graves of stone, which continues through the Early Bronze Age. The pottery is characteristically red and burnished, often with pattern burnish decoration, comparable to material found in Attica (hence the term ‘Attic-Kephala culture’). The links extend more widely, with pottery resemblances (or ‘parallels’) extending to Thessaly and even to Albania to the northwest. The marble beaker with pointed base found in one of the graves may be compared with Chalcolithic finds in western Anatolia and even with Copper Age Varna in Bulgaria. Thus, it is clear that the maritime links indicated by the obsidian trade also extended in other directions. Related finds have been made in the Cave of Zas in Naxos (Zachos 1990), where the cultural sequence from the Saliagos culture through to the Early Bronze Age Grotta-Pelos culture may be followed.
Our understanding of the Final Neolithic in the Cyclades and indeed of the Early Bronze Age which follows has been transformed by the discovery of the settlement at Strophilas on Andros (Televantou 2008). It is a fortified site—the earliest fortifications known in the Cyclades—and features clear incisions on the rock depicting longships of a kind previously thought to be an innovation during the Keros-Syros culture dating perhaps a millennium later.
THE EARLY CYCLADIC CULTURE SEQUENCE
The Early Bronze Age of the Cyclades is traditionally divided into a series of periods (EC I, EC II, EC III) or cultures and groups. These do not, however, succeed one another smoothly across the Cyclades, so that the Kampos Group has not yet been identified on Syros in the north, while the Kastri Group is not well documented at Phylakopi on Melos in the south. For that reason, the ‘culture’ nomenclature is to be preferred and is followed here. The cultural succession, as seen in the pottery sequence on three published sites, is reasonably clear. At Phylakopi on Melos, the sequence from Grotta-Pelos to Keros Syros to Phylakopi I culture is evident (Renfrew and Evans 2007). At Ayia Irini on Kea, the transition from Keros-Syros culture to Kastri Group is firmly documented (Wilson 1999), and at Markiani on Amorgos there is a clear sequence from Kampos Group to Keros-Syros culture to Kastri Group (Marangou et al. 2006). The absolute chronology emerges clearly from the radiocarbon dates at Markiani (Renfrew, Housley, and Manning 2006; Manning 2008). The basic sequence as set out forty years ago (Renfrew and Sterud 1969; Renfrew 1972; Doumas 1977; Broodbank 2000) has thus been supported by later work. It also harmonizes in general with the cemetery seriation achieved by Rambach (2000b, Beilage 15), although his seriation analysis has the defect that it places most of the graves at the important site of Chalandriani on Syros later than all of those at the cemetery of Aplomata on Naxos. Clearly we are not speaking of a mass migration from Naxos to Syros, and some aspects of his chronology must be an artifact of the seriation process used (see Renfrew and Sterud 1969; Hage, Harary, and James 1999).
The Grotta-Pelos Culture
The Grotta-Pelos culture (Early Cycladic I; ca. 3400–3000 BC) is best known from cemeteries of cist graves, notably on Melos (at Pelos), Paros (Pyrgos, Plastiras), Antiparos (Krassades), Dhespotikon (Zoumbaria), Naxos (Krassades, Lakkoudes, Louros), and Siphnos (Aktoriraki). The graves are simple boxes consisting of marble slabs and were in effect family graves, often with several inhumations. The pottery in the graves is dark faced, often with incised (herringbone) decoration. It is accompanied by obsidian blades and marble vessels: open bowls, flat-based beakers, and footed jars (‘kandiles’). The marble figurines are in general schematic, but a simple form delineating legs and head (the Louros type), and another, more detailed, with arms meeting at the waist (the Plastiras type) are known. There are no well-published settlements, although Grotta-Pelos pottery is found at Phylakopi in Melos, Grotta in Naxos, and Markiani in Amorgos but without clear building remains.
The Kampos Group
The Kampos Group (transitional EC I–EC II; ca. 3000–2800 BC), first recognized from the Kampos cemetery on Paros, is now more fully documented from the cemetery of Agrilia on Ano Kouphonisi (Zapheiropoulou 1984, 2008) and is also represented at the settlement of Markiani on Amorgos (Marangou et al. 2006). The most characteristic forms include a specific form of frying pan, a characteristic ceramic bottle, and a footed bowl or ‘fruit stand.’ These materials have been well considered by Karantzali (1996; cf. Marangou et al. 2006). They have strong resemblances to finds from the Haghia Photia cemetery in northeast Crete (Davaras and Betancourt 2004; Betancourt 2008), the port of Pros-Kastambas in north-central Crete (Wilson, Day, and Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki 2008), and other north Cretan coastal sites. It is possible that groups of settlers from the southern Cyclades may have come to Crete at this time.
The Keros-Syros Culture
The Keros-Syros culture (EC II; ca. 2800–2300 BC) takes its name from the cemetery and settlement at Chalandriani on Syros and from the site of ritual deposition at Kavos on Keros (Renfrew et al. 2007), with the accompanying settlement on the small island of Dhaskalio nearby (Renfrew et al. 2008). It is well represented by numerous cemeteries on Amorgos (notably Dokathismata) and Naxos (Aplomata, Spedos).
Figure 6.2. Two early Cycladic figurines made of marble; found in a grave at the Dokathismata cemetery on Amorgos (by John Bigelow Taylor).
The rather scanty settlement remains documented for Phylakopi on Melos and Grotta-Aplomata on Naxos are supplemented by those at Markiani on Amorgos and by phases II and III at Ayia Irini on Kea. The most extensively investigated settlement is Skarkos on Ios (Marthari 2008).
It is at this time that the Cyclades developed an outstanding dynamism. The material culture includes not only notably fine ceramic wares, many of them with painted decoration, but also a range of sophisticated marble forms, both marble vessels (Getz-Gentle 1996) and the celebrated sculptures in folded-arm position (figure 6.2; Renfrew 1969; Getz-Preziosi 1987). Metallurgy developed conspicuously, with copper or daggers now a frequent form, and there is a range of personal ornaments in copper or silver now as well. One ceramic form seen mainly in the graves at Chalandriani on Syros is the frying pan (of Syros type), notable for the decorative incision depicting Cycladic longboats. There are numerous resemblances between Cycladic finds and those in the Peloponnese at this time, most characteristically seen in the sauceboat form in the pottery, which itself imitates prototypes in precious metal. There are links, too, with Troy and Liman Tepe on the Anatolian coast, and it is possible to speak of an ‘international spirit’ that pervades southern Greece and the Aegean at this time.
The Kastri Group
The Kastri Group (EC II–III; ca. 2500–2200 BC) (Renfrew 1972, 533–34; Sotirakopoulou 1983) takes its name from the fortified settlement of Kastri near Chalandriani on Syros (Bossert 1967) first excavated by Tsountas. It is well represented in the earliest levels at the site of Lefkandi in Euboea (as well as the cemetery at Manika) and is seen stratified at the site of Markiani on Amorgos (Markiani IV), as well as at Ayia Irini on Kea (Ayia Irini III: Wilson 1999). Its Anatolian affinities have been obvious from the outset, but with the excavation of Liman Tepe near Izmir the focus of attention has shifted south from Troy (Sahoglu 2005). It is important to stress, however, that at most of the Cycladic sites where the Kastri Group has been recognized, it represents not a break but a continuation of the Keros-Syros culture. Indeed, it was initially defined as a subgroup within the Keros-Syros culture, and this may well be an appropriate way of looking at the new forms, mostly of Anatolian origin (the one-handled cup, the two-handled ‘depas’ cup, the wheel-made plates), which now make their appearance in the Cyclades. It seems that tin bronze now becomes more common, replacing the arsenical bronze that was previously a feature of Cycladic metallurgy (see Charles in Renfrew 1967; Nakou 1995; Gale and Stos-Gale 2008). Many of the sites of the Kastri Group are fortified, including Panormos on Naxos and the type site of Kastri itself.
The Phylakopi I Culture
The Phylakopi I culture (Early Cycladic III; ca. 2200–1900 BC) is best attested at the type site of Phylakopi and also well documented at the site of Paroikia on Paros. On Melos this is a period of settlement nucleation: The number of settlements declines drastically, but the importance of Phylakopi increases (see Cherry in Renfrew and Wagstaff 1982, 10–23), although the size of the settlement at this time has been questioned (Whitelaw 2004).
The dark-faced pottery, often decorated with incisions and including the well-known askos (‘duck-vase’ form), was well documented in the early excavations at Phylakopi (Atkinson 1904) and may constitute a phase not so evident in the more recent excavations (Renfrew 2007), where the dark-on-light painted decoration of the succeeding subphase was quite well represented (Renfrew and Evans 2007). This is characteristic of the material recovered in the nineteenth century from rock-cut tombs at Phylakopi.
The stratigraphic and chronological relationship between the Kastri Group and the Phylakopi I culture is not yet well established, which has led some authors (e.g., Rutter 1984) to speak of a ‘gap’ between the two.
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENTS
The richness and variety of the material of the Keros-Syros culture documents an increasing prosperity and some increase of population beyond that of the Grotta-Pelos culture (Cherry 2004). The subsistence base remained one of mixed farming already established since the time of the Saliagos culture. However, these cereal crops were supplemented by olives and vines (Renfrew 1972, 265–307; Halstead 2004), and the frequency of drinking vessels in the Keros-Syros culture is suggestive of wine drinking and perhaps of feasting. As noted earlier, metallurgical production increases notably at this time (see Wagner and Weissgerber 1985).
Some of the more prosperous settlements of the Keros-Syros culture show an abundance of fine wares, and Broodbank (2000, 237–41) has suggested that there were up to four nodes of intense communication in the Cyclades at this time (Chalandriani-Kastri, Ayia Irini, Grotta-Aplomata, and Dhaskalio-Kavos), all centers with “unusually large population, skilled craft production in several media, marked involvement in maritime trade and high levels of consumption of prestige material culture.” Certainly the range of choice products documented contrasts with the simpler repertoire found at Markiani on Amorgos or even at the large settlement at Skarkos on Ios. It is also possible to argue that we may speak of a ranked society at this time (Renfrew 1974; Wright 2004), and some degree of administrative organization is perhaps implied by the clay sealings (see Pullen 1994) found at Markiani on Amorgos (Marangou et al. 2006, 219–22) and at the Cave of Zas on Naxos (Zachos and Dousougli 2008). The recognition by Rahmstorf (2003) that the ‘spools’ or ‘pestles’ of fine stone or of Spondylus shell, seen for instance at Markiani (Marangou et al. 2006, 176 and p1. 40) and at Kavos (Renfrew et al. 2008, 25, figure 15), may represent balance weights is a further indication of commercial organization at this time. Arguments for the transformative role at this period of the Cycladic longship, seen on the Syros frying pans, are undermined, however, by the recognition of depictions of what appear to be very similar vessels at Strophilas on Andros (Televatou 2008) a millennium earlier.
The pottery forms of the Kastri Group, in the later stages of the Keros-Syros culture, undoubtedly indicate more intense contacts with the Anatolian coast and are seen by Sahoglu (2005) as indicating the incorporation of the Cyclades within the ‘Anatolian Trade Network.’ The precise nature of these interactions requires further investigation. Certainly, however, they heralded the decline of the Keros-Syros culture, of the period of consolidation, and of the settlement nucleation that followed.
CYCLADIC SYMBOLIC CULTURE
One of the most striking features of the Cycladic cultures has always been the rich repertoire of finds of pottery, marble, and metal (as well as some beautifully carved vessels in chlorite schist) found in the Cycladic cemeteries and documented also at the major settlements. The marble figures or figurines have been much admired over the past century by collectors and connoisseurs (Zervos 1957; discussed later). They represent, particularly in the folded-arm figurine, a very well-defined form that is carved according to well-understood rules (to produce the so-called canonical varieties) that must have had a clear-cut and well-established meaning. The evolution of the forms and varieties is now reasonably well understood (Renfrew 1969; Getz-Preziosi 1987), but their function is not entirely clear. Why were some figures made so large—almost life-sized—that they could not be fitted, entire and unbroken, in a standard cist grave?
Until recently it has been widely assumed that these figures were made with a specifically funerary purpose: to be buried with the deceased in the Cycladic cemeteries. However, the realization that the site of Dhaskalio Kavos on Keros constitutes a location of ritual deposition of such materials (fine pottery, marble vessels, marble figurines, etc.) all deliberately broken, calls into question their uniquely funerary function. Consideration of the painted decoration on some of the figures, notably by Hendrix (2003), suggests that they were used, sometimes repeatedly, during the life of their owners. It has been suggested that Dhaskalio Kavos acted as a ritual center or ‘symbolic attractor’ (Renfrew et al. 2007, 435–42) for the Cyclades and perhaps beyond, and functions beyond the purely funerary now seem likely. Goodison (1989) has already used the rich symbolism of the Early Cycladic cultures as a starting point for the discussion of Early Cycladic religion. It is possible that the abundance of evidence for these cultures yielded by the Cycladic cemeteries has led scholars to lay too much emphasis upon a funerary interpretation.
THE RECEPTION OF CYCLADIC CULTURE IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY AD
The simplicity and purity of form of many of the Early Cycladic sculptures and other artifacts has been appreciated aesthetically for more than a century. Picasso, Brancusi, and Giacometti were among the artists of the early Modern school who greatly admired Cycladic sculpture, followed in more recent times by Henry Moore and others. Such ‘esteem’ (Gill and Chippindale 1993) has contributed to an ever-increasing price for such antiquities on the art market. Unfortunately, collectors and major museums have not hesitated to pay substantial sums for unprovenanced antiquities, thus fueling this ready market in looted objects, which almost invariably lack any archaeological provenance or context. The extent of looting in the Cycladic cemeteries, especially since the Second World War, has been devastating. Most of the Early Cycladic finds in the world’s museums outside of Greece lack any archaeological context. The loss to knowledge has been considerable. For instance, of the several near-life-sized Cycladic figures known, not one comes from a secure and published context. We simply do not know how they were used.
Disquiet about the purchase and acquisition of such looted materials increased notably in the years following the exhibition ‘Art and Culture of the Cyclades,’ held in 1977 at the Badisches Landesmuseum in Karlsruhe (Thimme and Getz-Preziosi 1997; see Renfrew 2006), where as much as half the material on display was without any stated provenance and therefore, by inference, looted. It was there that figurines, illicitly removed from the ritual site of Dhaskalio Kavos on Keros, the so-called Keros Hoard, first made their public appearance (see Sotirakopoulou 2005). Scholars in general have now come to realize that to publish or give prominence to unprovenanced antiquities (as for instance in Renfrew 1991) risks offering legitimacy to their purchase and thus to the whole cycle of destructive looting and sale. Many museums now follow the logic of the 1970 UNESCO Convention on the Illicit Traffic of Cultural Property and decline to acquire antiquities that lack a documented provenance going back before 1970. The loss to scholarship has, however, been immense. And that is the main reason that we still know and understand relatively little about the Cyclades in the Early Bronze Age despite the apparent richness of the material.
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Middle Bronze Age
MAINLAND GREECE
SOFIA VOUTSAKI
THE Middle Helladic (MH) period is caught between two peaks of economic growth and cultural achievement, the Early and Late Bronze Ages. In addition, the MH mainland has suffered from comparison with Minoan palatial societies and the maritime polities of the Aegean (Rutter 2001, 32). As a result, the MH period has until recently received little attention.
For most of the 20th century, research concentrated on the origins of the MH civilization or on typological sequences, although studies by Dickinson (1977), Zerner (1979), Nordquist (1987), and papers in the journal Hydra have laid the foundations for subsequent research. The last fifteen years have seen a renewed interest in the period, spurred by seminal new publications (Maran 1992), Rutter’s excellent synthesis (Rutter 2001), renewed investigations at important sites (e.g., Kolonna: Gauss and Smetana 2007; Aspis: Touchais 1998; Philippa-Touchais in press b), and the reexamination of old data (e.g., pre-Mycenaean finds from Ano Englianos: Davis and Stocker in press; MH Argolid: Voutsaki 2005). These investigations and discussions, many of which have been assembled in two recent conferences on the MH period (Felten et al. 2007; Philippa-Touchais et al. in press), have cast doubt on the traditional perception of MH societies as static, backward, isolated, and largely homogeneous (as pointed out already by Rutter 2001, 132). The MH period is now seen as witnessing important social, political, and cultural changes that lead to the formation of the early Mycenaean polities and the later palatial states. The following discussion presents some of the new evidence, as well as new approaches to old data, which have brought about the modification (or at least the qualification) of these earlier views.
DEMARCATION IN SPACE
The core area of the MH mainland includes the Peloponnese, Attica, Boeotia, Euboea, and coastal Thessaly, while the areas to the west and the north (Ionian islands, Aetolia-Acarnania, inland Thessaly, Epirus, Macedonia) can be said to belong to the periphery of the Helladic world. The discussion here covers primarily the core areas of the southern mainland, although relations and exchanges with neighboring areas are also discussed.
DURATION
The MH period begins around 2100 BC or somewhat earlier. While there is agreement about the earlier part of the period, the transition to the LH period is caught in the wider debate between the ‘High Chronology,’ which supports a date around 1700 BC (Manning et al. 2006), and the ‘Low Chronology,’ which prefers the traditional date at 1600 BC (Warren and Hankey 1989). The issue can be resolved only if more extensive programs of radiocarbon analyses from mainland sites are undertaken.
Defining the internal subdivisions of the period is difficult for several reasons. Regional differences hinder comparison between local sequences (see Maran 1992, 370, figure 25), while establishing synchronisms with Minoan Crete and the Aegean is not without difficulties (Hatzaki 2007; Girella 2007). Moreover, there are only a few reliable radiocarbon dates from the mainland. It is worth noting that recent 14C analyses from Lerna (Voutsaki, Nijboer, and Zerner in press) render support to the High Chronology. Table 7.1 shows some recent suggestions for the chronology of the period. The discussion here concentrates on the MH period and thereby follows the accepted periodization of Aegean prehistory, based on the ceramic sequence. However, if one considers historical and social developments, as well as changes in material culture, it makes more sense to discuss the earlier part of the period (MH I—MH II phases) together with the EH III phase and to consider MH III together with LH I. For this reason, an effort is made to discuss earlier and later developments for each aspect presented.
SUMMARY OF MAIN DEVELOPMENTS
The southern mainland suffers a severe crisis at the end of the EH period, the nature of which is now better understood, though its causes are still debated (Forsén 1992; Maran 1998). The EH II/EH III transition and the EH III period witness depopulation and destruction in various sites, changes in the settlement pattern and the settlement hierarchy, the use of settlement space, mortuary practices, and the material culture. Traditionally these changes were attributed to invasions and migrations (Howell 1973; Hood 1986). Recently, more emphasis has been placed on environmental causes such as land degradation and erosion (see Zangger 1992; Whitelaw 2000; Rutter 2001, 136) or climate change (Manning 1997), as well as their impact on the social system. However, migrations (or at least infiltration of ethnic groups) are still part of the explanatory framework (papers in Galanaki et al. 2007)—though whether these were the cause or the consequence of the crisis in the south needs to be discussed more explicitly. As Rutter (2001, 145) concludes, an old explanatory model has been rejected, but alternative interpretations have not been formulated as yet. He stresses, nevertheless, that the realization that we are dealing with a complex and protracted process affecting different regions and sites in an uneven manner is a significant and positive development.
Table 7.1. The MH Period: Relative and Absolute Chronologies
Source: Courtesy of the author.
The situation in MH I—MH II is not very well understood since these periods have received very little attention. While prevailing opinion holds that there is little development during the early part of the MH period, closer analyses of well-documented bodies of data indicate that changes are taking place in this period. For instance, the MH I period in Lerna sees the appearance (and subsequent disappearance) of larger or more complex domestic structures and perhaps some accumulation of wealth (Voutsaki forthcoming), while in MH II a subtle increase in the complexity of mortuary practices is evident (Milka n.d.). However, irreversible changes seem to take place only in MH III—LH I (Dickinson 1989, 133).
In the last phase of the MBA, the mainland societies indeed undergo a deep transformation. The changes are manifested primarily in the mortuary practices and are accompanied by an intensification of exchanges with areas within and beyond the Aegean. The influx of prestige items found (primarily though not exclusively) in the Shaft Graves of Mycenae represent the most spectacular aspect of this change in external relations—but more mundane items such as pottery circulate more widely as well. Exchanges not only with Minoan Crete and the Aegean but also with areas farther afield become denser, while the local material culture becomes much more receptive to Aegean and Minoan influences.
The reasons underlying this transformation are complex. The evolution of the debate gives us interesting insights into the history of the discipline. Under the diffusionist paradigm, the transformation of the mainland was attributed first to invasion and later to heavy cultural influence by the more advanced Minoan palatial societies. In the last decades of the 20th century, under the influence of Renfrew’s evolutionist model (Renfrew 1972), the explanation for social change was sought in internal social developments. Most recently, an attempt has been made to bring together external stimuli and internal developments (Voutsaki 1999, 2005; Wright 2004b; Dickinson in press).
SETTLEMENT PATTERN
The transition from the EH to the MH period is marked by a severe discontinuity in the settlement pattern: Many sites are destroyed and/or abandoned between the end of the EH II period and the beginning of MH I. The number of sites in use decreases dramatically (Rutter 2001, 122–23; Wright 2004a, 119; Zavadil in press); most notably, the small rural sites are abandoned (Bintliff in press). There is also evidence for the decrease in the size of settlements and for an ensuing disappearance of the site hierarchy (Rutter 2001, 113). However, some poorly documented sites, such as Argos (Touchais 1998), Thebes (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Dakouri-Hild 2001), and Mycenae (Shelton in press), were perhaps fairly large throughout the period. In certain regions, the evidence for EH III is limited or nonexistent, while MH I sites are quite rare across the entire southern mainland. This process of abandonment and regression, as well as the recovery from MH II or MH III onward, proceeds in an uneven fashion in the different regions (Wright 2004a; Zavadil in press).
In the MH III period, we observe population growth, as attested by an increase in the number of sites (Zavadil in press), the resettlement of areas that lay abandoned during the MH I–II periods, and a possible increase in the size of some settlements, for instance in Thebes, Argos, and Mycenae. In addition, survey data suggest a more intensive land use (Wright 2004a, 122). A three-tiered site hierarchy can once more be reconstructed (Rutter 2001, 130–31)—although, in the absence of information on settlement size, the criterion is often the presence of rich tombs.
SETTLEMENT ORGANIZATION AND DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE
Few MH settlements have been extensively excavated (Malthi constitutes an exception, but its dating remains debated—see Darcque 2005, 343–344). In addition, neither settlement organization nor the development of domestic architecture during the MH period has ever been studied systematically (but see now Philippa-Touchais in press; Voutsaki in press). Few settlements are fortified: Kolonna has already been mentioned; the circuit wall in Malthi most likely dates to the Mycenaean period (Darcque 1980, 32–33); and the function or date of the enclosures in Thebes, Aspis, and Megali Magoula, Galatas (for the latter see Konsolaki-Yannopoulou in press) are uncertain.
Houses are self-standing and usually positioned in an irregular fashion—at least in MH I–II. They are fairly homogeneous: Most consist of two rooms, are rarely larger than 50–60 m2, and have stone foundations with a mud-brick superstructure. There are differences in size and contents even in the earlier period. For example, MH I House 98A in Lerna consists of a main house and a smaller structure serving as a storage/kitchen area—where several large, imported Minoan jars have been found—within a rectangular enclosure. Similarly, house 311B in Pefkakia had large storage pithoi and a concentration of Aeginetan imports (Maran 2007a, 172ff.). In the later phases, differences between houses become more marked: Some MH III houses in Asine are up to four times larger than ordinary MH houses, have a more complex layout, and are built on either side of a path, sharing a similar orientation (Nordquist 1987, 76ff.; Voutsaki in press). Other large houses are reported from other settlements (e.g., in Plasi, Marathon) (Marinatos 1970). Finally, in MH III—LH I, a few sites acquire a more organized layout: For instance, in the southeastern sector in the Aspis, the haphazardly positioned MH IIIA houses are replaced in MH IIIB—LH I by a row of complexes that adjoin each other and encircle the top of the hill, that is, following the (possible) outer enclosure (Philippa-Touchais in press).
Throughout the period, Kolonna stands out because of its heavy fortification wall, the more organized arrangement of the houses (Felten 2007, 13, 15), and the presence of a monumental structure from MH I onward (Felten 2007; Gauss and Smetana in press). It should be emphasized that Kolonna differs from the mainland centers in terms of social and economic organization and has many similarities with the large, cosmopolitan harbor towns of the Aegean.
MORTUARY PRACTICES
Mortuary practices are quite homogeneous in the earlier phases (EH III—MH I—MH II), although subtle variations can be observed. Burials are in general intramural, though few burials (mostly of infants) are interred under the floor of houses still in use; many graves are cut into or among ruined houses (Nordquist 1987, 95; Milka in press; Aravantinos and Psaraki in press). Extramural cemeteries are in use probably from MH II onward. Tumuli are also found, but their distribution is uneven (Müller 1989). Different grave types are used: simple pits, cists of various types, as well as large pithoi or smaller jars (the latter exclusively for infants and children). The mode of disposal is fairly uniform: As a rule, the graves contain single, contracted inhumations, although a few double or even multiple burials exist. Offerings are rare and unimpressive: a vase, a few beads, a bone pin. Once more, there are notable exceptions, such as the tumuli in Aphidna (Wide 1896; Hielte-Stauropoulou and Wedde 2002) and Kastroulia (Rambach 2007) or the built grave in Kolonna (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1997).
The situation changes in a fairly dramatic fashion in MH III—LH I, though the transformation is actually gradual and uneven across space. Extramural cemeteries are used more widely, and reuse of the grave and the secondary treatment of the body become more common. New tomb types, especially designed for reuse—the shaft grave, the tholos tomb, and the chamber tomb—are adopted. Finally, there is a general increase in the quantity and diversity of funerary offerings, although no tombs equal in any way the splendor of the Shaft Graves of Mycenae. Conspicuous consumption in the mortuary sphere clearly becomes the main strategy for the creation of power and prestige in this period (Voutsaki 1997).
CULT
Interestingly, evidence for cult or ritual practices is absent from the MH mainland: There are virtually no cult places (Rutter 2001, 144) or artifacts that have an unambiguous ritual function, with the exception of a few late figurines or zoomorphic vases, such as the two bull rhyta found in Eleusis (Mylonas 1975, 203). Needless to say, the archaeological invisibility of religion in MH times need not imply the absence of religious beliefs. It has been suggested that the ritual focus in MH times was in the mortuary sphere, as can be attested, for instance, by the evidence of rites taking place on or in the vicinity of some tumuli (Whittaker in press).
One shrine dates from the very end of the MH period at Apollo Maleatas in Epidauros. While votives (pottery, weapons, and ornaments found in ashy layers intermingled with animal bones—Lambrinudakis 1981) were deposited from LH I onward, at a short distance away, on the very top of the Kynortion hill, an MH pit was cut and subsequently filled with feasting debris in the middle of a settlement abandoned since EH times. As the area was never built over, Theodorou-Mavrommatidi (in press) suggests that we may observe here the process of the ‘sanctification’ of a precinct.
MATERIAL CULTURE
The discussions regarding early MH material culture have largely concentrated on the issue of the origins of MH culture. However, Forsén’s (1992) study has by now demonstrated that changes in material culture (the appearance of apsidal buildings, terracotta ‘anchors,’ stone shaft-hole hammer axes, tumuli) attributed by scholars of the previous generation to invaders from the north or migrants from the east do not all appear at the same time, nor are they consistently associated with destruction (or postdestruction) layers.
While MH pottery is considered fairly simple and conservative (Rutter 2007, 35), there are marked differences between regions and even between neighboring sites, as each site contains different proportions of local wares, local imitations, and imports from different regions. Nonceramic finds (tools, ornaments) are equally simple and basic, and show little development through time. However, recent studies emphasize that technological advances did take place even very early on in the period—for example, the replacement of arsenic copper with bronze metallurgy (Kayafa in press) and the adoption of the potter’s wheel (Spencer in press). On the other hand, the range and quantities of metal objects remained limited throughout the period, while technological advances in pottery remained largely restricted to Boeotia. One may conclude that a certain introvertedness and conformity to tradition characterized some, though not all, of the mainlanders: For instance, Aeginetan pottery was imitated in Thessaly (Maran 2007a, 174) but not in Boeotia (Sarri 2007, 163).
Needless to say, the situation changed dramatically toward the end of the period, when the mainland became open to external cultural influences. It is only by reference to changing social conditions and cultural orientation that we can explain the transformation of material culture in MH III—LH I: the diversification of pottery styles and technologies; the appearance of a uniform ceramic style (the LH I style: Rutter 2001, 137); the adoption of figurative elements in the hitherto uniconic MH culture (Rutter 2001, 141–42); the increased receptivity to external influences and stimuli; and, of course, the influx of valuable items.
EXTERNAL CONTACTS
This last point brings us to the issue of external contacts. The EH II—EH III—MH I discontinuity affected trade relations as well, as one can deduce from the circulation of both ceramics and chipped stone (Rutter 2001, 122). However, even in early MH I there is an increase in contacts between the Greek mainland (especially the eastern coast) and Aegina, the Aegean islands, and Crete (Rutter and Zerner 1984; Rutter 2001, 124). The distribution of (primar ily) ceramic impor ts (Rutter and Zerner 1984; Nordquist 1987, 61ff.; Zerner 1993) allows us to reconstruct small-scale, overlapping networks whose extent and intensity fluctuate. The presence of Minoan imports mostly along the eastern coast is well documented, though there are now interesting new additions to the corpus, for instance at Kastroulia (Rambach 2007) and Pylos (Dav is and Stocker in press). Aeg inetan pottery (Zerner 1993; Lindblom 2001) reached primarily the Argolid and Corinthia and to a lesser extent Arcadia, Laconia, Boeotia, Euboea, Thessaly, and the Cyclades, while a few pieces are found along the coasts of Italy and Asia Minor (Lindblom 2001, 43–44; Maran 2007a, 171). Lustrous Decorated and other Minoanizing wares (whose provenance remains uncertain—Kiriatzi in press) have a more southerly distribution. Central Greek pottery, produced in Boeotia, was exported to the south (Zerner 1993, 47 and notes 44–48; Sarri 2007, passim). A Thessalian network reaching the northeastern Aegean has recently been reconstructed (Maran 2007a). There are substantial differences in the distribution of imports throughout the period: While coastal sites had obvious advantages, certain communities (or social groups) were clearly more successful than others in establishing and maintaining trade contacts. For instance, imports concentrate in Lerna (Zerner 1993) and Argos (Kilikoglou et al. 2003), while more modest quantities are imported to Asine (Nordquist 1987, 61ff.), and none are found in Tsoungiza (Rutter 1990). As already stated, the MH III—LH I period sees an intensification of pottery exchanges, as well as clearer Cycladic and Minoan influences on mainland pottery (Graziadio 1998; Rutter 2001, 142).
Turning now to metal trade, most of the copper and all of the lead used in the MH period came from the Aegean, though some of the copper may have come from sources in the Aegean islands, Rodopi in Thrace and perhaps Cyprus (see references on provenance analyses in Kayafa in press). Less is known about the provenance of the few gold and silver objects found in the MH mainland.
Contacts were not restricted to the Aegean: The interaction between the southern mainland and the areas to the west and north, primarily Epirus and Macedonia, is now better understood, thanks to recent discoveries and investigations (see Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 2001). Minyan imports and local imitations are found in a few coastal sites (Horejs 2007). In recent years, contacts with the Adriatic and the Balkans (Maran 2007b) have received more attention, and their significance has been discussed in a much more nuanced manner (though overtly diffusionist approaches persist as well). The significance of contacts with the central Mediterranean—as evidenced by the presence of mainland pottery in the Aeolian Islands and in Vivara (Vianello 2005; Merkouri in press)—cannot be overemphasized. It becomes evident that the traditional notions of an isolated and introverted mainland need to be abandoned, although a certain resistance to external influences in the early part of the period is apparent as well.
SOCIAL ORGANIZATION AND SOCIAL CHANGE
In the MH period communities were organized in villages whose economic life was based on agriculture and animal husbandry (Nordquist 1987; for recent studies see Forstenpointner et al. in press; Gardeisen in press). Basic craft activities (e.g., the preparation of stone tools—Hartenberger and Runnels 2001) may have taken place within the household. A certain degree of craft specialization existed, although we are dealing mostly with what Nordquist has called ‘household industries’ (Nordquist 1995). Needless to say, pottery production in Aegina must have been highly organized, but in economic and social organization, Kolonna clearly differed from MH villages.
Society in the MH period was traditionally considered to be fairly simple, undifferentiated, and static. However, Imma Kilian-Dirlmeier, in her publication of the MH II built grave at Kolonna (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1997), has argued for the existence of elites as early as MH I–II on the basis of some rich burials. Although the early date of some of her examples has been questioned (Voutsaki 2005, 136; Dickinson in press), there undoubtedly are some rich tombs in MH I–II (see earlier discussion). However, we should be careful when equating wealth with status—whether achieved, claimed, or aspired to (Dickinson in press). In addition, we should not interpret these burials in isolation (and see them as antecedents of the Shaft Grave elites) but examine them alongside all of the contemporary graves in the region. We certainly need to acknowledge the possibility that different regions of the MH world had different forms of social organization.
James Wright (2001, 2004b) has offered a slightly different reading of these rich burials, which he attributes not to established elites but to aggrandizing leaders of unstable and fluid factions stretching across different communities. However, the emphasis in the mortuary sphere in the mainland (with the exception of the Kolonna grave) is not really on the individual but on the burial group (presumably representing a kinship group). Indeed, the clustering of graves and their close association to houses (Milka in press) suggest that kinship was an important element of social organization (Voutsaki 2005, 137). Recent analyses of mortuary and osteological data have stressed the significance of age and gender—both dimensions underlying kinship positions—in the MH period (Ingvarsson-Sundström 2003; Voutsaki 2004; Milka in Voutsaki, Triantaphyllou, and Milka 2005, 37; Triantaphyllou in press; Pomadère in press; Ruppenstein in press). It has therefore been suggested that the main organizational principle in the MH I–II period was kinship rather than status and that authority was embedded in kinship relations and therefore did not require ostentatious practices or elaborate material culture for its legitimation (Voutsaki 2001, 183–84).
However, the question remains, why did the situation change in MH III—LH I? To attribute social changes solely to growing prosperity (following Renfrew’s [1972] systemic model) is not convincing: Economic growth on the mainland takes place primarily after or at best parallel to the so-called Shaft Grave phenomenon (Voutsaki 2005, 139–140; see earlier discussion of the intensification of land use and trade in MH III—LH II). In addition, attempts to attribute the rise of the mainland centers to control of specific economic resources, usually (precious) metal, remain inconclusive (Dickinson 1989, 136; Rutter 2001, 145). Of course, the integration of the mainland in ever-expanding networks of exchange played a very important role (Sherratt and Sherratt 1991; Voutsaki 1997)—and here Wright’s arguments about the manipulation of external contacts by competing leaders are directly relevant (Wright 2004 b; see also Voutsaki 1997). Howe ver, we need to reflect more about the political ramifications, the impact of the expansionist policies of the Minoan palaces, and the shifting significance of (and possible competition between) the Aegean maritime centers (Broodbank 2000, 350ff.). These expanding horizons and fluid ‘international’ conditions created new arenas of social action and provided unique opportunities for diplomatic alliances. The sudden wealth acquired by a couple of families in Mycenae cannot be seen as the result of gradual enrichment and growth but should be attributed to cunning political maneuvers by opportunistic leaders. However, only close empirical analyses of both funerary and settlement data in the mainland will allow us to reconstruct the changing position of individuals, social groups, and communities in this expanding new world.
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CRETE
ILSE SCHOEP
THE emergence of the ‘First’ or ‘Old’ Palaces is generally considered to be the main event of the Middle Bronze Age on Crete. These ‘palaces’ are widely believed to have emerged in MM IB or around 1925/1900 BC (Cherry 1986) in several places on Crete (Knossos, Malia, Phaistos, Petras). In the last couple of years it has become clear, however, that some of these structures have a much older biography and in fact go back to the Early Minoan period (see Tomkins and Schoep this volume; Schoep, Tomkins, and Driessen forthcoming) since some of their key features (e.g., orientation, presence of major courts and of architectural wings) are attested as early as EM IIB.
The designation ‘palace’ and its interpretation as the residence of a king, as with many of our ideas about Minoan society, go back to Arthur Evans (Evans 1921). Struck by the absence of the sort of temples that were already known from Egypt and the Near East and influenced by perceived resemblances to Anatolian theocracies, Evans interpreted the large court building he excavated at Knossos as the residence of a dynasty of priest-kings who stood at the head of a hierarchical power structure (Evans 1921, 26). It has been convincingly demonstrated that the discovery of a ‘palace’ at Knossos corresponded to Evans’s expectations, which were determined by his sociopolitical and cultural background (MacGillivray 2000). From our perspective, it is surprising that the presence of such large structures did not evoke more surprise, given that there is no such development anywhere else in the Aegean and even the wider Mediterranean at that time.
After the decipherment of Linear B in 1952, the economic role of the Minoan palace became more emphasized, and the ‘palace’ became the center of a redistributive economy analogous to the redistributive temple economy in the Near East. The Linear B tablets were assumed to “reveal a massive redistributive operation, in which all personnel and all activities, all movements of both persons and goods, so to speak, were administratively fixed” (Finley 1957, 135). Heavily influenced by neo-evolutionism (Hamilakis 2002), Renfrew further developed the Minoan ‘palace’ as a regional redistributive center that was linked to an agricultural hinterland, also for the Middle Bronze Age (Renfrew 1972, 51, 307): “The palace [from its emergence] is both the redistributive centre for the economic activities of a region, and the residence of a prince, the leading personage of a society now stratified” (Renfrew 1972, 51).
However, although the economic transactions recorded in the Knossian Linear B tablets illustrate that in its latest phase (LM II–III) the palace at Knossos was an important economic hub, it is premature to project this model onto earlier phases (MM I–II, as well as MM III–LM I) of the palace and to other ‘palaces’ on Crete. In addition, the redistributive model as suggested by Renfrew (1972) has been extensively critiqued (Halstead 1988, 2004; Hamilakis 1996).
An important contribution was made by Cherry, who argued that the ‘palaces’ as residences of a political, religious, and economic authority are indicative of a state-level society (Cherry 1984, 1986). At the same time, the emergence of these buildings signals an important change in the organizational base of society, which is now hierarchically organized: “The twentieth century BC saw the appearance, in several regions of Crete, of complex monumental building (i.e., palaces) of closely similar form, the material embodiment of radically new institutional features and major changes in the organizational basis of Minoan society” (Cherry 1986, 27). However, considering the long biography of the ‘palaces’ of Malia, Knossos, and Phaistos, the question of whether the MM IB phase indeed constitutes a drastic change in the organizational basis of society needs to be carefully reconsidered (Schoep and Tomkins this volume; Schoep forthcoming).
The idea that ‘palaces’ were the residence of a political, religious, and economic authority has found wide acceptance (Renfrew 1972; Cherry 1986; Halstead 1988; Branigan 1988; Watrous 1987; Dickinson 1994; Hood 1995). Recently, however, as more emphasis is being placed on the historiography of the palace model, this interpretation has increasingly been questioned (Bintliff 1984; Farnoux 1995; Hamilakis 2002; Driessen 2002; Schoep 2002a, 2002b). One of the first areas to have come under fire is the presumed economic function of these structures. The function of the kouloures as large-scale receptacles for grain has been criticized (Strasser 1997). In addition, the notion that palaces were the main producers of high-quality items or elite culture in Minoan society has been called into question. There is no evidence that the production of Kamares ware, traditionally attributed to palatial workshops (cf. Cherry 1986, 37–38), was taking place under palatial control. Petrographic analysis of Kamares ware from Knossos has shown that a significant proportion of this high-quality pottery was produced not locally but somewhere in south-central Crete (Day and Wilson 1998, 352, 358). The First ‘Palace’ at Knossos emerges as less of an active producer of fine pottery than as a consumer. It may be doubted that the entire Minoan economy functioned through redistribution or that the Minoan palaces controlled all agricultural production and commercial activity since this is not even true of the temple economy in the Near East, on which this model was based (Postgate 1995; Cherry 1999). As Postgate (1992, 109) notes: “We cannot any longer maintain that because the temple collected commodities and distributed them to its dependants the entire economy operated through ‘redistribution,’ or that the priests controlled all agricultural production and commercial activity.” However, one must be careful not to completely discard the idea that the ‘palaces’ had an economic aspect, as some production was clearly taking place in these buildings (Branigan 1987, 1988, and see later discussion). There is, however, no reason to assume that the latter in any way controlled the production of high-quality (or other) items in Middle Bronze Age society or that the presence or absence of production activities can be used as an argument for the interpretation of these buildings as ‘palaces.’
DEFINING THE ‘PALACE’
Although the large central buildings that have been excavated at Knossos, Malia, Phaistos, and Petras are identified as ‘palaces,’ the monumental buildings at Kommos (Shaw 2002), Monastiraki (Kanta and Tzigounaki 2000), and perhaps also Archanes (Sakellarakis and Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1997) are not. The definition of the Minoan palace is mainly based on the physical appearances of the Late Bronze Age buildings and often combines both objective (architectural) and subjective (interpretative) criteria: “Each palace included a central court; generally there were other courts as well. Around the central court were grouped storage facilities, production areas, archives of inscribed tablets, rooms for ritual activity and rooms for state functions” (Warren 1985, 94). Watrous’s (1987, 204) definition of a palace as the residence of a powerful authority that controls a system of redistribution assisted by a literate bureaucracy is even more subjective. The discovery in recent years of high-profile buildings with courts at Petras (Tsipopoloulou 2002), Kommos (Shaw 2002), Archanes (Sakellarakis and Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1997), and Monastiraki that do not resemble the canonical palace form has posed additional challenges to the traditional definition. Such confusion arises in part from both a desire to establish islandwide homogeneities, patterns, and typologies and a reluctance to acknowledge the apparent variation and regionalism that existed within the island throughout the Bronze Age. The traditional definitions of ‘palace’ were created on the basis of a single palace (i.e., Knossos) and a single phase (i.e., the latest and best-preserved phase), and any variation in time, form, and scale were not taken into account, thereby generating confusion as to whether some buildings should be identified as palaces or not. Considering that each palace plays a very specific role in a community, it seems logical that their size, embellishment, and specific layout should be determined in relation to the changing size, affluence, and organization of the community it served. Indeed, a comparison of the actual remains of the Middle Bronze Age court palaces reveals a number of differences in size, arrangement, number of courts, and architectural elaboration and layout of the architecture bordering the courts (Schoep 2004). In addition, too little attention is paid to the social practices taking place in these buildings, although it is exactly these that are likely to inform us about the role of these buildings (Day and Relaki 2002).
A key part of the critical reassessment of the Minoan palace in the last couple of years is the acknowledgement that the term ‘palace’ carries with it a host of perhaps unhelpful baggage, which consciously or unconsciously encourages interpretation of the palace as the residence of a royal elite who occupies a supreme position within a hierarchical social and political structure (Schoep 2002a). Therefore, scholars have suggested alternative designations such as court-centered buildings, court buildings, and court compounds (Driessen 2002; Schoep 2002a, 2002b). The obvious advantage of the use of these terms is that they describe the buildings without imposing ideas about the ways in which they functioned; an alternative term such as ‘court building’ more accurately reflects our lack of knowledge of the identity and nature of these buildings and is therefore here preferred.
THE ORGANIZATION OF SOCIETY IN THE MIDDLE BRONZE AGE: FROM A PALACE-CENTERED TO AN ELITE-CENTERED MODEL?
In the traditional palatial model, the court building is considered to be the physical embodiment of a complex state structure or a state and the residence of a political, religious, and economic authority (Cherry 1984, 1986). This interpretation has encouraged a top-down view, with all of the activities taking place outside the palaces viewed from a palatial perspective. As such, workshops outside the palaces or palatial centers producing high-quality and labor-intensive prestige goods, monumental structures, and the presence of administration are generally considered to be ‘palatial,’ implying a certain dependency upon the court building that cannot in fact be empirically justified.
This bias toward the Minoan palace in theorizing about Minoan society is reminiscent of the way that, in the Near East until the 1950s, the temple was thought to be the state (Postgate 1995, 109). This extreme view has now been revised, and it is clear that in the Near East the temple was counterpoised by the palace, and these respective authorities exercised their power from two geographically different locations. Despite being associated with different sources of power in society, both the palace and the temple were run along similar lines, and they might have had property in more than one place and engaged in a variety of productive and commercial activities (Postgate 1995, 109). At the same time, although part of the economy was based on redistribution (i.e., to feed dependent personnel), this does not imply that the whole economy functioned in this manner.
This brief comparison leads to two important observations. First, it is not because some of the activities that took place in the court buildings involved storage, production, and perhaps the collection and distribution of commodities that they can be identified as the residences of a king, who also controlled the religious and the economic sectors. Second, the attestation of these activities in the court buildings does not imply that, in the Middle Bronze Age, these buildings controlled the whole economy to the exclusion of other parties. Third, the traditional Minoan palatial model of society is unusual because in none of the contemporary societies in the East Mediterranean were the political and the religious authorities housed under a single roof, not even in theocratic societies such as Egypt and the Hittites (Macqueen 1986). This raises the question of whether we should continue to view the court buildings as housing these different aspects under a single roof.
THE COURT BUILDINGS IN CONTEXT
One of the best ways to shed light on the function of the court buildings in Minoan society and on their relationship to other parties and agents in society is to explore the practices that took place in these structures (Day and Relaki 2002). It will become clear in the following section that some of the practices attested in them, such as administration and production and consumption of high-value goods, are not exclusive to them but are also confirmed in other high-profile buildings belonging to affluent households (e.g., Quartier Mu at Malia) (Schoep 2002a). From this it follows that the court buildings in themselves cannot be used as “the basis for a reconstruction of the entire Minoan society” as is sometimes thought (Warren 1985, 94).
PRODUCTION
The Minoan palaces have attracted so much attention and been invested with so much power because “in them were concentrated the kind of high-quality artifacts that delight the discoverer and encapsulate the culture,” as was the case for the temples in the Near East (Postgate 1995, 109). However, the presence of such objects need not imply that the palaces were the only producers of high culture since such artifacts occur in a range of ritual contexts such as tombs and rural shrines, as well as large residential/ceremonial complexes outside the court buildings, for example, Quartier Mu at Malia. Similarly, in the Near East, such activities evidently took place in the palace, in the temple, and in wealthy households (Postgate 1995).
The evidence for actual on-the-spot production in the court buildings is limited (see also Branigan 1988, 64). At Phaistos, polishers, spatulas, and debris were found in rooms LI–LV and LXII, in association with some twenty stone vases and a number of administrative documents (Branigan 1988, 64). The main evidence for production consists of loomweights, pointing toward the production of textiles (Militello 2006, 176). Concentrations of loomweights are not exclusive to court buildings, and considerable numbers of loomweights have been found in Quartier Mu in Malia. The palatial production may have been intended for consumption within the confines of this building or for activities taking place on these premises.
The Loomweight Basement at Knossos yielded more than four hundred loom-weights, but the date of this deposit is contested, whether MM IIB (MacGillivray 1998, 41; Macdonald 2005, 66–69) or MM IIIA (Warren and Hankey 1989, 52–53). Interestingly, there are possible indications of the procurement of the raw material needed for the production of textiles: a number of Cretan Hieroglyphic bars containing large even numbers but no logogram. Since these large numbers are unlikely to record people, they may be indicating flocks of sheep (Olivier 1994–1995; Schoep 2001a). It suggests that at the time of the Cretan Hieroglyphic documents (whether MM IIB or MM IIIA; see Schoep 2001b) the court building at Knossos was managing an estate that produced wool (Schoep 2004, 287–88). The attestation of logograms denoting cereals, figs, olives, and other unidentified commodities on further tablets suggests that these commodities also formed part of the transactions recorded on other bars.
Besides the possible production of textiles, there is no evidence that the high-value objects such as found stored or deposited in the Vat Room deposit and the Loomweight Basement at Knossos (mentioned earlier) were produced on the premises, with the exception of the obsidian, but the knapping of these has been connected with transformative processes as ritual action (Carter 2004, 273). One of the sealings sealed the string binding of a document or some other item (Macdonald 2005, 52), which could have accompanied any of these objects or the raw material out of which they were made.
STORAGE AND CONSUMPTION
Another aspect that has been closely connected with the identification of the court buildings as palaces is the presence of elaborate storerooms (cf. Renfrew 1972). Besides the storage of agricultural commodities, the large-scale storage of tableware is evidenced. At Knossos, the MM IIA Royal Pottery Stores contain piled-up stacks of very plain drinking wares (saucers, conical cups, and teacups) (MacGillivray 1998, 155–58, Group G) and some of the finest pottery found at Knossos (especially in southwest room; MacGillivray 1998, 36, Group F). The quantity of MM IIA cups and goblets exceeds the number of vases used for the storage of liquids, suggesting an assemblage primarily for the serving of food and drink on a large scale.
Quantities of tableware were found elsewhere in the court building at Knossos. Recent work in Early Magazine A has revealed a deposit that reflects an interesting hierarchy of drinking vessels; the majority of shapes are crudely made, footed goblets and straight-sided cups, and at the top of the hierarchy is an astonishing eggshell cup (Macdonald and Knappett 2007). The MM IB Vat Room deposit from a plaster-lined pit contained mainly drinking and pouring vessels, obsidian cores, blades and flakes, fragments of objects in ivory, ostrich shell, rock crystal, and two sealings (Panagiotaki 1999; MacGillivray 1998; Macdonald 2005, 50–51).
It is remarkable that a proportion of the Kamares pottery consumed at Knossos was derived from a workshop in the Mesara, which also supplied the court building at Phaistos (Day and Wilson 1998). In MM I, a considerable part of the fine pottery was imported from Pediada (Rethemniotakis and Christakis 2004). The pottery from the MM I–II court building in Malia has not been published in detail, but if the pottery from Quartier Mu (Poursat and Knappett 2005) is anything to go by, the court building was probably consuming pottery from different local and nonlocal workshops. It would thus seem that the court buildings were consumers of tableware that was produced elsewhere.
At Phaistos, high-quality Kamares tableware was stored in large quantities in the south part of the west wing, said to contain more than 25% of all pottery (Branigan 1988). There is a clear connection between these stores of tableware and the presence of large open spaces, where the consumption presumably took place. In addition, room LVIII contains pithoi from which foodstuffs and/or liquids could have been dispensed. This large-scale storage of tableware, destined to be used for communal consumption, contrasts with the pattern attested in the north sector of the west wing, where the rooms contained small deposits of vases, again mainly drinking and pouring shapes (see Pernier 1935). Since these were concerned with small-scale dispensation of liquids (due to the restricted number of drinking vessels), it is clear that consumption in these contexts was neither communal nor aimed at a large public. In the north wing, the storage of agricultural goods is attested in magazine XXXIV, which was equipped with thirty-one pithoi and located near an open space (i.e., a later central court).
Besides the large-scale storage of tableware, there is also evidence in the court building for the storage of high-status and labor-intensive objects such as several bronze swords, a schist leopard ax, and a dagger have been found (Pelon 1992). There is no evidence, however, that these were produced in the court building. The acrobat’s sword forms part of a group of Egyptianizing metal objects, including a dagger from Quartier Mu and the gold bees from Chrysolakkos, which were presumably produced locally (Poursat 2000, 29–30). At Phaistos, some of the rooms were equipped with stone vases and occasionally bronze objects and on one occasion an ivory knife heft and gold sheet fragments (Pernier 1935), but in general the absence of metals and high-status goods is striking (Carinci 2000, 33). Similarly, high-value items were found in the Vat Room Deposit at Knossos and the same could be argued for the objects from the Loomweight Basement (terracotta models, Town Mosaic, etc.) (Macdonald 2005, 67–68).
WRITING AND SEALING
Writing and sealing practices are traditionally closely connected with the interpretation of the court buildings as palaces, and the presence of Linear A and Cretan hieroglyphic documents is usually interpreted as evidence not only for the economic role of the palace (cf. Renfrew 1972; Weingarten 1990) but also for the existence of an administrative authority (Weingarten 1990). The origins of sealing and writing are traditionally associated with the assumed MM IB emergence of the palaces and their economic needs (Weingarten 1990, 1994; Treuil et al. 2007; Krzyszkowska 2005, 79). However, both writing as well as seal use are already attested in the late Early Minoan period (Schoep 2006), although it seems that a significant increase and an increased sophistication in their deployment occurred in the Middle Bronze Age. A more complex typology of sealed documents appears besides the already existing, direct object sealings and noduli involving crescents, roundels, and hanging nodules (Schoep 1999; Krzyszkowska 2005, 99–104).
Written documents usually occur together with sealed documents, although the ratio of one to the other varies considerably among deposits. Major MM II collections of written and sealed documents have been found in the court buildings of Phaistos (Militello 2000) and Petras (Tsipopolou and Hallager 1996, 1997). The ‘archives’ from Knossos and Malia probably postdate MM II and are more likely to be MM III in date (Schoep 2001b, 2004; Krzyszkowska 2005, 111, 114). However, the use of sealings and script is also attested in high-profile buildings outside the settlement. The most extensive archive to date comes from Quartier Mu at Malia, where Cretan hieroglyphic bars were used in conjunction with an array of sealed documents (Olivier and Godart 1996). Cretan hieroglyphic bars were also used in a building complex discovered to the southwest of Quartier Mu during the Malia survey, and inscriptions on pottery suggest that some of the pottery workshops were also deploying writing; at Malia, besides the court building there is evidence of administration in at least two locations (Schoep 2002a; Müller and Olivier 1991). At Knossos, a nodulus and a fragment of an inscribed tablet were found in conjunction with production debris (Macdonald and Knappett 2007, 131–37).
PLACING THE PRACTICES IN THE COURT BUILDINGS IN A WIDER FRAMEWORK
It is important to view the Minoan court buildings within a wider spatial context—hence the emphasis in the 1980s and 1990s on surveys (Driessen 2001)—but also with regard to the practices attested in these buildings and the way they relate to similar practices outside them. As noted earlier, it is not because they were engaging in activities of production, collection and storage, consumption, and even distribution that they controlled all of the production, collection, and distribution in Minoan society. A comparison of the production, exchange, and consumption strategies of affluent households and the court buildings allows us to chart similarities and differences in production, exchange, and consumption strategies and to assess the role of the latter in the community. The best example of a context of an affluent household in the Middle Bronze Age is Quartier Mu at Malia, which consists of two main buildings (A and B) and a number of workshops around them (see Poursat 1996; Schoep 2002a, forthcoming b). That the elite of Quartier Mu was overseeing production is suggested by the location of the workshops around them (Poursat 1996). Some (but not all) of the goods produced in the workshops were also consumed and/or stored in the main buildings (A, B, and D). However, not all of the goods that were stored and consumed in buildings A, B, and D were produced in the workshops, and almost all of the pottery was obtained from other local and nonlocal workshops. Other houses in Malia seem to have been consuming the same pottery (Schoep and Knappett 2003). However, the terracotta Egyptianizing appliqué elements and presumably the exotic knowledge they imply are as yet exclusive to Quartier Mu (Poursat 1996).
Although the court building was considerably larger than the total area covered by Quartier Mu, the former did on present evidence not contain significantly more storage vases (liquids in East Wing, two pithoi in West Wing). There is less evidence for production in the court building than in Quartier Mu, as in fact few loom-weights have been found, and the evidence for craft activities is almost nonexistent (Schoep 2002a, 113). At least some of the polychrome pottery (from Quartier III) is local polychrome of the type that was also attested in Quartier Mu (‘marguerites’) (Pelon 1992, plate III:2) and was produced in a local workshop. Seal stones of the type that was produced in the Sealstone workshop of Quartier Mu were consumed in the court building (Pelon 1984, 885, figure 7) were also found in the court building (Pelon 1984, 885 fig. 7; Pelon 1992, 47, figure 24; 60, figure 37). Other unpublished finds from the MM I–II building include stone and faience objects, an ivory pendant in the shape of a lioness, and gold leaf fragments (Daux 1969, 1056). The two swords and the dagger are stunning objects, but there is no evidence for metalworking in the MM I–II building. Although a metal workshop was identified in Mu, the latter seems in the first place to have produced metal tools (Poursat 1996). There is no evidence that the high-quality metal dagger with inlays from Mu was produced in the Mu workshop. The swords from the Malia palace, the bees from Chrysolakkos, and the Mu dagger all share Egyptianizing features (Poursat 2000) and may perhaps be ascribed to a single (as yet unidentified) workshop. However, we cannot rule out the possibility that objects that were used in ritual practice inside the palace were also produced in these buildings, as is suggested by the obsidian cores from the Vat Room Deposit (Macdonald 2005, 50).
CONCLUSIONS
In this chapter I suggest that the palatial model in which complete power is concentrated in the ‘palaces’ should be revised because such a model is unrealistic on several levels. There is no empirical evidence to support the traditional interpretation of the ‘palaces’ as the residence of a single, centralized authority whose domain was the political, religious, and economic affairs of the community. Even though evidence that points toward production, storage, consumption, and recordkeeping is found in the court buildings, we cannot simply conclude that the latter controlled these activities in society. In fact, the excavation of Quartier Mu at Malia has shown conclusively that an affluent household such as that was engaged in activities similar to those carried out in the contemporary court building at Malia. From the evidence at hand, it seems that production in the court buildings pertains in the first place to textiles and not to the production of high-quality prestige goods, as is assumed all too often. Going on the evidence from the Quartier Mu workshops, a case can be made that affluent households in the settlement were actively involved in the production of high-profile elite objects, perhaps through attached specialists. Consumption of not only foodstuffs but also high-status objects is attested in both the court buildings and affluent households. A clear difference in scale is suggested by the large amounts of tableware in the court buildings and the size of the communal spaces. In contrast to the venues and the consumption in the affluent households, the court buildings were aimed at a much wider public than any happenings staged by the latter.
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CYCLADES
ROBIN L. N. BARBER
GEOGRAPHY
While there is no reason to believe that the physical geography of the Cyclades underwent any significant change from the Early to the Middle Cycladic (MC) period, it is possible that there were gradual alterations in the patterns of currents, wind, and so on, which themselves help to define the group by moulding routes of communication (Morton 2001; Papageorgiou 2008).
There may have been adjustments too in what may be termed ‘cultural geography.’ The name Cyclades, derived in the Classical period from the islands that formed a loose circle (kyklos) around the sacred centre of Delos, nowadays signifies a modern administrative region—from Andros and Tenos in the north to Melos and Thera in the south. In the Byzantine and Mediaeval periods, the boundaries of the region were different at different times. In the Bronze Age, when we can judge its extent only by the kinship of sites in material culture, they may have been different again since, in the Early Cycladic period, places on the coasts of Attica (Ayios Kosmas, Tsepi [Marathon]), Crete (Ayia Photia), and even Asia Minor (Iasos) display, in varying degrees, features characteristic of the material culture of the core Cycladic islands (Barber 1987, 134–37). Some of these have, on occasion, been dubbed ‘colonies,’ but it can be suggested, with perhaps greater plausibility, that they belonged to a Cycladic cultural area, dissimilar to that with which we are now familiar and about whose extent there is undoubtedly more to be learnt.
If defined in this way, Middle Cycladic geography seems to show yet another grouping since no sites with similarly strong island characteristics have so far been located outside the area known today as the Cyclades.
MIDDLE CYCLADIC MATERIAL CULTURE
The particular character of Middle Cycladic culture (Barber 1987, 142–58; Sotirakopoulou in press) is defined mainly by the pottery classes that are reviewed below. Pictorial designs offer glimpses—often enigmatic—of various aspects of life and attitudes and deserve further study since they range quite widely in date and location and are sometimes found, for instance, also on Cycladic Geometric pottery and earlier Melian Cycladic White (for Theran material, cf. Papagiannopoulou 2008).
The pottery also provides the only detailed framework for the relative dating of historical events, external relations, and other developments. Of the other minor artefacts recovered, little has so far been identified as especially characteristic of the period, although some of the terracotta figurines from Naxos (Mikre Vigla) should be of this date.
Typical of MC times, however, are relatively large, carefully laid out and organised townships in which island populations seem to have become concentrated, to the virtual exclusion of smaller settlements. Although some modification of this view may be necessary in the light of the recent identification of greater numbers of minor MC sites on one or two islands (Sotirakopoulou in press), it still seems true that centralisation of settlement was a feature of the period and that this was reflected at the major sites by growth in size and greater sophistication of architecture and planning. Fortification systems also appear to be a characteristic of MC sites.
Graves are poorly known (except on Kea) but seem to represent a continuation of Early Cycladic types, though with more variation and less emphasis on the cist.
As regards external contacts, relationships with the Mainland—which stylistic rather than import-export evidence suggests were strong in EC IIIB—continue in the earlier MC stage, when more imports are found. These are accompanied by increasing numbers of Minoan pottery fragments of MM IA and MM II date. The later stage of MC is associated with MM III and later MH pottery.
IDENTIFICATION OF THE MC PERIOD AND HISTORY OF INVESTIGATION
The terms used today for discussion of the cultures of the Aegean Bronze Age and their relative chronology are the result of a long process of development. The Cretan sequence was the first to be codified (Momigliano 2007, 3–4), on the basis of excavations at Knossos, and involved coincident architectural and ceramic phases (e.g., First and Second Palaces—Middle and Late Minoan pottery). Increasingly detailed subdivision of the pottery sequence, which became possible with the progress of research, has inevitably resulted in the separation of the two types of phasing—architectural and ceramic—since it is no longer possible, for example, to equate exactly the chronological duration of the Middle Minoan pottery phase with that of the First Palace. Thus the construction of the First Palace is now set after, rather than at the beginning of, the ceramic period Middle Minoan IA (MacGillivray 2007, 106).
A similar process has also applied in the other main regional subdivisions—Helladic (Mainland) Greece and the Cyclades.
A system based on the Cretan was first applied to the Helladic area by Wace and Blegen (1918, 186–87). Blegen (1921, 121), whose scheme was later modified by Furumark (1941, 217), also incorporated the Cyclades into an overall framework in which the Bronze Age in each area (Helladic, Cycladic, Minoan) was divided into Early, Middle, and Late (further subdivided into I, II, III) and the probable relationships between the phases shown.
Although the logic of the process was not made fully explicit, it was ultimately geared to the already-established Cretan system, so that ceramic stages on the Mainland and in the Cyclades that could be related via imports/exports or stylistic similarities to those in Crete were regarded as representing corresponding ‘Early,’ ‘Middle,’ or ‘Late’ stages in the Helladic or Cycladic areas.
It is instructive, however, that, although Blegen equated exactly the Cycladic and Minoan periods, presumably because of the generally rather broad subdivisions that then existed, he did not regard the ceramic phases in the different areas as necessarily corresponding in detail. Although this point seems self-evident, the use of expressions such as ‘the Middle Bronze Age in the Aegean,’ which are regrettably now in common use, suggest that it is often forgotten. Cultural areas must first be defined, and the sequences for each established separately and then related to each other as appropriate, without any assumption that what belongs to the ‘Middle’ phase, for example, in one must be directly related to the ‘Middle’ phase in another.
Such a ‘traditional’ scheme has been followed here for discussion of the Middle Cycladic period. Some scholars reject the overall framework and prefer to concentrate on sequences at individual sites and their interrelationships. Nevertheless, so long as the existence of a unified and reasonably distinct culture in the Cycladic area is accepted, it is important to have a broad framework for discussion of developments of all kinds and so that older literature, where such a system is taken for granted, can be readily assimilated by students and researchers.
THE CYCLADIC SEQUENCE
A Cycladic pottery sequence was worked out initially on the basis of finds from the first (1896–99) well-stratified site to be excavated in the Cyclades—Phylakopi on Melos (see especially Atkinson et al. 1904, 238–72). Although this was, to be precise, rather a Melian sequence, its primary role in the history of research and the fact that subsequent finds from other islands can be related to it in a reasonably satisfactory way make its use as the foundation of a wider system entirely acceptable.
At Phylakopi, a widespread destruction ended the primarily Early Cycladic ‘First City’ and separated it from the primarily Middle Cycladic ‘Second City.’ Both destruction and reconstruction probably fell within a transitional pottery phase, which is discussed later. The fact that the Second was the ‘Middle’ of the three ‘Cities’ identified may have encouraged its designation as the ‘Middle’ Cycladic phase at the site but was not decisive (or indeed universally accepted—witness Furumark 1941, 217n1, who sets the beginning of Middle Cycladic before the end of the First City) since that attribution was based rather on ceramic parallels with Middle Minoan Crete and Middle Helladic Greece.
It should be noted here that the original excavators identified three phases of the Second City at Phylakopi (subsequently abbreviated II–i, II–ii, II–iii). Recent analyses (Barber 1987, 30, and references; see further below) have tended to discount the II–i phase, resulting in use of the terms ‘early’ and ‘late’ Middle Cycladic, equivalent to Phylakopi II–ii (Kea IV) and Phylakopi II–iii (Kea V), respectively.
OTHER IMPORTANT SITES
At Ayia Irini on Kea (Caskey 1972), there was a gap in occupation of the site between Period III (C) (Wilson 1999), dated to Early Cycladic IIIA (a stage sometimes referred to as ‘EC IIB’ or the ‘Kastri phase’) and Periods IV (D) (Overbeck 1989a) and V (F) (Davis 1986), which are the earlier and later phases of the reestablished Middle Cycladic settlement.
At Akrotiri on Thera, the MC structures mostly lie concealed beneath the later town, but a good deal of pottery was found in later deposits, and recent work, not yet reported in detail, has revealed deposits of the period (Nikolakopoulou et al. 2008; cf. Sotirakopoulou in press, n. 5). Assessment of the sequence proposed in this and other brief notices must await detailed publication. Other sites on Thera (Ftellos, Ayios Ioannis Eleemon) have also produced late EC III/early MC material (Marthari 1983, 2001).
At Paroikia on Paros, undoubtedly an important settlement with both EC III and MC pottery (Over beck 1989a; Sherratt 2000, 224n14), it is difficult to make distinctions between or within the two periods on the basis of the stratigraphic information available.
In addition, work on Naxos (Philaniotou 2001, 30, 33) suggests that the Kastro was the acropolis of a substantial MC site that also covered part of the lower-lying area of Grotta; a surface survey of Mikre Vigla (Barber and Hadjianastasiou 1989) recovered a significant amount of MC pottery, as well as terracotta figurines (also Sakellarakis 1996, 94–96), some of which should belong to the same period.
Excavations at Plaka on Andros, so far only briefly reported (Televantou 2005, 214–15; 2008, 53, with further references) indicate the existence of an important MC centre.
ABSOLUTE CHRONOLOGY
Recent commentators (Warren and Hankey 1989, 169; Manning 1995, figure 2) appear to be in rough agreement as to the beginning of the MC period at ca. 2000 BC(+/–fifty years). The end date (equivalent to the beginning of LM IA in Crete) is partly dependent on estimates of that of the volcanic catastrophe on Thera and can be set between 1675+/−(Manning 1999, 340) and 1600+/−BC (Warren and Hankey 1989, 169; Warren 1999, 902).
RELATIVE CHRONOLOGY: THE POTTERY SEQUENCE
The Early–Middle Cycladic transitional phase is discussed in the next section, following a description of the characteristic features of the mature MC period.
Middle Cycladic—Early
The second stage of the Second City (Phylakopi II–ii), as defined by the first excavators (Atkinson et al. 1904, 259–61), and Period IV at Ayia Irini give a consistent picture of the pottery of this phase. There is related material from Akrotiri (Nikolakopoulou et al. 2008, where pl. 32. 5 is distinctive) and from other islands.
The two main fabric groups are Dark Burnished and Cycladic White (CW). The former (Barber 1987, 146–48; 2007, 186–96) was not recognised as a significant category until the second excavation campaign at Phylakopi in 1911 (Dawkins and Droop 1911, 19–21) but has been found widely on island sites. At Phylakopi, pottery of this class is slipped and burnished to a glossy finish—sometimes a brilliant red but also in various shades of brown and black. It is found in a range of shapes, including barrel jars and inturned-rim bowls, also the ring-stemmed goblet and other forms borrowed from the mature phase of MH Minyan pottery of the Mainland (Dickinson 2007, 242–44). Vases are not infrequently decorated with white painted patterns (Barber 2007, 194–95) that are often now visible only in shadow; others have grooved or ribbed decoration.
Dark Burnished was evidently more important in the earlier part of the MC period. Later, at Phylakopi, there was apparently a tendency for burnish to be replaced by a matt wash. A similar decline in high burnish was noted on Kea, although the class remained prominent in Period V (later MC) (Davis 1986, 4–5).
The other main fabric, Cycladic White (Barber 1987, 148–50; 2007, 196–207), is found in EC III at both Phylakopi and Akrotiri. At the former site it is rare and always undecorated; at the latter it is more common and decorated in the contemporary Geometric style. The fabric shows some variation in colour and quality but can be thin, white, and finely levigated—features that seem more common in this earlier MC stage. Sometimes there is a buff or greenish tinge. The paint is dull matt and powdery brown-black.
In the early MC period, CW pottery is almost always decorated in a style that Furumark called ‘early Curvilinear’ (in contrast to the ‘Geometric’ of EC IIIB) and is related to Cretan MM II (Furumark 1941, 220f.). Distinctive shapes include the beaked jug and shallow bowl (with decoration on the interior), the former clearly distinguishable in shape and spout form from its EC predecessors. The panelled cup (decoration in a panel on the side away from the drinker) made its appearance in early MC but is more common later. Abstract motifs and zonal decoration are prominent, the former sometimes used to form fantastical creatures. On many island sites, including Ayia Irini (Overbeck 1989b, 11), pottery of the CW class has been thought all to have been imported from Melos, though this is probably not true of Akrotiri.
The continued significance of Geometric pottery in the MC period remains unclear (Barber 2008, 60), although some was probably still being made (Atkinson et al. 1904, 259). A group of vases with decoration over a chalky white slip and in paint somewhat resembling that of CW was identified in the original report (Atkinson et al. 1904, 102–106) but may rather belong mainly to the transitional stage (discussed later).
Although the notebooks of the 1911 excavation (Brodie, Boyd, and Sweetman 2008, 413) and comments of Dawkins and Droop (1911, 10) show that Geometric pottery was found in later levels, a good deal of this may have consisted of survivals from earlier times (Renfrew and Evans 2007, 131), and it seems unlikely to have continued as a major class after the transitional phase. Certainly, it was virtually nonexistent in the MC levels of the recent excavations (Barber 2007, 213—there called Soft Matt-painted [SMP]).
Middle Cycladic—Late
A later phase of MC pottery can be distinguished on the basis of finds in Phylakopi II–iii and Ayia Irini Period V, when the DB category changes character (see above) while Cycladic White remains prominent, though with a perceptible difference in the decoration and often some coarsening of the fabric. The new style has been called ‘later Curvilinear’ or ‘Naturalistic’ (Scholes 1956, 19–20) and involves particularly the use of minor floral and other motifs (spirals) often related to the pottery of Crete in MM III. Similar material has been illustrated from Akrotiri (e.g., Nikolakopoulou et al. 2008, pl. 32.4b, bottom left). A series of carinated cups, closely related to the later MH matt-painted pottery of the Mainland, may be rather earlier than most of the later CW pottery.
An aesthetically distinctive style of decoration (‘Black and Red’), mostly related by Furumark (1941, 222) to MM III, uses burnished red circles or bands, with matt black outlines and appendages, sometimes forming pictorial motifs, combining features of DB and CW. This makes its appearance on CW fabric in earlier MC but is much more common in the later phase and lasts into the Late Cycladic period (often on LL fabric). It is found on all major Cycladic sites and appears too on the Mainland and in Crete in late MH/LH I and LM IA (Barber 1974, 35).
The Transition from Early to Middle Cycladic
Although Middle Cycladic pottery (chiefly Dark Burnished and Cycladic White) can, in general terms, be clearly distinguished from that of later Early Cycladic III (where Geometric is the most distinctive of several classes; see Renfrew and Evans 2007), the process of transition from the one to the other is harder to pin down.
For the present, attempts to do this must be based on the Phylakopi material since, at Ayia Irini, there was a gap in occupation at this time while, at Akrotiri, preliminary notices of finds from Phase A of recent investigations suggest that it covers a long period of time (equivalent at least to Phylakopi I–ii to II–ii) and cannot be used accurately to define this transition.
At Phylakopi, there are indications that the pottery from the latest floors of City I show its beginnings, particularly in the presence of what has been called (Sherratt 2000, 237) ‘Combination Ware.’ This, mainly found in the classic form of the ‘Melian bowl’ (Atkinson et al. 1904, pl. xxxiii 3–5; Barber 1974, 44 Type 3), combines a version of MC-type slip and burnish with (on the inturned rim) Geometric decoration on a band of white slip, a style and technique otherwise exclusive to Geometric pottery. The technique is occasionally employed also on other shapes.
The pottery from Phase B (= Phylakopi I–iii) of recent work at the site (Renfrew and Evans 2007, 157–76), which has produced no MC-type burnish, Combination Ware, or Melian bowls, may therefore represent the stage preceding the transition, while it must be later than the primary stage of EC IIIB since Dark-faced Incised (DFI), one of the two main ceramic components of that phase, is lacking.
For the present, this suggestion must remain provisional since clarification is still needed both of the distinction between EC and MC burnished ware and of the extent to which Geometric pottery survived into the Second City at Phylakopi. Nonetheless, it helps to accommodate several observations that have not always been easy to reconcile: Mackenzie’s view (Atkinson et al. 1904, 258) of ceramic continuity from City I to II; the identification of an early stage of City II (II–i), which we have hitherto been tempted to discard but would be represented by such a transitional ceramic phase; and the observation made by Dawkins and Droop (1911, 19) that burnished ware (if MC-type burnish is meant, which is not certain) was common in Geometric levels. Further, the occupation of ‘south Phylakopi,’ recently proposed by Brodie, Boyd, and Sweetman (2008, 412–15) to postdate the EC III period, would probably also belong here.
While this proposal is based only on study of the Phylakopi deposits, the incontrovertibly transitional character of the Combination Ware, of which examples are found on other sites, encourages the supposition that it has a wider relevance.
MC Coarse Pottery has begun seriously to be studied only in recent years and is dated mainly by shape relationships with the classes already described.
The End of Middle Cycladic
In ceramic terms, the MC period is readily distinguished from the LC since the latter, despite many points of ceramic continuity, is marked by imports and imitations of LM IA pottery in quantity. At Phylakopi, the change coincides closely with the destruction of the Second City and the building of the Third, although the chronology of this process may be more complex than has usually been thought (Brodie forthcoming).
CONCORDANCE OF DESCRIPTIVE TERMS
Vases with Geometric Designs in Lustrous Paint (Atkinson et al. 1904, chapter IV, section 6) = Early Matt painted (EMP) (Renfrew and Evans 2007)
Geometric Pottery with Designs in Matt Black (Atkinson et al. 1904, chapter IV, section 7) = Soft Matt painted (SMP) (Renfrew and Evans 2007)
Both of the preceding were subsumed under the general heading of ‘Geometric Pottery’ in Barber (2008, 59–76) but separately identified, where possible, by the abbreviations used by Renfrew and Evans
Pottery of the Early Mycenaean Style with Designs in Matt Black (Atkinson et al. 1904, chapter IV, section 9) = Cycladic White (Bar ber 1987, etc).
Pottery of the Early Mycenaean Period with Designs in Black and Red (Atkinson et al. 1904, chapter IV, section 10) = Black and Red (BandR) (Barber 1987, etc).
Note also that, at Phylakopi, the Second City (II) (Atkinson et al. 1904, 254) is Phase C of the recent excavations (Renfrew et al. 2007, 10 table 2.2).
SAMPLE ILLUSTRATIONS OF CERAMICS
Dark Burnished: Barber (1987, 147–49, figs. 103, 105, 107)
Cycladic White: Barber (1987, 151, 152, figs. 109, 100 [early Curvilinear style]); Sherratt (2000, pl. 385 [later Curvilinear or Naturalistic style])
Black and Red style: Atkinson et al. (1904, pls. xx, xxi); Barber (1987, 150, fig. 108)
Transitional: Combination Ware: Atkinson et al. (1904, pl. xxxiii, nos. 3–4); Barber (1987, 147, fig. 104)
Soft Matt painted: Atkinson et al. (1904, pls. xi–xiii)
General: Zervos (1957) contains good photographs of Cycladic pottery of various periods.
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Late Bronze Age
MAINLAND GREECE
KIM SHELTON
MYCENAEAN civilization developed, grew to great heights, and collapsed, all during the Late Bronze Age. Rooted on the Greek mainland, where the period is called Late Helladic (LH), the beginning, internal divisions (I, II, IIIA, IIIB, and IIIC), and end of this historical framework are based almost entirely on pottery styles.
These ceramic phases do not necessarily correspond to historical periods, however, so there is occasionally a preference for chronological divisions centered on the life cycle of the palace—a defining cultural and architectural feature—following more closely the economic and political character of the society (e.g., prepalatial, palatial, and postpalatial). The pottery sequence, though, allows for more narrowly refined periods that also take advantage of the most prevalent material artifact and one that is subject to relatively rapid style change and wide distribution.
An absolute chronology, or numerical calendar dates, can also be reckoned by linking these ceramic sequences to Egyptian sites and finds, especially where Mycenaean pottery occurs in Egypt or Egyptian objects are found in the Aegean (Dickinson 1994, 9–22). The absolute dates are necessarily approximate but are now becoming much more refined, with scientific dating methods such as 14C and dendrochronology effectively used to check the relatively derived absolute or historical dates. As a result, recent studies suggest that the upper end of the LH period should begin earlier (ca. 1700 BC) and extend longer than originally assumed; the absolute dates for the Late Helladic III period (14th–12th centuries BC), on the other hand, seem to correspond very closely with the traditional relative dating sequence (Manning et al. 2001).
The best entrée into the Mycenaean culture of the Late Bronze Age is through the archaeological record that has produced the remains of settlements and cemeteries, artifacts of life and death, from their emergence as a power at the end of the Middle Helladic (MH) period to the destruction of their palaces at the end of LH IIIB. Research has been ongoing for more than 130 years, yet there is still much that we do not know about the Mycenaeans and the mainland in this period. The scene is also continuously changing, with new sites and new evidence carrying the potential to completely alter what we now know. Additional work in settlements and chamber tomb cemeteries, for example, will certainly fill many gaps in our knowledge, while expanding and exciting subfields such as bioarchaeology will add greatly to both the vast artifactual and the limited textual evidence (Tzedakis, Martlew, and Jones 2008).
EARLIEST BEGINNINGS
The culture that we refer to as Mycenaean, named after the palatial site of Mycenae, began developing in the previous MH period. The diverse seeds of the recognized Mycenaean cultural forms were planted in this earlier period; through internal indigenous growth together with closer and more consistent contacts with Minoan Crete and the Cyclades, the early Late Helladic period marks a rise in more uniform developmental stages and material culture out of complex and heterogeneous processes, as yet not completely understood. Excavated material culture from the entire period, especially the earlier phases, often originates from cemeteries rather than settlements, while the search for palaces and the elite has dominated research goals for many decades, with smaller sites and settlements receiving less attention. The situation is changing, however, with survey strategy and methodology creating great advances in the location of sites across the landscape and providing invaluable information on settlement patterns, density, and habitation phases (Wright 2004a, 114–31).
It is now becoming clear that the formative processes of Mycenaean states were influenced by a variety of factors, including competitive interaction of mainland elites based on hunting and military prowess, exposure and access to outside cultures and materials, and a likely role in brokering Cycladic and Cretan access to resources and opportunities on the mainland. It is also now fairly clear that Mycenaean sites, large and small, all share similar characteristics, including a focus on an architectural center, usually in a commanding position and sometimes fortified, located close to water and good agricultural land, and sitting along lines of communication from the sea to farther inland.
LH I–II PERIOD (16TH–15TH CENTURIES BC)
During the Early Mycenaean or LH I–II period (16th–15th centuries BC), also known as the Prepalatial/Early Palatial period, the geographical center of the Mycenaean world was located in the heart of the mainland, specifically within southern and central Greece: important regions for the development of administrative and cultural polities as a whole included the Argolid, Messenia, and probably Laconia, much of Attica, Boeotia, eastern Phocis, and coastal Thessaly.
The first recognizable Mycenaean tombs, pottery, and other material culture belong to the 16th century BC, essentially the LH I period, and are confined to the Peloponnese, Attica, and central Greece. Our knowledge of the culture in this period is derived in large part from cemetery/burial evidence, with grave goods providing the assemblages of material culture that indicate levels of prosperity, social complexity, and artistic influences. The cemeteries are well defined, organized, and divided, some formally for exclusion or inclusion—either conceptual or physical. Habitation is in small settlements, perhaps organized into functional and/or social divisions. Throughout this period, the settlements become increasingly consolidated while the cemeteries become highly differentiated.
Overall, individual regions on the mainland seem to develop independently, with local rulers who may have been either individual chiefs or an allied group (i.e., an oligarchy of successful elites who consolidated power over communities and regions, through persuasion, whether peaceful or violent) (Wright 1995, 63–80). Pronounced regional variations can be seen developing within larger uniform trends; while individual characteristics are more diverse early on, features then combine or cross-pollinate into a more common cultural style over time.
Wealthy societal groups also emerged. The new prosperity was manifested in valuable funerary gifts, usually symbolic. Weapons and objects of foreign manufacture suggest power, wealth, and possibly warfare; the best known are those from the Shaft Graves at Mycenae (Graziadio 1991). Because of the strong cultural continuity with the MH period in areas such as burial customs, weapons, and shapes and decoration of pottery, it is very likely that these groups developed from within the culture rather than being newcomers.
Multiple burials and cemeteries, including all ages and genders, stress the importance of family and lineage. Marked diversity of tomb types (shaft grave, tumulus, tholos) and conspicuous consumption in burials indicate competition and status marking, as well as fluctuation within and among regional ranking systems. A combination of local, traditional, and imported ideas and artifacts is evident particularly in the rich burials of the Shaft Graves at Mycenae and in tumuli and early tholoi, especially in Messenia.
Acquisition of the considerable wealth that had become available—as seen both preserved in and perhaps exclusively intended for burials—occurs as a result of stimuli derived from growing contacts with and influences from Minoan Crete and the Eastern Mediterranean. Mycenae and Pylos are two early success stories inasmuch as both show important contact with Crete, while other areas with rich and/ or imported finds from this period include Laconia, Corinth, Athens, Marathon, Thebes, and Orchomenos, Kirrha, and Krisa near Delphi, as well as coastal Thessaly. From the evidence of pottery and weapons, the Mycenaeans were already in contact as well with Macedonia, Albania, and Italy.
The ceramic assemblage on the mainland during this time includes a number of different fine wares from indigenous traditions combined with Minoan, Cycladic, and Aeginitan influences (Dietz 1991). The distinctive and defining LH I lustrous dark-on-light pottery may have developed in Laconia as a result of Cretan influence by way of the island of Kythera and then spread quickly to the Argolid. Throughout the period, though, it remains a significant minority alongside the traditional MH wares. Mycenaean pottery also arrives in the Cyclades as early as the 16th century BC, very soon after its occurrence on the mainland, highlighting the extent and efficiency of the early trade network in the Aegean.
The stratification of society was complete by LH II, but again, regional variation continues. Some districts start out with numerous independent settlements that are gradually consolidated into competing polities, probably by strong families or chiefs at a smaller number of larger sites (those marked with tholoi); for instance, those in Messenia cede complete autonomy to Pylos when it becomes the single palatial center (Voutsaki 1998, 41–58 ; Bennet 1999, 29–39). A similar arrangement of small settlements that then consolidate into larger polities is also evident in the Argolid and Laconia through LH II, but there they develop quite differently as several—rather than simply one—palatial centers appear in the Argolid, including Mycenae, Tiryns, and Midea. In contrast, none develop in Laconia; instead, here several successful nonpalatial polities, including Ayios Stephanos, Vapheio, Menelaion, and Pellana, continue into the following period (Cavanagh 1995, 81–88).
Cultural contact with the Minoan palaces and the central Aegean is of basic importance to the successful acquisition of wealth by the Mycenaeans and to the adaptation of technology and practices that enables the formation of their palatial system. The effect of stimuli from Minoan Crete can be seen most clearly in crafts, which include both imported finished objects and raw materials, together with specialized local production, that mark status both socially and politically (Voutsaki 1995, 55–66). At the same time, one can see the adoption, imitation, or adaptation of Minoan styles, which accompanies a veritable explosion of pictorial arts, in stark contrast to the earlier and practically aniconic MH tradition. It can be difficult to distinguish Mycenaean arts from the Minoan originals or inspirations, although there are always some underlying, continuous Helladic elements present as well. Iconography and its inherent meaning to the Mycenaeans are also blurred; often it is impossible to isolate distinctly Mycenaean beliefs.
Also to be emphasized is the importance of the island of Aegina—possibly as a conduit from Crete and the islands into the southern and central mainland and as a witness to continuous cultural development from the Middle into the Late Bronze Age (Rutter 2001, 126–30). The very successful polity on Aegina exhibits close contact with the mainland, evident in its ceramics—fine ware storage vessels and kitchenware especially—until at least early LH III, even at production centers such as Mycenae. The island hubs of Aegina, Kythera, and probably Keos played an influential role in the development of the Mycenaean centers on the mainland.
As large regions and their significant resources became increasingly centralized during LH II, organization and administration became necessary. The emergent elite with access to wealth and control of specialized labor was in a position to consolidate power further, creating a sociopolitical center stratified horizontally, according to specialist capabilities, as well as vertically. The formal state structure was thus created.
During the Pre–/Early Palatial period on the Greek mainland, a number of destructions occur on Crete. Afterward, Mycenaean control clearly expands in the southern Aegean, and, as Mycenaean goods appear more frequently and systematically in the east, a takeover of Minoan trade routes and depots occurs. At this time in LH II, Mycenaean pottery becomes the dominant fine ware beyond the mainland, influencing pottery made on Crete—a reversal of the earlier pattern. Mainland influence continues into the next period, at which time Greek—in the form of Linear B—becomes the administrative language at Knossos.
The Early Mycenaean period comes to an end on the Greek mainland with the emergence of the palaces.
LATE HELLADIC IIIA–B (14TH–13TH CENTURIES BC)
The Palatial period of Late Helladic IIIA–B (14th–13th centuries BC) sees the successful development and evolution of several competing polities from the previous period into centrally focused and administered states. Following the second destruction of Knossos in the 14th century BC, administrative features of the Minoan palaces are transferred to the Greek mainland, probably during the first major phase of palace construction. These centuries also witnessed a great expansion of culture when Mycenaean Greece extended northward to Mount Olympus, westward to Epirus, eastward to the Dodecanese, and south to Crete.
Particularly during the LH IIIA2 phase of the later 14th century BC, the Mycenaean civilization rapidly became dominant in the Aegean. It was a period of political security, giving rise to a flourishing economy and to great expansion: to the east, especially the coast of Asia Minor; to the west, with Sardinian metal sources serving as a likely carrot; and well to the north into Macedonia, the northern Aegean, and beyond, possibly up into the Black Sea. The extensive contact, trade, and reciprocal influences afforded by cultural interfaces outside the polities and even beyond the mainland (Cline 1994, 2007) became important for the further development of Mycenaean cultural and political features and for the success of the states and their hierarchical population.
The Palatial period sees a stabilization of social organization and an institutionalization of power structures. This is most clearly visible in the archaeological record in the centers with palaces, such as Mycenae, Tiryns, Pylos, and Thebes. They functioned like Minoan palaces—as administrative, ceremonial, production, and storage centers—but with a different internal structure centered around an architectural unit called the megaron and with settlements of various sizes and forms. The latter are still very little understood, whether in palatial or rural context. Research bias toward the lives of the Mycenaean elite has left much to be learned about the wider spectrum of the population, although important exceptions include Nichoria, Ayios Stephanos, Tsoungiza, Korakou, Berbati, and Asine. The growth of regional studies has made the greatest contribution to our knowledge of settlement patterns and density; current excavation work (e.g., at Iklaina, Korfos, and Mitrou) also indicates a very welcome trend toward settlements and the investigation of Mycenaeans from other social strata.
Most of the information about Mycenaean citadels, palaces, and settlements, gathered through archaeological excavation, comes from the 13th century BC and reveals extensive building programs, engineering, and infrastructure to support a large but exclusive elite class and a substantial population located at varying distances from the center. By this time, citadels built in Cyclopean masonry are seen at Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, Athens, and Gla, along with probably Thebes and possibly Orchomenos in Boeotia, as well as Pylos in Messenia. Major improvements to the infrastructure (fortification, roads, drainage, and water supply) are also part of the systematic public building program, created especially for a more widespread transportation and communication network both intra- and interregionally. With the expansion of settlements and a growing population comes also a growing exploitation of land for the support of the population, for trade resources, and for specialized labor forces.
From this period, too, comes most of the evidence contained on the unbaked clay tablets written in Linear B script, an early form of the Greek language used primarily, if not exclusively, at palatial centers as notations or temporary annual/seasonal records of commodities or economic administration. The archive of Linear B tablets from Pylos illuminates many aspects of Mycenaean palatial administration, as well as a complex economy and social structure in those areas where palace centers had become established (Duhoux and Morpurgo-Davies 2008). The volume of recovered knowledge of intangible aspects is immense and helps to create the impression that Pylos was a typical Mycenaean palatial state, which it probably was not.
Additional tablets, usually found in small numbers within scattered 13th-century contexts, have been recovered at Mycenae, Tiryns, and Thebes. Most recently, tablets from late 14th century BC context were uncovered in the settlement of Mycenae at Petsas House, showing that written administrative accounting was already in use on the mainland at that time, nicely filling a gap leading back to the Linear B archives from Knossos of the early 14th century BC.
These two primary sources of information (the archaeological record and texts) enable us to visualize the basic elements of the Mycenaean economy and social organization (Shelmerdine 2001a, 113–28; Wright 2004b, 13–48). Over many decades, excavation and survey that have focused on increasingly larger sites and the palatial citadels have revealed widespread settlement patterns throughout the mainland. Through LH IIIA and into LH IIIB, the number and scale of settlements gradually increase. At the centers, organized workforces concentrate on massive building programs directed toward habitation and industry, while decidedly less effort and fewer resources are put into tomb construction. The number of new tholoi are much less widespread, with the last/largest built early in the period (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 61–79). Sumptuary controls on elite mortuary practice must also have been implemented since the elaboration of burial features and the inclusion of prestige items are entirely lacking in chamber tombs during LH IIIB (French 2002, 75).
Evidence for the Mycenaean economy, as well as the administrative system that supported it, as viewed through the tablets, shows a power hierarchy with the wanax at the top. Material and human resources are mobilized from the center for the needs of the political economy. Below the wanax are many administrators who are individual landowners, but land is also owned and leased by the palace. The successful exploitation of the landscape for agricultural production allowed the labor force to be mustered for major public works or for military purposes. At the palatial level, specialized, large-scale cultivation of limited crops enabled the production of perfumed oil, textiles, and other crafts. Agricultural products and other commodities could be provided from elsewhere in taxes (Shelmerdine 2001b, 358–62). The economic success of the Mycenaean palaces both depended on and fostered trade over a wide area of the Mediterranean; fully involved in trade, the palaces import raw materials (metals, ivory, glass) and export processed commodities and objects made from these materials, together with local products: oil, perfume, wine, and wool (Cline 1994, 2007). Pottery is also essential in this system.
Mycenaean pottery now spread over the entire Greek mainland and the Aegean islands. Extremely homogeneous and thus often called ‘the Mycenaean koine, ’ pottery of LH IIIA and IIIB is of very high technical quality, while at the same time also mass produced (Mountjoy 1993). This is also true of other craft items; seals, jewelry, weapons, and ivories were produced in large numbers with an increasingly stylized and narrow repertoire of designs. Mycenaean pottery is exported over much of the Mediterranean—necessary for the trade of its contents, especially oil and wine, but also popular in and of itself; such vessels were kept in circulation for long stretches of time as heirlooms and frequently imitated in local clays (Leonard 1994; van Wijngaarden 2002).
Everywhere on the mainland, palaces were built and rebuilt during the long and prosperous Palatial phase, with ever-increasing signs of centralized control. Several widespread but localized destructions were usually followed by rebuilding on a massive scale. However, even in the late 13th century, indications of trouble began to appear: a tightening up of control and of the economy, with isolated instances of destruction and decline, all of which indicate likely strains within society. The period ends with yet another destruction from which recovery was much more difficult (Mycenae, Tiryns) or impossible (Pylos, Thebes). Although there is some indication of continuing central organization, there is no longer evidence for the remarkable administration recorded in Linear B script.
LATE HELLADIC IIIC (12TH–11TH CENTURIES BC)
The Late Mycenaean phases of the 12th–11th centuries BC (LH IIIC) are, in almost all regions of the mainland, Postpalatial. Sometime around 1200 BC, all of the palaces suffer from a major destructive event and are not rebuilt. Many nonpalatial sites in most regions also show signs of either destruction or abandonment. Along with the loss of the large-scale construction and monumental buildings, we also see the disappearance of the administrative system, the writing system employed in it, and other palatial features such as imported luxury crafts and frescoes.
These instances of destruction, which take place over several decades, coincide with much upheaval in the eastern Mediterranean. Some are certainly the result of natural disasters such as earthquakes, but clearly there are different causes in different regions. Most significant is the total lack or—at best—a reduced level of recovery in virtually every instance (Shelmerdine 2001b, 372–76, 381).
Following the palatial destructions, a marked instability appears. Although some sites recovered and prospered for a brief time, they did so with a different orientation and organization, perhaps more intraregionally focused. Tiryns, and probably Mycenae as well, has a central structure built on the ruins of the palaces but on a different scale (a reflection, surely, of the reduced level of organization and control).
The homogenous nature of the Palatial period is interrupted or lost during the Postpalatial period of LH IIIC. Regional and local preferences and styles become intensified in most cultural features, including architecture, burial customs, communication networks, and pottery production. Tomb evidence suggests a great decrease in population in many regions such as the Argolid, which worsens during the period; in other areas such as Attica, however, burials increase. The period of temporary recovery is followed by an ever more rapid economic decline, and by the 11th century BC there is little still recognizable as “Mycenaean” in the archaeological record (Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, 455–70; Deger-Jalkotzy and Zavadil 2007).
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CRETE
ERIK HALLAGER
Two of the most outstanding single finds from the Late Minoan period discovered during the last twenty-five years are the Palaikastro Kouros and the clay sealing known as the Master Impression from Khania. Both finds have been published via an individual monograph (MacGillivray, Driessen, and Sackett 2000; Hallager 1985), and both have demonstrated how little we actually know about important aspects of the period. To the inhabitants of Late Minoan I Crete, the meaning of both objects would have been obvious, but we can only guess what they actually represent, at least on present evidence. And this is characteristic of the period: A great deal of good evidence enables us to agree on most of the facts, but uncertainties start emerging as soon as we begin to interpret the facts.
Very succinctly, the history of Late Minoan Crete can be described as a period of many changes. In the beginning, we find the flourishing time of the Minoan palaces with the first real urban society on European soil. This palatial society was destroyed by conflagrations all over the island. Of the palaces, it seems that only Knossos survived. In connection with, or some time after, these destructions we know that Mycenaean mainlanders settled in Crete, after which many aspects of the Cretan society changed. Toward the end of the Bronze Age, almost all coastal towns and settlements were abandoned, and people either moved to the mountains or emigrated.
CHRONOLOGY
Three different systems describe the relative chronology of the Late Minoan period: (1) the traditional chronology, based on stratigraphy and typology of pottery; (2) a chronology based on palatial periods; and (3) a chronology based on administrative issues. The only one of the three where there is a reasonable agreement among scholars today is the first the traditional, relative chronology based on pottery, which can be divided into ten periods, of which LM IIIC and Subminoan are still under discussion (table 11.1).
Regarding the second system, there is little agreement on the palatial periods, with the single exception that the LM I period belongs to the Neopalatial period. In the original system introduced by Platon, the Neopalatial period lasted until the destruction of Knossos, which was thought to date to the end of LM II (Platon 1949), and was followed by the Postpalatial period. However, most scholars writing after Platon ended the Neopalatial period not at the close of LM II but rather with the numerous destructions all over Crete by the end of LM IB.
Then, as it became clear that the wanax (the Mycenaean word for king) and with him one or more palaces must also have existed in Crete after a destruction of the palace at Knossos at the beginning of LM IIIA2, I suggested in 1988 that the Neopalatial period was followed by a Monopalatial period during LM II—early LM IIIA2, followed by a Final Palatial period during LM IIIA2 and IIIB1. Since the palatial administration seems to cease in Crete after LM IIIB1, LM IIIB2 was considered
Table 11.1. Chronological Table Indicating Some of the Different Relative and Absolute Chronologies of the Late Minoan Period.
Source: Courtesy of the author.
the start of the Postpalatial period (Hallager 1988). In their AJA article on the Late Minoan Period, Rehak and Younger kept the phrase ‘Final Palatial period,’ but they extended it to include the Monopalatial period as well (Rehak and Younger 2001).
If we turn to the third system—a chronology based on administrative issues— there is also no agreement except for the LM I period, which is surely Minoan, with its characteristic Linear A system. To those scholars who argue for the LM II arrival and political dominance of the mainlanders, who used the Linear B administrative system, the Mycenaean period started immediately after LM I. However, other scholars are uncertain what happened in Crete during the LM II–early LM IIIA2 period and maintain that the Mycenaean period started after the LM IIIA2 destruction of the palace at Knossos and that the period in between could be designated as the Intermediate period (Hallager 1988; Niemeier 1982, 219–87).
As mentioned, the relative chronology based on pottery is reasonably secure, while other relative chronologies are exposed to individual interpretations of the archaeological data and are rather confusing concerning the LM II–LM III periods. If we turn to the absolute chronology, there is a reasonable agreement concerning the LM III period, while the LM I–II periods are under serious discussion. The absolute chronology has traditionally been based on synchronisms with Egypt. According to this approach, the Late Minoan IB period could not very well have started before c. 1540 BC (Warren 2006), while, according to recent results in the natural sciences, the eruption at Thera/Santorini, which probably happened in the later part of the LM IA period, must have taken place between 1623 BC and 1600 BC (Warburton 2009).
THE NEOPALATIAL PERIOD
Both the architecture and the administration clearly indicate a prosperous and well-organized society in the LM I period. Palaces have been excavated at Knossos, Phaistos, Malia, Zakro, and Galatas, and a palatial building has been uncovered in Petras in eastern Crete. In all probability, additional undiscovered palaces also exist in western Crete at Khania and Stavromenos, a little east of Rethymnon. Undoubtedly, in the LM I period, Knossos was the largest and at the same time the major palace in Crete.
The architecture of the palaces is rather uniform, containing more or less the same elements, although differently situated within each complex. Multistory buildings are constructed around a central court. With the possible exception of the newly discovered palace at Galatas, the west wing of the palaces is the most consistently laid out and has an impressive façade. On the ground floor are cult rooms and large storage areas, while archives and reception areas are usually found on the upper floor.
Another characteristic element in the architecture is the so-called Minoan Hall, which consists of a light well with column and a front hall with a pier-and-door partition leading into the main hall. There is no general agreement on the function of the Minoan Hall, which may have served as representative, private, or religious rooms. Likewise, there is no general agreement as to the function of another characteristic architectural element, the lustral basin.
Large pillar halls—possibly with banquet halls above—have been identified in the north wing of the palaces, while workrooms and storerooms are spread over the entire area. Many of the characteristic architectural elements of the palaces are repeated in the large, two-storied villas and town houses all over the island (Graham 1969). The settlements around the palaces were quite extensive and well planned, as were other towns with major (palatial?) buildings, such as Palaikastro and Gournia.
The administration of the period was quite extensive. The tools of the administration were the Linear A script and the seals, the use of which has been discovered at all of the major settlements in LM I Crete. The physical remains consist of Linear A tablets and five main types of sealings. The Linear A script is as yet not deciphered, but the tablets were probably a kind of preliminary economic document. They are found scattered throughout the settlements, while the sealings, with the exception of the nodulus, seem to have been kept in archives. One of the documents, the roundel, in all probability functioned as a receipt—a document that disappeared in the later Linear B administration. Among the most interesting are the flat-based (or parcel) nodules, which were apparently used to seal inscribed parchment documents. This evidence, taken together with the fact that the Linear A script was used on many noneconomic items and was also written in ink, seems to indicate that the script was much more extensively used during the LM I period than the preserved inscriptions might otherwise lead us to think.
Another interesting observation in this regard is the fact that flat-based nodules stamped with the same golden signet rings have been discovered at several different sites in LM I Crete, indicating that written documents were sent from one place to another. The signet rings used for these documents were undoubtedly official seals, which were in use for generations. This is shown by the fact that nodules impressed with one of those rings (CMS V S.3 391) have been found both in the LM IA destruction at Thera and in the LM IB destructions at Sklavokambos and Hagia Triada.
We do not know for sure the function of the one-hole hanging nodules, but there are indications that they were applied to documents written on papyrus. Furthermore, it seems certain that these nodules were impressed by both official and unofficial seals, which indicates that transactions between officials and individuals were kept in the archives. It has been suggested that these nodules were specifically attached to legal documents (Hallager 1996).
The Thera eruption had an undeniable impact on LM I Crete (Driessen and Macdonald 1997). Layers of airborne volcanic ash and seaborne pumice have been found at several sites on the northeastern coast of Crete, at Mochlos, Pseira, and Palaikastro, for example. Below a threshold in Nirou Khani was found a foundation deposit of conical cups containing pumice. The final destruction of the palace at Malia (LM IA or LM IB) is still under discussion but may also be related. In the town of Gournia, several quarters of the town were apparently not rebuilt after a destruction in LM IA, while profound changes took place in the architecture of settlements such as Khania (Splanzia). Intriguingly, for instance, the lustral basin seems to have gone out of use in the LM IB period (Driessen 1982).
However severe the impact, the Minoans managed to overcome these immediate problems, and at several sites we see impressive new buildings constructed in the LM IB period. By the time the Neopalatial period came to an end, the island was again wealthy and prosperous, as attested by the rich finds from all of the destroyed buildings. The many instances of copper ingots (Hagia Triada and Zakro), tin ingots (Mochlos), and elephant tusks (Zakro) clearly show that raw materials for tools, weapons, and luxury items were imported to the island, while finds of LM IB pottery in Cyprus, Egypt, and the Levant, as well as several paintings of Minoan delegations in Egyptian tombs, likewise point to the cultural interconnections at this time. Even the impact of Minoan art is visible in Egypt during this period.
The end of the LM IB period also marks the end of the flourishing Neopalatial civilization. In the archaeological record, we note instances of severe destruction by fire in palaces, towns, and villas all over the island—events that changed the Minoan civilization profoundly. Three explanations have been advanced as to the cause of these events. One advanced by Evans and later supported by Furumark was internal unrest—uproars against the dominant power of Knossos. After the decipherment of Linear B, the prevailing theory was that the destructions were caused by an invasion of the Mycenaean mainlanders. Still others have suggested natural catastrophes. Combinations of the three explanations have also been suggested.
As with so many other topics, we cannot be certain about the exact source of this devastation at the end of the LM IB period, but some important points for reflection should be raised. One is that not all of the settlements were destroyed, and it was not always the entire settlement that was ruined. Thus, for example, at Knossos, extensive parts of the settlement were destroyed by fire, but not the palace proper. In Khania, rescue excavations in 1990 indicated that parts of the settlement were not damaged, but, more important, the major harbour town in southern Crete, Kommos, was not afflicted. These points seem to indicate decision makers behind the acts.
Another question we should ask in connection with the theory of the Mycenaean takeover is quite simple: Was the Mycenaean society by the end of LM IB/LH IIA sufficiently developed and politically organized to be able to conquer and maintain control over the prosperous island of Crete?
THE MONOPALATIAL OR ‘INTERMEDIATE’ PERIOD
The following period, LM II, does not really provide us with answers to the preceding questions since it is relatively poorly known in the archaeological record. For years it was even suggested that the period was confined to Knossos, but it has since been documented all over the island in the more important settlements. An intensified contact with the Mycenaean mainland is visible, as is demonstrated by the warrior tombs, weaponry, Ephyraean goblets, and squat alabastra, to mention just some of the most traditional arguments. Many of these points are presently the subject of debate, however, and we cannot argue the presence of a Mycenaean administrative elite in Crete at this time. Linear A is still the only certain script in use during this and the following LM IIIA1 period, but it is very limited (Popham 1976; Demopoulou, Olivier, and Rethemiotakis 1993). Driessen’s attempt to date the Linear B tablets from the Room of the Chariot Tablets and the Room of the Fallen Column Bases to the LM II or LM IIIA1 period is well argued but remains unproven, and it has been questioned by one of the Knossos excavators (Popham 1993), among others.
Leaving aside the uncertain evidence of the Linear B deposits from Knossos, the evidence for administration in this period is extremely limited: There are no tablets and only a few sealings, all from Khania. Two of these are odd, flat-based nodules (CMS V s.3 103 and V S.1A 141), with a sealing system similar to that seen on some from the Room of the Chariot Tablets but also found in LM IB Hagia Triada. They have been dated to LM IB, while a third sealing from an LM IIIA1 context that does not belong to the Neopalatial types might be considered the earliest Mycenaean sealing in Crete. Many points could be—and have been—put forward that the Minoan administration continued in this period, and the answer to this problem must—on present evidence—remain open.
The architecture of the period is also not well known. The best-preserved example is the Unexplored Mansion at Knossos—a Minoan building founded during LM IA but finished only in LM II. At Kommos, it seems that the habitation continued undisturbed in the LM I buildings with some alternations, while in Khania, for example, many of the rooms in the destroyed LM I buildings were cleared of destruction debris and reinhabited with temporary repairs.
During the LM IIIAi period, many more sites are recognized in Crete compared to the previous period. It seems, to judge from the pottery, that most of those sites were influenced by Knossos, which by then (according to our present knowledge) was the only existing palace in Crete and—one may assume—in some kind of political control.
This “Intermediate” period ended with one major event: a (but not the) destruction of the palace at Knossos. As to what happened, it is tempting—with parallels to many historical events—to suggest a foreign invasion. Conquer the capital, with its central administration, and you have conquered the whole—in this case— island. Moreover, by the LM/LH IIIA2 period, the Mycenaeans had likely developed a strong and well-organized society capable of continuing the administrative maintenance of Crete. However, this unproven hypothesis focuses on the still-debated question of the final destruction of the palace at Knossos and the date of the Linear B tablets.
As Popham (1970) has clearly shown, the palace at Knossos suffered a destruction at the beginning of the LM IIIA2 period. Some of the key evidence originated from the deep cists in the West Magazines and their Long Corridor. The cists contained LM IIIA2 pottery (also burnt); furthermore, many contained lots of charcoal and building material swept into them, which relate the fill of the cists to a destruction by fire. The point here, however, is that all of this material was sealed below the latest floors in use, meaning that the palace—or at least the West Wing—was rebuilt and still functioning after an early LM IIIA2 destruction. In addition, many of the Linear B tablets and sealings were discovered in the undisturbed destruction debris excavated above the sealed deep cists (Hallager 1977).
So, the question is, when did this second LM III destruction take place: immediately after the previous one in IIIA2 or a century later—probably at the end of LM IIIB1? The preserved evidence from Knossos is not enough to prove which choice is more likely, although many more complete vases of the LM IIIB period than of the LM IIIA2 period have been found scattered in the palace and surrounding buildings. In this connection, it may also be worthwhile to recall that the Linear B tablets found in 1990 in a secure late LM IIIB1 context in Khania clearly belonged to the Knossian and not the mainland scribal tradition (Hallager, Vlasaki, and Hallager 1992).
THE FINAL PALATIAL PERIOD
The importance and the meaning of the Linear B tablets are treated elsewhere in this volume, but here it should be stressed that since this is the script of the Mycenaean mainlanders and was used for the administration of Crete’s wealth, it shows that at the time of the Linear B tablets we must envisage a Mycenaean elite in economic and perhaps political control of Crete. The script is now different, and so is the use of the other administrative tool, the seals. While sealings in the Minoan period were found mainly in archives and were attached to written documents, they are found in the Mycenaean administration scattered primarily in storerooms and workshops, with extremely few in archives and none—at least on present evidence—attached to written documents (figure 11.1).
While the use of script and seals in the Minoan period seemed to cover a large range of people in the society, it appears in the Mycenaean period to be confined to the administration of economic matters. Apart from tablets and sealings, the Linear B script is found inscribed only on stirrup jars, in a system that recalls the tablets and may perhaps also be part of the administrative system. Probably all of these inscribed stirrup jars, regardless of findspot, were produced in Crete; none can be dated earlier than LM IIIB. The same stirrup jars are also undeniable evidence for the presence of a wanax in Crete in this period. Simply put, the change in administrative practices indicates the presence of Mycenaeans in Crete from LM IIIA2 onward. Other archaeological evidence—at least in west Crete (Hallager and Hallager 2003, 287)—indicates the same, but there is nothing to suggest a mass invasion from the Greek mainland.
During the Minoan period, the settlements and architecture are well known and the tombs rare and poorly known, but the situation is the opposite during the
Figure 11.1. The palace at Knossos, which shows the distribution of administrative documents. With two exceptions the Minoan administrative documents were all found in the Temple Repositories (courtesy of the author).
LM III period, when the Mycenaeans are apparently in control. In this period, tombs and cemeteries are plentiful, while more substantial evidence from settlements has been brought to light only during the later years. The architecture changed from multistoried buildings, often based on wooden structures, to one-story buildings mainly constructed in stone, but the basic Minoan idea of a building where one can communicate between the different rooms was maintained.
At first glance, it seems that the material culture became much more uniform in the LB III period, but the three main areas—the mainland, the Aegean islands, and Crete—kept their strong local traditions. In Crete, the Kydonian Workshop of western Crete became dominant (perhaps together with the Knossian workshop), and its products have been found all over the island, as well as in the Cyclades, on the Greek mainland, and in Sardinia and Cyprus. It is probably only a matter of time before it is also recognized in the Levant and Egypt (figure 11.2). Imports from
Figure 11.2. Distribution of the Local Kydonian Workshop during LM IIIA/B (copyright B.P. Hallager).
these places have also been found all over Crete, which prospered during the Final Palatial period (Cline 1994, 1999). The Handmade Burnished Ware is both interesting and significant not only because it shows the connection to southern Italy and Sardinia but also because it was locally produced in Crete, which seems to indicate the presence of south Italians as residents on the island.
THE POSTPALATIAL PERIOD
Toward the end of the Bronze Age, in LM IIIB2, the settlement pattern starts to slowly change. Large coastal sites such as Kommos, Malia, and Palaikastro have produced only very little evidence for habitation in this period, whereas many of the so-called refuge settlements of the LM IIIC period, such as Kastrokefala, Karphi, and Kastri, are actually founded in the LM IIIB2 period. We can see a clear prelude for what is going to happen in LM IIIC.
Communication within the island continued during LM IIIC early, but only a few of the old coastal settlements continued to exist—and only for a short period of time. The question is again, what happened? There is no doubt that this question must be seen in relation to what was going on in Europe and especially the eastern Mediterranean around 1200 BC, with the fall of the great powers—the Hittites, the Assyrians, the weakening of Egypt, the Sea Peoples, possible migrations from central Europe, and so on. These events, which have been discussed in the scholarly world for more than a century, clearly affected Crete in that the coast was no longer a safe place to live. The Cretan Bronze Age civilization, however, continued to exist for a century or more, although all evidence of administration disappears, as does most of the evidence for close contacts with the surrounding world—indeed a period of a troubled island.
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CYCLADES
ROBIN L. N. BARBER
THE archaeological evidence is now more varied than that for Middle Cycladic and requires different treatment. From the beginning of the period, Cycladic material culture ceases to have a distinctively local character, falling first under the strong influence of Minoan Crete and later of Mycenaean Greece. Therefore, the subdivisions Late Cycladic (LC) I, II, and III are mostly defined by the Minoan and Mycenaean pottery (imported or imitated) associated with them (LC I = LM IA; LC II = LM IB/LH IIA; LC III = LH IIIA—C, with further subdivisions). Thus, in the literature, relative dates for Cycladic material or events are found expressed in either form.
An earlier review (Barber 1981; cf. also Barber 1987, 32–34, with a minor modification to LC III) discussed the Late Cycladic period in terms of a series of historical phases to which dates were applied mainly on the basis of imported pottery. The excellent recent survey of Mountjoy (2008) employs a slightly different approach, taking the phases of the Mycenaean pottery sequence as the framework and setting cultural and historical developments within this. The latter study incorporates new evidence and provides some corrections to the former, and the two can profitably be used in combination. Divergences between their methods are most evident from middle LC III onward.
Evidence cited here is chiefly from the major sites—Akrotiri on Thera (until the site’s volcanic destruction in late LC I), Ayia Irini on Kea, Phylakopi on Melos, and (from LC III) Grotta on Naxos. The two studies mentioned above (also Vlachopoulos 2008) make reference to other sites and surface finds.
The sequence at Phylakopi still provides a useful key for much of the period—not least because of its primary role in the history of research. To this, developments at other sites can be generally, if not always precisely, related. There, the change from MC to LC coincides closely with a general destruction of the Second City (though see chapter 9 in this volume) and the building of the Third.
Throughout the Cyclades, LC I sees ever-increasing Minoanisation. In LC II, Mainland ceramic influence in the Cyclades expands at the expense of Minoan, presaging the situation in early LC III, when there is widespread Mycenaean cultural dominance. In later LC III, complex changes in settlement and patterns of material culture probably reflect the state of flux in the Aegean following the decline and destruction of the Mycenaean palace system on the Mainland (cf. Lemos 2002, 192–93).
The end of the period comes not with a bang but a whimper, for, at the end of LH IIIC, the population of the islands seems to have declined at an accelerating rate, with most sites abandoned and hardly any material remains of the following sub-Mycenaean and earlier Protogeometric periods (Lemos 2002, 207).
MAIN SITES
Ayia Irini
The Late Cycladic town (Periods VI–VIII), rebuilt after an earthquake at the end of the Middle Cycladic period, is most fully reported by Cummer and Schofield (1984, House A; cf. also Caskey 1972). The later phases are represented only by pottery because of erosion of the site.
Akrotiri
The volcanic destruction of Akrotiri, late in LC I, has left amazingly well-preserved structures and finds of that phase (Doumas 1983). The town took its final form as the result of rebuilding near the beginning of the period.
Phylakopi
The Third City (III–i/III–iii; Atkinson et al. 1904, 263–72), rebuilt after the destruction of the Second, represents the Late Cycladic phase at the site. Both III–i (LC I) and III–ii (LC II) fall within Phase D of the report of recent excavations (Renfrew et al. 2007, 10, table 2.2). City III–iii is the ‘Mycenaean’ stage, which can now be subdivided as the result of recent work (Phases E and F).
Geography
In the Late Cycladic period, the concept of a cultural area with a distinct Cycladic identity, as defined earlier in relation to the EC and MC periods, becomes impossible to apply. The level of Minoan and Mycenaean influence suggests that the islands should more properly be incorporated first in a Cretan, then in a Mycenaean, cultural zone that must also take into account the evidence for Minoan and Mycenaean influence, similar to that on Cycladic sites, noted at centres in the Dodecanese and the coast of Asia Minor (Mountjoy 1998). Thus, in LC times, the term ‘Cycladic’ normally signifies the region as recognised today.
Further alterations in cultural alignment become apparent in later LC III, when they are expressed in the idea of the koine—an area or group of sites that share common, mostly ceramic, features (cf. Desborough 1964, 228; Vlachopoulos 2008, 491; Mountjoy 2008, 476).
HISTORICAL SUMMARY
For easier reference between this survey (Barber 1987, 32–34) and that of Mountjoy (2008), a list of her dates (in Mycenaean [LH] pottery terms) for sites and events mentioned is set out later in this chapter. The relative chronology of the Middle, Late, and Final stages of LC III is dependent on the detailed sequences worked out for the Argolid and Lefkandi (cf., for a brief summary, Barber 1981, 12n117 and, fuller and more recent, Mountjoy 1999, 75–79). It should be carefully noted that the adjective ‘early’ has different meanings when applied, on the one hand, in the historical summary (‘Late Cycladic III Early’) and, on the other, as a stage in the Mycenaean pottery sequence (‘LH IIIC early’).
Approximate dates are given for the subdivisions of the later LC III period to aid appreciation of the length of time over which the developments described took place. They represent rough averages of dates given by Warren and Hankey (1989; cf. Mountjoy 1999). Since dating by pottery is not sufficiently precise as to allow the sequence of events at different sites to be exactly correlated, the details of the picture presented here are likely to require modification in the light of future research.
Late Cycladic I
Phylakopi III–i, Akrotiri Main Period, Ayia Irini Period VI (with further stratigraphic subdivisions at Kea and Akrotiri). Extensive LM IA and (later) sporadic LH I imports.
With regard to pottery, the onset of the Late Cycladic period (LC I) is defined by the widespread appearance in the islands of Cretan LM IA imports and their pervasive influence on the forms and decoration of the still extensive local production (Furumark 1950). The process by which this took place is now thought to have been gradual rather than sudden (Davis and Gorogianni 2008, 341). Recent analysis (Mountjoy 2008, 461) indicates that Mainland imports appeared only later in the period and in small quantities. Although the volcanic destruction of Thera can be seen historically as bringing LC I to a close, this may not be strictly true in ceramic terms since, at Phylakopi, the phase seems to continue for some time after that event (Davis and Cherry 2007, 301).
It is not only in the pottery that the Cyclades succumb to Minoan influence (Doumas 1983 passim; Barber 1987, chapter 7). There seems little doubt that the frescoes found at all major LC sites are derived from those of Minoan Crete, which they strongly recall, even if there is likely to have been local innovation in certain features (E. Davis 1990; Morgan 1990). Minoan architectural style, techniques, and forms such as the lustral basin and pillar room, are also found in the islands, most prominently at Akrotiri. Other finds of Minoan type, some imported, include bronze vessels, stone vases, and terracotta figurines. Weights on the Minoan standard appear, and there are instances of the use of the Minoan Linear A script. Many of these objects and images imply the adoption of Minoan practices, systems, and sometimes perhaps beliefs, although, in the latter case, it is always possible that the use of foreign forms is merely superficial and they were simply grafted on to the local Cycladic tradition.
It has been argued (Schofield 1982) that Minoan influence is mainly to be found on the islands (Thera, Melos, and Kea) situated on a trade route between Crete and the Greek Mainland, although subsequent finds on Naxos and elsewhere in the central Cyclades (Hadjianastasiou 1989) cast doubt on this conclusion. Akrotiri seems to show much stronger Minoan characteristics than the other sites. While this situation may be partly explained by technical factors (the better preservation of the buildings and finds; the availability of stone more suited to the adoption of Minoan architectural styles; the proximity of the site to Crete and its potentially greater role in Minoan trade), it still seems not unlikely that Thera was Minoanised more extensively and in a different way from other island centres.
This overwhelming of Cycladic culture by Cretan (Barber 1987, 194–200, with further references) has often been seen as symptomatic of the existence of a Minoan thalassocracy (sea empire) in the islands, as recounted by Thucydides (I. 4) and the thalassocracy itself as consisting not only of military control of the seas but also of a colonial presence and political and economic government of the area. It has been suggested, too (MacGillivray 1984, 157), that the destructions of Phylakopi II and Ayia Irini (end of Period V) and the subsequent cultural phenomena may be the result of a forcible imposition of Minoan authority by one or more of the Cretan palaces. Others see the islands’ towns as still essentially independent but having adopted Minoan forms for efficiency of production and saleability of their goods or for more complex reasons of emulation for social status (Davis and Gorogianni 2008).
These are not strictly alternative interpretations, and there may well be some truth in all of them. Nor is there any reason why changes on all of the islands should have been identical in form or brought about in the same way. Direct Minoan military intervention on one or more islands certainly cannot be excluded.
Late Cycladic II
Phylakopi III–ii; (Akrotiri no longer existent); Ayia Irini Period VII. On Kea, the period can again be subdivided. At Phylakopi, part of the site suffered fire damage with pottery of this period on floors. LM IB and LH IIA imports.
In terms of pottery finds, the chief difference from the preceding phase is the much higher proportion of Mainland products among the imports. These amount to ca. 50% at Ayia Irini, and a similar trend is evident at Phylakopi. A likely, if very general, historical explanation of this phenomenon lies in the appearance and development of the Mycenaean palaces and the early expansion of their spheres of influence, of which the destruction at Phylakopi (III–ii, discussed later) may be a symptom. At the same time, Minoan power regressed after the volcanic catastrophe on Thera, with its severe side effects, effectively brought about the collapse of the Cretan palace system.
Imported pottery of the succeeding Minoan and Mycenaean phases (LM II/LH IIB) is rare in the islands. Only Kea has stratified deposits of the periods, and Mountjoy (2008, 471) has suggested that those may belong to a period of squatter occupation preceding rebuilding after earthquake destruction.
Late Cycladic III Early (ca. 1390–1260 BC)
Phylakopi III–iii (early) (= Phases E and F [part] of recent excavations); Ayia Irini Period VIII; Grotta (Naxos); tombs at Angelika (Mykonos), Ayia Thekla (Tenos), Khosti (Naxos; no firm dating evidence). LH IIIA1—early B imports.
At Phylakopi, this phase saw the building of a palace (III–iii/Phase E) of recognisably Mycenaean form in the area of the site destroyed by fire at the end of III–ii and, soon after, the construction of a shrine, later extended, whose contents are Mycenaean in character (Renfrew 1985). To the present author (Barber 1999), there seems persuasive circumstantial evidence that these developments at Phylakopi represent a Mycenaean takeover of the site, but this conclusion has not appealed to others (e.g., Mountjoy 2008).
Pottery found in the islands is now all of Mycenaean, rather than Minoan, type, almost all imported, and further evidence of Mycenaeanisation comes in the form of the tholos tombs on Mykonos, Tenos, and Naxos. Superficially, at least, the situation resembles the ‘Minoan thalassocracy’ of Late Cycladic I. As was suggested there, the process of Mycenaeanisation did not necessarily take the same form on all of the islands. If some were forcibly subdued, others may well have succumbed to less direct pressures or simply become drawn into the expanding Mycenaean economic zone. Certainly there is no evidence (except possibly on Paros, and there only later) of palatial installations similar to that at Phylakopi. The physical presence of Mainlanders is also open to question.
Although the archaeological picture, as it is at present, may be deceptive, Phylakopi now seems to occupy a position—relative to the other Cycladic sites— similar to that of Akrotiri in LC I; that is to say, it appears more thoroughly Mycenaean in character. Thus, it can be surmised (Barber 1984) that, after a gradually changing balance of influence and then the grand turmoil that accompanied Akrotiri’s volcanic demise, the change from Minoan to Mycenaean dominance also involved the replacement of the former main seat of authority in the islands on Thera by Phylakopi on Melos.
The end of this historical phase is tentatively set in the middle of the 13th century BC (end of LH IIIB1), when direct mainland contacts weaken.
Late Cycladic III Middle (ca. 1260–1150 BC)
Phylakopi new fortifications (Phase F); Grotta new fortifications (Lambrinoudakis and Philaniotou-Hadjianastasiou 2001); defensive sites: Ayios Andreas (Siphnos), Koukounaries (Paros); also perhaps Xombourgo (Tenos) and Monolithos (Thera). Decline of imports from LH IIIB1—LH IIIB2.
This phase is marked by a perceptible reduction (Mountjoy 2008, 473) in the quantities of Mycenaean imports (between LH IIIB1 and LH IIIB2) and a corresponding increase in local production. A sense of unease, if not something stronger, is further induced by the massive new fortification wall at Phylakopi and the (rather later) foundation of a series of remote, fortified, and obviously defensive settlements (Karageorg his and Morris 2001).
While the material culture of the islands continued to be Mycenaean in character, it is clear that connections with the Mainland centres of Mycenaean civilisation were much reduced. It is logical to connect the instability suggested by this evidence with the troubles that had begun to beset the Mainland palatial system and eventually saw the destructions of the palace sites at the end of LH IIIB2.
If the ultimate cause of the Mycenaean collapse was climatic, or partly so, as has sometimes been suggested, the Cyclades may not have been immune to its likely consequences, including the breakdown of the preceding network of mutually beneficial trade and commerce, a situation that could have engendered local rivalries and disputes and perhaps piracy (Mountjoy 2008; Schallin 1993, 175f.).
Late Cycladic III Late (ca. 1150–1090 BC)
Phylakopi III, Sanctuary phases 2b–3a, then destroyed; Koukounaries Main Period, then destroyed; Grotta (Naxos), with Aplomata and Kamini cemeteries; To Froudhi tis Baronas (Siphnos). Mainland parallels LH IIIC middle (developed and advanced).
This stage has recently been the subject of particular study by Vlachopoulos (2008, which contains a summary with further bibliography), with special reference to Grotta (Naxos). Grotta seems to have been an exceptionally rich place at this time, and many finds from the two cemeteries indicate wide contacts.
The overall picture may be distorted by the wealth of finds from Naxos. In any case, the situation on the other Cycladic islands is less clear since, apart from an uneven spread of finds, there is considerable local variation in the character of the material culture, and clear chronological relationships are hard to establish.
Particularly characteristic of the pottery is the widely distributed stirrup jar with stylised octopus decoration. This feature, together with other shapes and motifs and the introduction of the cremation burial rite, led Desborough (1964, 228) to propound the idea of a Mycenaean koine, or cultural area, in the central and southern Aegean, including Miletus on the coast of Asia Minor, untouched by the problems that had affected the Mainland. His proposal, however, is now less favoured (Vlachopoulos 2008, 491), though the concept has been used to define other areas of apparent common culture later in LC III (e.g., Mountjoy 2008, 476), when such new groupings can also be identified.
If Grotta is representative, this seems to have been a period of stability, possibly inaugurated by the arrival of refugees from the Mainland palaces (discussed later).
Late Cycladic III Final (ca. 1090–1065/1015 BC)
Grotta abandoned; Ayia Irini (Temple); Koukounaries (minor reoccupation); Ayios Andreas (reoccupied or never deserted?). Mainland parallels: LH IIIC late.
The final phase of the Bronze Age in the Cyclades is marked once again by disruption—most strikingly the destruction of the flourishing settlement at Grotta but also the reoccupation or continuation of earlier refuge sites. Evidence for habitation over the area is restricted, and many sites previously used seem to have been deserted. The pottery is limited in quantity and simple in character.
At Ayia Irini, finds have been made only in part of the temple, suggesting that, reduced in scale, it was the focus for a community either scattered or living nearby in flimsy dwellings that have not been traced. The restricted quantity and quality of finds indicates poverty and decline in population. On Naxos, the settlement was abandoned now, to be rebuilt not long after, in the Protogeometric period, on a different alignment—a feature that suggests radical change, perhaps involving a new population element.
Refugees in the Cyclades in LC III
It has been suggested that some of the finds made and disturbances recognised in the LC III period may be due to the arrival in the Cyclades of Mainlanders who were fleeing in the face of the problems that beset the Mycenaean area from the middle of the 13th century BC (e.g., Barber 1987, 227 [Naxos]; contra Mountjoy 2008, 475; Vlachopoulos 2008, 490).
A scatter of settlements away from the old Mycenaean centres after the destruction of the palaces is well documented, and the Cyclades seem to provide a series of prime destinations, but, while the probability of some refugees arriving in the islands is high, the likelihood of the reestablishment of palatial communities seems low, and the question of what form their presence took is hard to answer. Perhaps most likely is the exploitation of preexisting contacts that had been established through trade. In some cases, these would have resulted in the peaceful integration of outsiders into local Cycladic communities; in others there may have been violence. In this light may be seen the appearance of new wealth on some Cycladic sites (especially the Naxos tombs), the variety of material culture, and new local groupings.
A further movement of Mainlanders into the area—this time in LC III Final and perhaps to be related to the later tradition of the Ionian migrations—is suggested to Mountjoy (2008, 476) by the appearance of an extensive new pottery koine of Mainland origin, which includes several of the Cyclades.
Dating of Late Cycladic III Sites and Events by Mycenaean (LH) Pottery Phases
The pottery dating information in the following section is from Mountjoy (2008), except where other references are given.
Late Cycladic III Early
Phylakopi III–iii (early), Phases E and F (part of recent excavations)
palace (III–iii, Phase E): LH IIIA1
construction of shrine (later extended): LH IIIA2
Grotta (Naxos): LH IIIA1
Angelika (Mykonos): LH IIIA2, used until LH IIIB
Ayia Thekla (Tenos): LH IIIB, used until LH IIIC early
Khosti (Naxos): no dating evidence
Late Cycladic III Middle
Phylakopi III, new fortifications (Phase F): LH IIIB
Grotta, new for tifications: LH IIIC early (Lambrinoudakis and Philaniotou-Hadjianastasiou 2001)
Ayios Andreas (Siphnos): LH IIIB or LH IIIC early
Koukounaries (Paros): LH IIIC early
Perhaps Xombourgo (Tenos): date uncertain
Monolithos (Thera): LH IIIC early? (Vlachopoulos 2008, 479–80)
Late Cycladic III Late
Phylakopi III, Sanctuary phases 2b–3a, then destroyed early in LH IIIC middle (advanced)
Koukounaries Main Period, then destroyed early in LH IIIC middle (advanced)
Grotta (Naxos), with Aplomata and Kamini cemeteries: LH IIIC middle (advanced) (main period)/late
To froudhi tis Baronas (Siphnos): LH IIIC middle (advanced)/late (Vlachopoulos 2008, 490)
Late Cycladic III Final
Grotta abandoned: LH IIIC late
Ayia Irini (Temple): use in LH IIIC late
Koukounaries (minor reoccupation): LH IIIC late
Ayios Andreas (reoccupied or never deserted?): LH IIIC late
ABSOLUTE CHRONOLOGY
The abs an has been the subject of extensive discussion (Bietak and Höflmayer 2007; see also Mountjoy 1999, 16–18, with table 1). The traditional lower chronology is adopted here: ca. 1600 BC (LC I)—ca. 1065/1015 BC (end of LC III Final) (Warren and Hankey 1989, 169, table 3.1); Warren 1999, 900–902).
SAMPLE ILLUSTRATIONS OF CERAMICS
Imported Minoan and Mycenaean pottery (all periods): Mountjoy (1999, 861–965)
Local pottery: (LC I) (Barber 1987, figures 118–24); (LC II) (Dawkins and Droop 1911, pl. x, nos. 77, 138, 188); (LC III) (Mountjoy 1999, 861–965)
Other LC material culture: (LC I) (Doumas 1983); (LC I–II) (Barber 1987, chapter 7); (LC III) Barber (1987, chapter 9)
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END OF THE BRONZE AGE
REINHARD JUNG
RELATIVE CHRONOLOGY
Today our knowledge of the last phases of the Aegean Bronze Age (Late Helladic/Late Minoan IIIC) can be based on a few but very important vertical settlement stratigraphies spanning most of the 12th and 11th centuries BC (for a general overview see Deger-Jalkotzy 2008); additional evidence comes from cemetery sites. Apart from the tell sequences of central Macedonia, from the outset of the Early Iron Age (Submycenaean/Subminoan and Protogeometric [PG]), the relative chronology rests mainly on tomb seriations, as there are still very few settlement stratigraphies available, although the situation is currently improving.
The longest settlement stratigraphy for the Postpalatial period is provided by the Lower Citadel (“Unterburg”) at Tiryns in the Argolid. A large area of roughly 20 × 80 m was uncovered in its western half during the 1970s and 1980s (Kilian 1988, 132, figure 9, 134–35) and was followed by new excavations close to the north gate (AA 2002, 147–48; AA 2003, 184–85). The Tiryns Lower Citadel shows very short intervals of destruction events, rebuilding phases, and floor remakes (for an overview, see Mühlenbruch 2007), which allow a fine-phased pottery sequence to be reconstructed from the early Palace Period (LH IIIA1) to the Submycenaean phase (Papadimitriou 1988; Podzuweit 2007; Stockhammer 2009). This sequence (table 13.1) provides us with the largest quantity of stratified settlement pottery known in the Postpalatial Aegean and therefore is of considerable statistical significance for establishing the production periods of chronologically important types, motifs, and linear decorations. Further Postpalatial settlement levels were uncovered in the northwestern (ca. 115 m2) and northeastern parts (ca. 208 m2) of the Lower Town surrounding the citadel (Kilian 1978, 449–57; Maran and Papadimitriou 2006).
Table 13.1. Relative and Absolute Chronology of the End of the Aegean Late Bronze and the Beginning of the Early Iron Age
Source: After Weninger and Jung (2009, p. 416).
At Mycenae, also located in the Argolid, deposits providing a continuous Late Palatial through Postpalatial stratigraphy were excavated in parts of the settled area inside the citadel. Most of these excavations took place during the 1960s. For a limited extension of roughly 500 m2, in the so-called Citadel House Area, settlement deposits from the first two Postpalatial phases of LH IIIC Early are available. The middle phases of LH IIIC Developed and Advanced are represented mainly by wash layers in the same area (see, e.g., French and Taylour 2007, 4 tab. 1), which still makes the long-known LH IIIC Advanced floor deposit of the so-called Granary an exceptional context at Mycenae (French 2007). Important stratified settlement levels with floor deposits ranging from LH IIIC Early to Advanced were excavated close to the so-called Hellenistic Tower but are not published yet (Iakovidis 2003, 121). The Submycenaean phase is basically represented by tombs in the area of the former settlement (Eder 1998, 56–58). The Argolid also provides important closed-tomb contexts for the Middle and Late phases of LH IIIC (e.g., the cremation and single inhumation burials under tumuli inside the modern town of Argos) (Piteros 2001).
In Attica, our knowledge of the later Bronze Age and Early Iron Age phases is based chiefly on the cemeteries of Perati in eastern Attica and the Kerameikos in Athens. At Perati, a tripartite phase division was achieved based on single graves and closed find-groups inside the chamber tombs with multiple burials (Iakovidis 1969/1970). The excavations in the Kerameikos cemetery established the backbone of Submycenaean and PG pottery chronology for Greece (Ruppenstein 2007 with bibliography). It is still the type site for the Early Iron Age on the southern Greek mainland because the pottery production of Athens seems to have been especially innovative at the very end of the second and the outset of the first millennium BC.
At Thebes in Boeotia, recent excavations at Pelopidou Street (a trench of ca. 6 × 25 m) have shown that the destruction of the palace in LH IIIB Final was followed by a resettlement of the site in LH IIIC Early. Habitation in that area continued until LH IIIC Advanced (Andrikou 2006).
In central Greece, the settlements of Lefkandi on the Euboean coast and Pyrgos Livanaton on the coast of Phtiotis, as well as the sanctuary of Kalapodi in its hinterland, are important points of reference for the relative chronological phases of the Postpalatial period and the start of the Early Iron Age. At the tell site of Xeropolis at Lefkandi, in a main area of roughly 20 × 20 m and several smaller trenches, three architectural levels were brought to light. According to floor levels and destruction deposits, they could be further divided into subphases (Evely 2006; Schofield 2007). The published Lefkandi sequence covers the phases from LH IIIC Early to IIIC Late (cf. Mountjoy 1999, 38–39, table II), but the ongoing new excavations add Submycenaean and PG settlement strata (Lemos 2007). The older excavations brought to light only tombs for the initial phases of the Iron Age (Popham, Sackett, and Themelis 1979/1980).
At Kalapodi, a trench of 37.5 m2 in the Greek sanctuary area has revealed a rare, unbroken vertical stratigraphy reaching from LH IIIC Early all the way through the Early Iron Age (Jacob-Felsch 1996). The many floor and ash levels allow for a fine-phased pottery chronology, but the pottery is very fragmentary. Recent excavations extend the investigated LH IIIC and PG levels (Niemeier 2007, 42–43).
Another central Greek site with a continuous occupation bridging the Late Bronze—Early Iron Age border is the coastal tell site of Pyrgos Livanaton (Kynos), where settlement levels from LH IIIC Advanced to a later phase of PG were excavated and are currently being studied for final publication (Dakoronia 2003; Dakoronia and Kounouklas 2009).
In the northwestern Peloponnese (Achaea, Elis), the relative chronology of the Postpalatial period still has to rely mainly on cemetery data. Thanks to modern excavations with separate documentation of closed burial contexts inside the chamber tombs of Kallithea, Achaea Clauss, Portes, and Voudeni among others, a six-phased relative chronology with additional subphases was constructed. It covers the time from LH IIIB Final until Submycenaean/Early Protogeometric (EPG), when the use of chamber tombs stopped (Moschos in press; Paschalidis and MacGeorge in press; for single Submycenaean and PG burials in Elis, see Eder 2001). The settlement of Aigeira in eastern Achaea with a three-phased vertical stratigraphy in an excavated area of ca. 15 × 22.5 m is still an exceptional case in the northwest Peloponnese, but the style of its pottery differs slightly from those in western Achaea and Elis (Deger-Jalkotzy 2003). Other multiphased Achaean settlements have only recently been excavated and are not yet published.
On the islands of the Cyclades, several excavations brought to light important stratigraphic sequences of Postpalatial date. First, one has to name the different LH IIIC building phases of the cult complex of Phylakopi on Melos (excavated area ca. 10 × 30 m), ranging from LH IIIC Early to IIIC Advanced (Renfrew 1985). An important closed context of the LH IIIC Developed phase is the destruction level of the fortified coastal settlement of Koukounaries on Paros, where an area of 24 × 30 m was excavated (Schilardi 1984; Koehl 1984). Finally, the two-phased LH IIIC settlement of Grotta and its cemeteries at Aplomata and Kamini in western Naxos provide stratigraphic contexts for the phases LH IIIC Developed—Late (Vlachopoulos 2003, 2006).
Based on the stratigraphic evidence of the major sites of the Argolid, Attica, and Euboea, a robust relative chronological sequence has been established in the last few decades. This could also be verified at other find places of the southern and central Greek mainland and on the Aegean islands, although one has to emphasize that the Postpalatial period is characterized by a marked regionalism, which poses problems for comparative chronology.
Traditionally, LH IIIC Early is defined as the first phase of the Postpalatial period, starting after the palace destructions, which happened at the end of LH IIIB in the Argolid (during the phase called LH IIIB Final at Tiryns). Some years ago, a LH IIIB2/IIIC Early Transitional phase was defined (Mountjoy 1999, 36–38), which would mark the beginning of the Postpalatial period. However, most and probably all of the types used in its definition are already present (in small quantities) in the Argive palace destructions of the end of LH IIIB. This reflects the difficulty of recognizing the fundamental political change marked by the breakdown of the palace system in archaeological find assemblages and underlines the need for quantitative analysis of closed-find assemblages. The change in percentages of different types in relation to each other may be the only way to separate a Final Palatial from an Early Postpalatial pottery assemblage, provided that the sample is large enough to allow a chronological rather than a functional interpretation of such differences. While some researchers have adopted the term “LH IIIB2/IIIC Early Transitional” and begin LH IIIC Early only after that phase, others prefer to use the label “LH IIIC Early” from as early as the outset of the Postpalatial period.
At Tiryns and Mycenae, there is evidence for a further subdivision of LH IIIC Early into LH IIIC Early 1 and 2. The middle of the period also includes two phases, LH IIIC Developed and Advanced. These are frequently subsumed under the heading “LH IIIC Middle.” However, most of the characteristic mid-IIIC pottery types were invented only by LH IIIC Advanced. Therefore, in many cases it should be possible to recognize that subphase, while in some it might be feasible to talk only of LH IIIC Middle instead.
The LH IIIC Late phase is characterized principally by an impoverishment of the pottery type repertory with the introduction of few new types, while a further impoverishment is noted for the following Submycenaean phase. This phase, resting mainly on tomb assemblages, is for various reasons difficult to identify in settlement levels even if continuous vertical stratigraphies exist (such as in central Greece; see Lis 2009). However, at least Tiryns has a settlement layer stratified above LH IIIC Late, containing pottery of Submycenaean style while at the same time lacking PG elements.
Although Greek relative chronology is based principally on pottery, from the later LH/LM IIIC phases onward, metal types become increasingly important as dating criteria. For instance, while bow fibulae with two knots and asymmetric bow are found in LH IIIC (Advanced—)Late contexts, twisted-bow fibulae with symmetric semicircular bow are a new feature of Submycenaean (Jung 2006, 190, 192–94).
On Crete, recent excavations provide us with several stratigraphies that are relevant for the periodization of the final Bronze and earliest Iron Age phases. In western Crete, inside the old town of Khania, at the Agia Aikaterini Square, a settlement area of roughly 660 m 2 was excavated and yielded basically one LM IIIC Early building level on top of a LM IIIB2 destruction level. Three stratigraphical units are later than the LM IIIC Early buildings and were tentatively dated to a middle phase of LM IIIC (Hallager and Pålsson Hallager 2000). East of Rethymno, at the settlement site of Khamalevri, several field plots have been excavated. Three LM IIIC building phases can be stratigraphically differentiated (Andreadaki-Vlazaki and Papadopoulou 2005, 2007). At the inland site of Thronos Kephala, most of the LM IIIC stratigraphic evidence covering the phases from LM IIIC Early until PG comes from a series of pit contexts, but some also comes from nearby buildings (D’Agata 2003).
At Knossos, at the Stratigraphical Museum site, three settlement levels of LM IIIC were examined in an area of ca. 12 × 17 m, of which the lowermost (stratigraphical “stage I”) represents the earliest LM IIIC, while the uppermost (“stage III”) was dated by the excavator to a later stage of LM IIIC Early (Warren 2007). For the definition of Subminoan and the subsequent phases of the Early Iron Age, the rich necropolises of Knossos are of fundamental importance (Hood, Huxley, and Sandars 1958–1959, 205–208; Coldstream and Catling 1996). Apart from Knossos, in central Crete the settlement excavation of Kastelli Pediada provides a two-phased vertical stratigraphy that ends before the late phase of LM IIIC (Rethemiotakis 1997). At Prinias, a number of closed Subminoan tomb contexts with bronze and iron weapons was found (Rizza 1996).
In eastern Crete, at the Gulf of Ierapetra, several Postpalatial settlement sites were investigated. The Kastro of Kavousi, with its main area of ca. 60 × 35 m, is important for its continuous stratigraphy of LM IIIC throughout PG and even later Early Iron Age phases (local Phases I–V, see Mook 2004; also Mook and Coulson 1997). By contrast, the settlement of Khalasmenos is basically one phase (with a few secondary architectonic alterations and new floors in some buildings) and dated by its excavator to a middle phase of LM IIIC. A total of more than three thousand square meters has been uncovered (Tsipopoulou 2005, 317–26).
At the end of this enumeration of stratigraphical contexts on the island of Crete, it is appropriate to point out that no general agreement has so far been reached for the periodization of LM IIIC and its synchronization with the well-established mainland sequence (for the relevant discussions, see chapters in Hallager and Pålsson Hallager 1997; Deger-Jalkotzy and Zavadil 2003, 2007). While some scholars subdivide LM IIIC into Early and Late (e.g., Pålsson Hallager 2007; D’Agata 2007), others single out an additional LM IIIC Middle phase (e.g., Borgna 2007; Warren 2007, 333). Similar problems occur when it comes to defining Subminoan, its possible subdivision, and its correlation with Submycenaean and EPG.
Turning to the northern areas of modern Greece, the situation changes considerably. In the northwestern part of the country, in Epirus (Papadopoulos and Kontorli-Papadopoulou 2003, 1–37), the lack of excavated stratigraphies and the scarcity of wheel-made and painted pottery reflecting southern and central Greek pottery styles inhibit any precise chronological classification of LBA and EIA finds. Thus, it is often not possible to tell LH IIIC from Submycenaean and PG contexts.
In Macedonia, and more precisely in its central part, a number of excavated tell sites provide long-lived vertical stratigraphies. The tells (locally called “toumba”) of Ayios Mamas/Prehistoric Olynthus, Assiros, Kastanas, and Thessaloniki allow for a fine-phased assessment of architecture, pottery, and small finds (for an overview with bibliography, see Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 2001, 298–308, 323–26). During the Late Bronze and partly during the Early Iron Age, central Macedonia belonged to the inner-Balkanic cultural sphere but at the same time was the northernmost region of the Balkans, in which many Aegean cultural traits were adopted by the local population. As a result, only a minor fraction of the different find categories can be compared to southern/central Greek typologies (e.g., the majority of the pottery is handmade and not wheel made throughout the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages). However, especially for the last decades of the 11th century and all of the 10th century, the Macedonian toumbas provide the most complete settlement plans available to date in Greece.
ABSOLUTE CHRONOLOGY
Establishing an absolute chronology for the last centuries of the Aegean Bronze Age is a difficult task for two reasons. First, the last secure historical dates from the Near East that can be linked both to the Pharaonic chronology and to Aegean pottery sequences are the destructions of Syrian city-states by the “Sea Peoples” in the early 12th century BC. Second, the radiocarbon calibration curve has a rather flat shape throughout the 12th and 11th centuries, which implies that no precise calendric age can be assigned to a sample from those centuries.
For the absolute chronology of the Postpalatial Aegean, key sources are the inscription of Rameses’ III regnal year 8 at Medinet Habu and an Egyptian letter written in Akkadian and found at Ugarit. That letter was sent by Bay (Freu 1988), Pharaoh Siptah’s chancellor, who seems to have been executed as a traitor in Siptah’s regnal year 5 (Grandet 2000). According to different current calculations of pharaonic regnal periods (von Beckerath 1997; Kitchen 2000; Krauss 2007), Siptah reigned from 1197 or 1194/1193, which means that Bay’s execution would have happened in 1193 or 1190/1189. This date sets a terminus post quem non for the sending of the letter.
According to the aforementioned Medinet Habu inscription of Rameses’ III year 8 (1180, 1177, or 1176/1175 BC), a coalition of enemies that came from some Mediterranean islands—which means they were most probably coming from the Aegean—attacked Egypt. These peoples, referred to in the scholarly literature as “Sea Peoples,” are further reported in the inscription to have destroyed various countries, including Carchemish (i.e., the region of northern Syria, where Ugarit is situated). The same inscription mentions that the aggressors set up a camp in Amurru before moving on toward Egypt. In those years the kingdom of Amurru included regions of modern southern Syria along the coast and northern Lebanon. The largest Late Bronze Age tell in Amurru (and probably its capital) is Tell Kazel in Syria. The year 8 inscription states that Amurru was destroyed by that foreign peoples’ coalition, and a total destruction is also reported in another inscription from Medinet Habu dated to year 5 of Rameses III (1183, 1180, 1179/1178 BC). However, the historicity of this last inscr iption is debated (for different positions, cf. Cifola 1988, 291; Bietak 1993, 299; Cline and O’Connor 2003, 136–37). Thus, the Medinet Habu inscriptions set termini ante quem for the destructions of Ugarit and Amurru.
Both Ugarit and Tell Kazel show clear signs of violent destructions that can be best explained as the result of the Sea Peoples’ attacks. Moreover, both destruction levels contain Mycenaean-type pottery imported from various regions of the Aegean but at Tell Kazel also locally made (yet adhering closely to the Hellado-Mycenaean style). The typologically latest Mycenaean-type pottery is not earlier than LH IIIB Final, and most probably it dates to the beginning of LH IIIC Early—also called LH IIIB2/IIIC Early Transitional (Monchambert 2004, 269–300, 321–22; Mountjoy 2004; Jung 2008). However, although a reoccupation of Ugarit has recently been identified in certain places (around the royal palace and to the south), based on an architectural phase built over the ruins of the great destruction (Callot 2008), that reoccupation cannot be connected to any pottery deposits. One may therefore conclude that LH IIIC Early started before the 1190s/70s BC. This is the last secure synchronism between the pottery-based Aegean relative chronology and the historical chronologies of the ancient Near East and Egypt. For the middle and the second half of the 12th century BC, synchronisms are less stable due to insecure links of Near Eastern contexts to pharaonic regnal dates on the one hand and to still unresolved problems of the chronological phasing of Aegean-type and Aegeanizing pottery classes in Cyprus and Palestine on the other (see articles in Bietak and Czerny [2007, 501–620, with bibliography]).
Radiocarbon dating can be useful for the period from 1200 to 1000 BC but only under very specific circumstances. The tree-ring calibration curve is rather flat for these two centuries, and it exhibits a number of quite strong wiggles. These properties of the calibration curve imply that 14C dates from a one-phased context (e.g., a destruction layer) of Postpalatial date are more or less useless (i.e., they cannot contribute toward refining the existing historical-archaeological chronology no matter how many samples are taken from such a context or how well chosen the samples are, that is, even if they are short-lived plants, seeds, or bones). Dates from annual events in the 12th and 11th centuries fit nearly everywhere on the calibration curve.
If, however, during sampling certain conditions are fulfilled, the wiggly nature of the curve may be very useful. First, a long and continuous settlement sequence spanning a larger part of the time span between the 13th and 11th centuries should be available. Second, this sequence should be characterized by destructions and/or rebuildings in short intervals. Third, short-lived samples should be taken from every building phase (or subphases, if these can be defined, for example with the help of superimposed floors). In such cases, it may be possible to establish an exact match of the date sequence with the calibration curve by using advanced statistical procedures (e.g., Bayesian calibration, “archaeological wiggle matching”). Alternatively, an independently established archaeological age model may be tested.
In the first case (i.e., the statistical procedures), for example, it may be possible to identify a statistically significant “best calendric age fit” of the series by making use of stratigraphical information and estimates of possible phase durations to refine the dating. In the second case (i.e., the archaeological age model), the individual measurements in a given sequence are artificially placed on the 14C scale (y-direction) according to the measured 14C values and on the calendric time scale (x-direction) according to historical age expectations, as derived from the stratigraphy and the pottery chronology. The deviations between the measured 14C ages and the calibration curve then supply information that may either help to validate the established absolute dating or imply that corrections are necessary.
Recently the first dendrochronological dates for the end of the second millennium BC were published. They derive from the central Macedonian tell site of Assiros Toumba. Here a series of construction timbers and posts from mud-brick houses of building Phases 3 and 2 was dated by both dendrochronology and dendrochronological 14C wiggle-matching (Newton, Wardle, and Kuniholm 2005; Wardle, Newton, and Kuniholm 2007). For the post and the fallen timber of Phase 2, a cutting date of ca. 1070 BC is reconstructed, while ca. 1080 BC is proposed for the two fallen timbers of the earlier Phase 3. The finds of Phase 3 would thus fall into an interval between ca. 1080 BC and 1070 BC. A PG amphora of central/northern Greek style found scattered through Phases 3 and 2 is ascribed to Phase 3 and then used to arrive at a terminus ante quem for the invention of the Protogeometric style. Thus, the scholars who are working with the Assiros material propose to date the beginning of the PG period to 1120 BC rather than to the years around 1050, 1025, or even 1020/1000, as in different conventional chronologies (cf. Desborough 1952, 294–95; 1964, 241; 1972, 79, 134–35; Mountjoy 1988, 27; Hankey in Mountjoy 1988, 33–37; Lemos 2002, 26).
While the dendro- and the 14C dates of the Assiros wood samples are robust, the stratigraphical position of the only wheel-made PG vessel from the phases in question might leave some room for doubt. More serious, however, is the possibility that all of the dated timbers were in fact reused from houses of the preceding building Phase 4, which did not burn down in a fiery destruction and must therefore have provided reusable wooden construction elements in quantity. (In contrast to Phase 4, Phase 3 did burn down, but with the wooden posts built into the mud-brick walls, there is a good possibility that such posts would have survived that destruction and be usable even for the following Phase 2.) If this hypothesis is true, the cutting date of 1070 BC supplies only a terminus post quem with an unknown number of years following for the introduction of the PG style into northern Aegean pottery production.
The tell site of Kastanas, also situated in central Macedonia, provides a long series of 14C dates from the Mycenaean palace period down to the LPG phase and a rich sequence of wheel-made Mycenaean and PG pottery (Jung 2002). For the 14C dates on charcoal, a pattern of wood reuse versus the fresh cutting of trees can be reconstructed, which depended on the availability of timbers as determined by construction technique (mud-brick vs. wattle-and-daub houses), density of houses standing on the tell, and fiery destruction events. While the charcoal samples, which do not stem from reused posts, date the beginning of their relative building phases, dates on animal bone samples are related to the use phases of the houses in or in front of which they were discarded. The Kastanas 14C sequence is in good agreement with the historical date of around 1200 calBC for the start of LH IIIC Early. It supplies a terminus ad quem for a developed stage of LH IIIC Early of ca. 1180 calBC, another terminus ad quem for LH IIIC Advanced of ca. 1130 calBC, and a less secure terminus ante quem for the end of EPG around 1000 calBC (Weninger and Jung 2009). The absolute dates for LH IIIC Early can also be supported by a parallel 14C sequence from the tell site of Thessaloniki Toumba (Jung, Andreou, and Weninger 2009).
For the very end of the Aegean Late Bronze Age, good Aegean synchronisms with the Italian Final Bronze Age (FBA) can be used to link the Aegean relative chronology across the Alps to the dendrochronologically dated lake settlements of Switzerland. Submycenaean pottery and fibulae with Aegean Submycenaean parallels are found in the burnt destruction of Rocavecchia in Apulia, which dates to the later part of FBA 2. The earliest building phases of the Swiss settlements with cutting dates between 1055 and 1035 denBC have a bronze inventory (tools, implements, and dress accessories) that has close parallels in that same later stage of FBA 2 in northern but also central and southern Italy. In combination with the settlement of Livorno-Stagno in Tuscany, which provides slightly higher dates for the end of FBA 2 (by dendrochronological 14C wiggle matching), one arrives at a dating range for the end of the Submycenaean phase between 1070 and 1040 BC (Weninger and Jung 2009).
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Andreadaki-Vlazaki, Maria, and Eleni Papadopoulou. 2005. “ The Habitation at Khamalevri, Rethymnon, during the 12th Century BC.” In Ariadne’s Threads, 353–97.
———. 2007. “Recent Evidence for the Destruction of the LM IIIC Habitation at Khamalevri, Rethymnon.” In LH IIIC Middle, 27–53.
Andreou, Stelios, Michael Fotiadis, and Kostas Kotsakis. 2001. “Review of Aegean Prehistory V: The Neolithic and Bronze Age of Northern Greece.” In Aegean Prehistory, 259–327.
Andrikou, Eleni. 2006. “The Late Helladic III Pottery.” In Thèbes: Fouilles de la Cadmée II.2. Les tablettes en linéaire B de la Odos Pelopidou. Le contexte archéologique. La céramique de la Odos Pelopidou et la chronologie du linéaire B, ed. Eleni Andrikou, Vassilis L. Aravantinos, Louis Godart, Anna Sacconi, and Joanita Vroom, 11–179. Rome: Istituti Editoriali e Poligrafici Internazionali.
von Beckerath, Jürgen. 1997. Chronologie des pharaonischen Ägypten: Die Zeitbestimmung der ägyptischen Geschichte von der Vorzeit bis 332 v. Chr. Münchner Ägyptologische Studien 46. Mainz: von Zabern.
Bietak, Manfred. 1993. “The Sea Peoples and the End of the Egyptian Administration in Canaan.” In Biblical Archaeology Today, 1990: Proceedings of the Second International Congress on Biblical Archaeology, Jerusalem, June–July 1990, ed. Avraham Biran and Joseph Aviram, 292–306. Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society.
———, and Ernst Czerny, eds. 2007. The Synchronisation of Civilisations in the Eastern Mediterranean in the Second Millennium B.C. III: Proceedings of the SCIEM 2000, 2nd EuroConference, Vienna, May 28–June 1, 2003. Vienna: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.
Borgna, Elisabetta. 2007. “LM IIIC Pottery at Phaistos: An Attempt to Integrate Typological Analysis with Stratigraphic Investigations.” In LH IIIC Middle, 55–72.
Callot, Olivier. 2008. “Réflexions sur Ougarit après ca 1180 av. J.-C.” In Ras Shamra-Ougarit au Bronze Moyen et au Bronze Récent: Actes du colloque international tenu à Lyon en novembre 2001, ed. Yves Calvet and Marguer ite Yon, 119–25. Trav aux de la Maison de l’Orient et de la Méditerranée 47. Lyon: Maison de l’Orient et de la Méditerranée.
Cifola, Barbara. 1988. “Ramses III and the Sea Peoples: A Structural Analysis of the Medinet Habu Inscriptions.” Orientalia (Rome) 57: 275–306.
Cline, Eric H., and David O’Connor. 2003. “The Mystery of the ‘Sea Peoples.’ ” In Mysterious Lands, ed. David O’Connor and Stephen Quirke, 107–38. London: UCL Press.
Coldstream, J. Nicolas, and Hector W. Catling, eds. 1996. Knossos North Cemetery: Early Greek Tombs. BSA Supplementary vol. 28. Stroud: Sutton.
D’Agata, Anna Lucia. 2003. “Late Minoan IIIC—Subminoan Pottery Sequence at Thronos/Kephala and Its Connections with the Greek Mainland.” In LH IIIC, 23–35.
———, and Jennifer Moody, eds. 2005. Ariadne’s Threads: Connections between Crete and the Greek Mainland in Late Minoan III (LM IIIA2 to LM IIIC): Proceedings of the International Workshop Held at Athens, Scuola Archeologica Italiana, 5–6 April 2003. Tripodes 3. Athens: Dot Repro S.A.
Dakoronia, Fanour ia. 2003. “The Transition from Late Helladic IIIC to the Early Iron Age at Kynos.” In LH IIIC, 37–51.
———. 2007. “LH IIIC Middle Pottery Repertoire of Kynos.” In LH IIIC Middle, 119–27.
Dakoronia, Fanour ia, and P. Kounouklas. 2009. “Kynos’ Pace to the Early Iron Age.” In LH IIIC Late, 61–76.
Deger-Jalkotzy, Sigrid. 2003. “Stratified Pottery Deposits from the Late Helladic IIIC Settlement at Aigeira/Achaia.” In LH IIIC, 53–75.
———. 2008. “Decline, Destruction, Aftermath.” In The Cambridge Companion to the Bronze Age, ed. Cynthia W. Shelmerdine, 387–415. New York: Cambridge University Press.
———, and Michaela Zavadil, eds. 2003. LH IIIC.
———, eds. 2007. LH IIIC Middle.
Desborough, Vincent Robin d’Arba. 1952. Protogeometric Pottery. Oxford: Clarendon.
———. 1964. The Last Mycenaeans and Their Successors: An Archaeological Survey c. 1200—c. 1000 B.C. Oxford: Clarendon.
———. 1972. The Greek Dark Ages. London: Ernest Benn.
Eder, Birgitta. 1998. Argolis, Lakonien, Messenien: Vom Ende der mykenischen Palastzeit bis zur Einwanderung der Dorier. Vienna: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.
———. 2001. Die submykenischen und protogeometrischen Gräber von Elis. Vivliothiki tis en Athinais Archaiologikis Etaireias 209. Athens: I en Athinais Archaiologiki Etaireia.
Evely, Don, ed. 2006. Lefkandi IV: The Bronze Age: The Late Helladic IIIC Settlement at Xeropolis. BSA Supplementary vol. 39. Oxford, Northampton: Alden.
French, Elizabeth B. 2007. “Late Helladic IIIC Middle at Mycenae.” In LH IIIC Middle, 243–51.
French, Elisabeth B., and William D. Taylour. 2007. The Service Areas of the Cult Centre. Oxford: Oxbow Books.
Freu, Jacques. 1988. “La tablette RS 86.2230 et la phase finale du royaume d’Ugarit.” Syria 65: 395–98.
Grandet, Pierre. 2000. “L’exécution du chancelier Bay. O.IFAO 1864. ” BIFAO 100: 339–45.
Hallager, Erik, and Birgitta Pålsson Hallager, eds. 1997. Late Minoan III Pottery Chronology and Terminology: Acts of a Meeting Held at the Danish Institute at Athens, August 12–14, 1994. Monographs of the Danish Institute at Athens 1. Athens: Clemenstrykkeriet, Århus.
———, eds. 2000. The Late Minoan IIIC Settlement: The Greek-Swedish Excavations at the Agia Aikaterini Square, Kastelli, Khania 1970–1987 II. Stockholm: Åström.
Hood, Sinclair, George Huxley, and Nancy Sandars. 1958–1959. “A Minoan Cemetery on Upper Gypsades (Knossos Survey 156).” BSA 53–54: 194–262.
Iakovidis, Spyridon E. 1969/1970.. Vivliothiki tis en Athinais Archaiologikis Etaireias 67. Athens: I en Athinais Archaiologiki Etaireia.
———. 2003. “Late Helladic IIIC at Mycenae.” In LH IIIC, 117–23.
Jacob-Felsch, Margrit. 1996. “Die spätmykenische bis frühprotogeometrische Keramik.” In Kalapodi: Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen im Heiligtum der Artemis und des Apollon von Hyampoli in der antiken Phokis I, ed. Rainer C. S. Felsch, 1–213. Mainz: von Zabern.
Jung, Reinhard. 2002. Kastanas. Ausgrabungen in cinem Siedlungshügel des Bronze- und Eisenzeit Make doniens 1975–1979. Die Drehseheibenkeramik der Schichten 19–11. Prähistorische Archäologie in Südo steuropa 18 (Keil 2002).
———. 2006.. comparata. Vergleichende Chronologie von Südgriechenland und Süditalien von ca. 1700/1600 bis 1000 v. Chr. Veröffentlichungen der Mykenischen Kommission 26. Vienna: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.
———. 2008. Die mykenische Keramik von Tell Kazel (Syrien).” Damaszener Mitteilungen 15, 2006 [2008]: 147–218.
———, Stelios Andreou, and Bernhard Weninger. 2009. “Synchronisation of Kastanás and Thessaloníki Toumba at the End of the Bronze and the Beginning of the Iron Age.” In LH IIIC Late, 183–202.
Kilian, Klaus. 1978. “Ausgrabungen in Tiryns 1976: Bericht zu den Grabungen.” AA 1978: 449–70.
———. 1988. “Mycenaeans Up to Date: Trends and Changes in Recent Research.” In Problems in Greek Prehistory, 115–52.
Kitchen, Kenneth A. 2000. “Regnal and Genealogical Data of Ancient Egypt (Absolute Chronology I): The Historical Chronology of Ancient Egypt: A Current Assessment.” In The Synchronisation of Civilisations in the Eastern Mediterranean in the Second Millennium B.C.: Proceedings of an International Symposium at Schloβ Haindorf, 15th–17st of November 1996 and at the Austrian Academy, Vienna, 11th–12th of May 1998, ed. Manfred Bietak, 39–52. Vienna: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.
Koehl, Robert. 1984. “Observations on a Deposit of LC IIIC Pottery from the Koukounaries Acropolis on Paros.” In Prehistoric Cyclades, 207–24.
Krauss, Rolf. 2007. “An Egyptian Chronology for Dynasties XIII to XXV.” In SCIEM III, 173–89.
Lemos, Irene S. 2002. The Protogeometric Aegean: The Archaeology of the Late Eleventh and Tenth Centuries BC. Oxford Monographs on Classical Archaeology. New York: Oxford University Press.
———. 2007. “Lefkandi.” Archaeological Reports for 2006–2007: 38–40.
Lis, Bartlomiej. 2009. “The Sequence of Late Bronze/Early Iron Age Pottery from Central Greek Settlements: A Fresh Look at Old and New Evidence.” In LH IIIC Late, 203–33.
MacGillivray, J. Alexander, and Robin L. N. Barber, eds. 1984. Prehistoric Cyclades.
Maran, Joseph, and Alkestis Papadimitriou. 2006. “Forschungen im Stadtgebiet von Tiryns 1999–2002.” AA 2006: 97–169.
Monchambert, Jean-Yves. 2004. La céramique d’Ougarit: Campagnes de fouilles 1975 et 1976. Ras Shamra-Ougarit XV Paris: Éditions Recherche sur les Civilisations.
Mook, Margaret S. 2004. “From Foundation to Abandonment: New Ceramic Phasing for the Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age on the Kastro at Kavousi.” In Crete beyond the Palaces: Proceedings of the Crete 2000 Conference, ed. Leslie Preston Day, Margaret S. Mook, and James D. Muhly, 163–79. Prehistory Monographs 10. Philadelphia: INSTAP Academic Press.
———, and William D. E. Coulson. 1997. “Late Minoan IIIC Pottery from the Kastro at Kavousi.” In Late Minoan III Pottery Chronology and Terminology: Acts of a Meeting Held at the Danish Institute at Athens, August 12–14, 1994, ed. Erik Hallager and Birgitta Pålsson Hallager, 337–70. Monographs of the Danish Institute at Athens 1. Athens: Clemenstrykkeriet, Århus.
Moschos, Ioannis. In press. “Evidence of Social Re-organisation and Reconstruction in Late Helladic IIIC Achaea and Modes of Contacts and Exchange via the Ionian Sea and Adriatic.” In Dall’Egeo all’Adriatico: Organizzazioni sociali, modi di scambio, e interazione in età post-palaziale (XII–XI sec. a. C). From the Aegean to the Adriatic: Social Organizations, Modes of Exchange, and Interaction in the Post-palatial Times (12th–11th c. BC). Seminario internazionale, 1–2 Dicembre 2006/International Workshop, December 1st–2nd, CISM, Piazza Garibaldi 18, Udine, ed. Elisabetta Borgna and Paola Cassola Guida.
Mountjoy, Penelope A. 1988. “LH IIIC Late versus Submycenaean.” JdI 103: 1–37.
———. 1999. Regional Mycenaean Decorated Pottery. Rahden, Westfalen: Leidorf.
———. 2004. “Miletos: A Note.” BSA 99: 189–200.
Mühlenbruch, Tobias. 2007. “The Post-palatial Settlement in the Lower Citadel of Tiryns.” In LH IIIC Middle, 243–51.
Newton, Maryanne, Ken A. Wardle, and Peter Ian Kuniholm. 2005. “Dendrochronology and Radiocarbon Determinations from Assiros and the Beginning of the Greek Iron Age.” To Archaiologiko Ergo sti Makedonia kai sti Thraki 17, 2003 [2005]: 173–90.
Niemeier, Wolf-Dietrich. 2007. “Kalapodi.” Archaeological Reports for 2006–2007: 41–43.
Pålsson Hallager, Birgitta. 2007. “Problems with LM/LH III B/C Synchronisms.” In LH IIIC Middle, 189–202.
Papadimitriou, Alkestis. 1988. “Bericht zur früheisenzeitlichen Keramik aus der Unterburg von Tiryns. Ausgrabungen in Tiryns 1982/83.” AA 1988: 227–43.
Papadopoulos, Thanasis, and Litsa Kontorli-Papadopoulou. 2003.. Ioannina: University of Ioannina.
Paschalidis, Costas, and Patrick J. P. McGeorge. In press. “Life and Death in the Periphery of the Mycenaean World at the End of the Late Bronze Age: The Case of the Achaea Klauss Cemetery.” In Dall’Egeo all’Adriatico: Organizzazioni sociali, modi di scambio, e interazione in età post-palaziale (XII–XI sec. a. C). From the Aegean to the Adriatic: Social Organizations, Modes of Exchange, and Interaction in the Post-palatial Times (12th–11th c. BC). Seminario internazionale, 1–2 Dicembre 2006/International Workshop, December 1st–2nd, CISM, Piazza Garibaldi 18, Udine, ed. Elisabetta Borgna and Paola Cassola Guida.
Piteros, Christos. 2001. “.” In
1999, ed. Nicholas Chr. Stampolidis, 99–120. Athens: Pergamos Ektypotiki Ekdhotiki.
Podzuweit, Christian. 2007. Studien zur spätmykenischen Keramik. Tiryns. Forschungen und Berichte XIV. Wiesbaden: Reichert.
Popham, Mervyn R., L. Hugh Sackett, and Petros G. Themelis, eds. 1979/1980. Lefkandi I: The Iron Age: The Settlement, the Cemeteries. Oxford: Alden.
Renfrew, Colin. 1985. The Archaeology of Cult: The Sanctuary at Phylakopi. British School of Archaeology at Athens Supplementary vol. 18. Oxford: Alden.
Rethemiotakis, Georgos. 1997. “Late Minoan III Pottery from Kastelli Pediada.” In Late Minoan III Pottery: Chronology and Terminology: Acts of a Meeting Held at the Danish Institute at Athens, August 12–14, 1994, ed. Erik Hallager and Birgitta Pålsson Hallager, 305–336. Monographs of the Danish Institute at Athens 1. Athens: Clemenstrykkeriet, Århus.
Rizza, Giovanni. 1996. “Prinias in età micenea.” In Atti e memorie del secondo congresso internazionale di miceneologia, Roma-Napoli, 14–20 Ottobre 1991, ed. Ernesto Di Miro, Louis Godart, and Anna Sacconi, 1101–1110. Incunabula Graeca XCVIII. Rome: Gruppo Editoriale Internazionale.
Ruppenstein, Florian. 2007. Die submykenische Nekropole: Neufunde und Neubewertung. Kerameikos. Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen XVIII. Munich: Hirmer.
Schilardi, Demetrius U. 1984. “The LH IIIC Period at the Koukounaries Acropolis, Paros.” In Prehistoric Cyclades, 184–206.
Schofield, Elizabeth, V. 2007. “Lefkandi in Late Helladic IIIC Middle.” In LH IIIC Middle, 301–13.
Stockhammer, Philipp. 2009. “New Evidence for LH IIIC Late Pottery from Tiryns.” In LH IIIC Late, 345–358.
Tsipopoulou, Metaxia. 2005. “ ‘Mycenoans’ at the Isthmus of Ierapetra: Some (Preliminary) Thoughts on the Foundation of the (Eteo)Cretan Cultural Identity.” In Ariadne’s Threads, 303–33.
Vlachopoulos, Andreas. 2003. “The Late Helladic IIIC ‘Grotta Phase’ of Naxos: Its Synchronisms in the Aegean and Its Non-synchronisms in the Cyclades.” In LH IIIC, 217–34.
———. 2006. H. Sira Dimosievmaton Periodikou “Archaiognosia” no. 4. Athens: Kardamitsa.
Wardle, Kenneth, Maryanne Newton, and Peter Ian Kuniholm. 2007. “Troy VIIb2 Revisited: The Date of the Transition from Bronze to Iron Age in the Northern Aegean.” In The Struma/Strymon River Valley in Prehistory: Proceedings of the International Symposium Strymon Praehistoricus, Kjustendil-Blagoevgrad (Bulgaria), Serres-Amphipolis (Greece), 27.09–01.10.2004, ed. Henrieta Todorova, Mark Stefanovich, and Georgi Ivanov, 481–97. Sofia: Gerda Henkel Stiftung.
Warren, Peter. 2007. “Characteristics of Late Minoan IIIC from the Stratigraphical Museum Site at Knossos.” In LH IIIC Middle, 329–43.
Weninger, Bernhard, and Reinhard Jung. 2009. “Absolute Chronology of the End of the Aegean Bronze Age.” In LH IIIC Late, 373–416.
THEMATIC TOPICS
Art and Architecture
MINOAN ARCHITECTURE
LOUISE A. HITCHCOCK
MINOAN architecture is characterized by both tradition and innovation. Although regionalism (suggesting lack of cultural integration) was more typical of tomb architecture of the Early Bronze Age (EBA), there are also some regional distinctions among Minoan palatial buildings. These distinctions are frequently overshadowed by the emphasis placed on the organization of the palaces around a central court, resulting in the use of the essentialist term “court-centered building” to describe them in recent literature (Driessen, Schoep, and Laffineur 2002). Houses were characterized by a radial plan with rooms organized around a squarish hall. A preference for corner doorways and a liberal use of corridors and staircases in the palaces and villas enhanced their complexity. Greater cultural uniformity with mainland Greece at the end of the Bronze Age is indicated by the predominance of rectilinear halls with entry on the short side throughout the Aegean.
While fortifications typify the mainland, they have also turned up on Crete, most notably at Petras. Construction techniques varied regionally and chronologically but include a variety of techniques such as timber and rubble construction in the Palatial period, mud-brick superstructures on a stone socle, drywall masonry, and ashlar masonry on a stone socle (cf. Shaw 1971). Ashlar blocks in the Aegean had a finished face but were typically cut back in a “V” or trapezoidal shape for easy fitting so that the joints between the blocks could be filled with clay and small stones. Dovetail mortises were sometimes used to anchor blocks in place. A handful of blocks on Crete preserve drafted margins with a raised and rusticated central panel that typifies later Cypriot architecture (see Hood 2000), but these are unusual. Mud bricks were used to construct the upper-story walls and were also used for repairs. Terraced platforms and especially terracing into the slope of a hill also characterized Minoan building, and these techniques persist into the present. Use of local stone predominates in building. Stone was also used decoratively, as seen in the lavish use of gypsum orthostates at Knossos and for revetment at Phaistos and Ayia Triada. Other types of decoration include carved stone elements such as horns of consecration, sparing use of carved relief, and wall paintings.
EARLY BRONZE AGE
Early Bronze Age domestic architecture on Crete is characterized by a radial arrangement of rooms around a roughly square, central hall that served as the circulation hub of the building, which stands in contrast to the use of corridors to promote circulation and privacy in later periods. This multifunctional central room also served as the main gathering area of the structure. A central pillar or column served as a support for a roof, although this was sometimes omitted, and the space could be turned into an open courtyard. This form typified houses at the EBA settlement of Myrtos—Fournou Korifion the south coast of eastern Crete, as well as at multihousehold complexes as at Gournia and Trypeti. It also characterized vernacular architecture of the Middle—Late Bronze Age and occurs as a module in some of the palaces and palatial villas (Hitchcock forthcoming b).
A more complex example of EBA architecture is the “House on the Hill” at Vasiliki, which is, in reality, a compound made up of multiple and conjoined structures added to over time. Although no longer regarded as a protopalace, it contains features that anticipate the later palaces: (1) a paved western court with a cupule stone (kernos) set into the pavement; (2) carefully planned rooms with square corners and the use of corridors and stairways; (3) timber and rubble construction; and (4) red-colored stucco walls, a precursor to fresco painting.
BURIAL MONUMENTS
While house tombs of the “but-and-ben” style harking back to the Neolithic tradition represent east Crete, round (tholos) tombs of the Mesara Valley in southern Crete represent a regional distinction. The but-and-ben structure is characterized by a roughly square plan divided into two parts by a spur wall running down the middle with an opening at one end. This plan was also used as a module (en chicane) in the later Minoan palaces (Hitchcock 2000, 34–35). The lower walls were constructed of available fieldstones and larger boulders held together by mortar consisting of mud, pebbles, and broken pottery, with the upper part of the walls of mud brick. The roof was constructed of wooden beams, mud, and reeds and was coated with plaster.
The vaulted walls of the free-standing Mesara tholoi were constructed of roughly worked blocks preserved as high as 2 m. at Kamilari. The rough workmanship of the stone and the lack of fallen blocks from collapsed roofs of the tholoi argue against their having been corbelled like later mainland Greek tombs, to which they appear unrelated. Flat roofs of wood and stone or conical roofs constructed of mud brick (common in traditional round houses in contemporary Syrian and Anatolian villages) remain possibilities, although no evidence of mud brick is preserved. Entrance to the tombs is typically on the east, and Goodison (1989) argues that beliefs about the afterlife were linked to the rising of the sun. Hearths may have been used for fumigation or funerary feasting.
The MM I funerary complex of Chrysolakkos (Malia) is a rectangular, multi-chambered, ossuary structure with a court that was renewed and reused in subsequent periods, obscuring the internal arrangement of the original building. The building also had a paved court and is notable for the introduction of limestone orthostates, the use of saw-cut blocks, and dowel holes (cf. Shaw 1983).
EMERGENCE OF THE MINOAN PALACES
The first “palaces” on Crete were built in the Middle Bronze Age, around 1900 BC. Although they seem to have appeared out of nowhere, recent research indicates that the earliest versions were more modest than the second palaces, which reached their final form in the Middle to Late Bronze Age transition (Schoep 2004, 2006). Although palatial Minoan buildings quickly assumed a unique style, they may have been inspired by trade with the Near East, through a process of emulation. Monumentality implies planning, full-time craftsmen, organization of materials and labor, a high level of social complexity based on agricultural surplus, and social ranking. Monumental structures communicate permanence, power, and status (cf. Trigger 1990). Technical expertise likely developed out of the construction of impressive monumental tombs of the preceding period (Hitchcock forthcoming a). The stratified social structure that would have led to their construction likely emerged out of the activities required to oversee large-scale building projects and out of the prestige-goods economy based on acquisition of foreign and exotic luxury goods known from the earlier tombs.
Repair and rebuilding restricts our knowledge of the first Minoan palaces. What is known about them includes their paved, public west courts with stone-lined pits (kouloures) and raised, triangular causeways (presumably for processions); indented west façades fronting storage magazines; rectangular central courts with 2:1 proportions and oriented north-south; and remnants of pillared halls in the east wing at Knossos (MacGillivray 1994).
The indented façades, which create a play of light and shade, may indicate Egyptian and Near Eastern influences. Commonly accepted views that the west courts of the palaces served as public gathering places is influenced by the depiction of ritual dancing among sacred trees on the “Sacred Grove” fresco from Knossos. The function of these features changed by the Second Palace period, when the kouloures were filled in at Knossos and Phaistos. At Phaistos, the causeway was also paved over.
New evidence for understanding the first palaces comes from the monumental building at Monastiraki (Amari Valley, western Crete) and from Quartier Mu at Malia, where features we associate with the largest and most famous Minoan palaces occurred earlier. Two gamma-shaped doorjambs carved out of limestone from Monastiraki represent what may be the earliest example of a feature typically associated with later pier-and-door-partition (polythyron) halls (Kanta, comment in Perna 2000, 208). A Middle Minoan IB—II architectural parallel for the “throne room” at Knossos consisting of anteroom, hall with “lustral basin,” rear service room, and four side chambers was uncovered in Quartier Mu at Malia (Niemeier 1987). The appearance of multiple buildings with palatial features at Malia has led to proposals of competing factions or heterarchy in Crete (Schoep 2004, 2006). The first palaces suffered damage and/or destruction, probably from earthquakes, just before the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, ca. 1700 BC. At this time some of the buildings were remodeled, and new palaces and smaller, palatial “villas” were constructed all over Crete.
LATE BRONZE AGE: THE SECOND PALACE PERIOD ON CRETE
The plans and organization of the second palaces at Knossos, Phaistos, Malia, and Kato Zakro are similar enough to suggest that they were initially designed and executed for each community by the same team of professional planners (Preziosi 1983). However, their construction was executed with varying degrees of skill, and the unit of measurement used is contested (see Hitchcock 1997). The most striking characteristic of the Minoan palaces is their monumentality, which combines ashlar masonry, multiple stories, and architectural decoration such as horns of consecration. Some of the ashlar blocks were engraved with symbols of uncertain significance, termed “mason’s marks.” The use of timber and rubble in building the walls may have provided flexibility in times of earthquake (cf. Driessen 1987).
Spacious, paved, and public west courts continued, as did the north-south orientation of the central court. Frequently this orientation also referenced a sacred mountain housing peak and/or cave sanctuaries. Goodison (2001) has shown that the east-west orientation was also important, whereby the rising sun might illuminate particular features in the west wings. The coastal locations of the second palaces also communicated prestige to visiting traders.
Whether navigating a Minoan building or looking at a ground plan, one is impressed by their labyrinthine layout. Upon careful study, the visitor becomes aware of a specific architectural vocabulary, recurring types of rooms, and a complex organizational structure (cf. Preziosi 1983). This vocabulary includes elaborate halls that are located in the northwest and/or east wing, small sunken rooms (lustral basins), small dark rooms (“pillar crypts”) located near storage areas, other areas devoted to ritual activity in the west wing, storage and industrial quarters frequently located in the west or northwest wing, a main entrance, additional minor entrances, and a hypostyle (pillared) hall in the north wing (Hitchcock 2003). The palaces were also decorated with wall paintings, painted stucco, and/or veneering. In addition, each building has certain features that make it unique—for example, the famous “Throne Room” that occurs only at Knossos, round and rectangular pools built of cut stone that occur only at Kato Zakro, the baetyls, which are found in the west court at Gournia and in the central court at Malia, and the presence of four lustral basins at Phaistos (more than at any other palace). Variation in the distribution of corridors, stairways, and doorways gives each building a complex uniqueness that underlies superficial similarities in the location of rooms. For example, two rooms might share a common wall yet may be separated by a long, winding route. These kinds of distinctions make the palaces and villas one-of-a-kind architectural masterpieces.
The “Minoan hall” is one of the most notable features of Minoan architecture and enhances its mazelike qualities (Palyvou 1987; Driessen 1982). It is composed of several rectangular rooms separated by a row of columns and a set of square piers. The piers support double doors that fold back into shallow recesses, allowing for the manipulation of light, ventilation, and movement. These pier-and-door partitions separate a hall into two parts, a hall and a forehall. A lightwell is separated from the other two rooms by a row of columns and allows light and ventilation into the building. The pier-and-door partitions can be used to either collapse or open up a room. If they form two or more walls of a room, the complexity of circulation within a building is further increased. The Minoan hall constitutes a feature that is uniquely Minoan.
Minoan halls were lavishly appointed, sometimes with gypsum dadoes, sometimes with fresco paintings. They tended to be located in the northwest and/or east wings of the Minoan palaces. A second, smaller hall was frequently built adjacent to a larger pier-and-door partition hall. It was sometimes appointed with pier-and-door partitions or was more exposed to the elements with multiple windows or columns replacing a wall, sometimes with benches and/or a lightwell. A lack of objects found in Minoan halls makes it difficult to know how to interpret them. They have been viewed as ritual spaces and as sleeping areas, with the smaller hall designated as a “Queen’s” or “women’s” quarters (e.g., Graham 1987). A consideration of context affords additional possibilities. Minoan halls could be put to multiple purposes depending on the time of day, the season, and specific needs. Possible functions include, but are not limited to, a circulation hub within a building, a ceremonial gathering and/or meeting area, as well as a general living space (cf. Hitchcock 2000, 157–76).
In at least two instances (especially Ayia Triada, Kato Zakro), Minoan halls were located near tablet archives. This raises the possibility that they served as a meeting place for palace administrators. Ritual, administrative, and social activity does not exclude other, more practical uses for the Minoan hall, such as sleeping at the end of the day. In short, we can view them as all-purpose gathering spaces, although changing their relationship to neighboring rooms could radically alter their purpose. For example, they have been utilized as entrances when placed at the front of a building (Nirou Khani, Phaistos), circulatory areas when placed in the center of a cluster of rooms (Tylissos A), and private gathering spaces when segregated at the rear (Tylissos C).
Another architectural feature that is uniquely Minoan is a small room referred to as a “lustral basin” (Hitchcock 2000, 163–79). This is a small, rectangular room sunken below the floor level and reached by a short flight of stairs, making a turn and running along a parapet and always open off of a rectangular anteroom. They are interpreted as sites of ritual initiation, purification, symbolic descent into the earth, and bathing. Sir Arthur Evans (1921, 405–22) named them “lustral basins,” believing that the oil jars found in a Knossian basin were used for ritual cleansing. Horns of consecration are another frequent association. They are sometimes decorated, often with gypsum veneering; one example is frescoed (Chania). Contextual differences suggest that they were multifunctional. However, bathing is unlikely based on the water-soluble nature of the gypsum revetment, the public nature of some of the basins near entrances and opposite the “throne” at Knossos, and the absence of drainage. This is most clearly indicated in house Xeste 3 (Akrotiri), where, in addition to a lustral basin, there are two tubs set into clay benches with drains attached. In the Minoan villas, most (if not all) of the lustral basins were filled in when pier-and-door partition halls with lightwells were added (Driessen 1982), indicating that the palaces took over control of their function.
The palaces had multiple entrances, which segregated the activities taking place in the various wings. Certain entrances were more ceremonial in character: appointed with special pavements, procession frescoes, or pier-and-door partitions. The main entrance at Kato Zakro at the northeast end of the building connects the palace with the road to the harbor. At other palaces the main entrance is frequently on the west or southwest end of the building. A variety of drains carried water and runoff away from the palaces. They were constructed using slab-lined channels of various sizes, U-shaped clay segments, clay drain pipes, and a unique series of settling basins at Knossos that were joined by drains with parabolic runnels, believed to slow down the speed of the water (see Shaw 1971).
The palaces also featured rows of long, narrow storage magazines, which were frequently located in the west and north wings and sometimes held large storage jars (pithoi) that were rarely (if ever) moved. As much as one-third of the ground space of the Minoan palaces was devoted to storage (Begg 1987), and this area was even greater at Malia, where the east, west, and a substantial part of the north wing was utilized. Workrooms in Minoan buildings tended to be slightly wider than storerooms. These well-lit spaces were undecorated and were sometimes distinguished by special features connected with a particular activity; they might also contain raw or partially worked materials. Open areas and rooftops were also used for industrial activity. Additional storage areas were distributed among other wings of the palaces—in the crawl space beneath stairways and on upper floors, as indicated by fallen objects.
Sockets and bases for columns and fresco representations indicate that wooden columns were frequently used as architectural supports. They are depicted as red with a black, bulbous capital and tapering downward, sometimes with double axes embedded in them, but there is no clear evidence that the Minoans employed a canon of proportions with regard to a base-to-height ratio. Impressions from the lustral basin in a villa known as the Little Palace at Knossos preserve the only evidence of fluted columns. Columns were used in staircases, lustral basins, colonnades, and peristyle courts and as supports in square and impluvium (so-called Palaikastro-style) halls (Driessen 1989–1990, 14n85). Another preferred form of support was the stone pillar. Although monolithic pillars are attested, they were more frequently segmented. Pillars were used in hypostyle halls, colonnades, and storage rooms but have attracted the most attention when found in pillar crypts.
The term “pillar crypt” was coined by Evans to refer to small, dark rooms located near the storage magazines at Knossos that contained a central pillar with incised double-ax markings. They are regarded as architectural and aniconic representations of the stalactites and stalagmites worshipped by the populace in sacred caves (cf. Evans 1901). They occur in palaces and villas in close association with or connected to storage areas. At some sites they also served as storerooms. Possible ritual symbols associated with them include mason’s marks, pyramidal stone stands for holding cult emblems, and cists cut into the floor, possibly for pouring libations into the earth (see Gesell 1985, 148).
CYCLADIC ARCHITECTURE
Cycladic buildings on Kea, Thera, and Melos show both Minoan and, later, Mycenaean influences. Ayia Irini on Kea is notable for the numerous Minoan architectural features and fresco motifs found at House A. These can be contrasted with a local building technique and design differences in the neighboring houses. Most notable in its contrast to House A is House F, which consists of a series of axially aligned rooms arranged in a linear fashion, one behind the other.
House A was a multiroomed structure divided into a service wing and a wing containing residential rooms. This type of arrangement is comparable to Tylissos House A (Crete) and Xeste 3 (Akrotiri), although it was constructed using drywall masonry, a local technique, in contrast to ashlar masonry used in these other houses. House A incorporates numerous Minoan features, including a lightwell, pillar room, dual halls, a courtyard, a labyrinthine circulation pattern, a nonaxial layout of rooms, some attempt at cut or ashlar masonry in wall façades, traces of indented façades, cut-slab pavement with red plaster in its interstices, a U-shaped stone drain, slots for a wooden door frame, terraced construction techniques, a staircase-and-entry combination, an auxiliary staircase, the bipartite division of the building into storage/work and living areas with a west orientation for the storage/workrooms, and the presence of figural frescoes (Hitchcock 1998).
Most of the houses at Akrotiri on Thera incorporated Minoan architectural features, and some were clearly altered to give them a more Minoan-looking, radial style of plan. Minoan features known from Akrotiri include ashlar masonry, mason’s marks, horns of consecration, the wrap-around lightwell in the House of the Ladies, which parallels Knossos in miniature, a lustral basin in house Xeste 3, pier-and-door partitions in a number of houses, liberal use of figural frescoes and auxiliary staircases, an association of stairways and entrances, and division of Xeste 3 into service and living/ceremonial areas. Although a couple of features (pillar crypt and canonical pier-and-door partition hall with lightwell) are conspicuously absent, this is a broader range of features than occurred at either Ayia Irini or Phylakopi on Melos, where just a pillar crypt and figural frescoes have been detected. This may have been a result of Akrotiri’s proximity to Crete.
RELIGIOUS ARCHITECTURE
Peak Sanctuaries
As the Minoan palaces gained prominence, these sites became more formalized, suggesting elite control. This was indicated by the introduction of simple structures at some sanctuaries including a built altar, terraces to level out the approach, some storage rooms, sometimes a temenos, and sometimes horns of consecration. Linear A—inscribed offering tables and other luxury offerings also indicate palatial influence.
Bench Shrines
Cult activity at Postpalatial sites in Crete such as Gazi, Gournia, and Kavousi tends to take place in small rectangular rooms with benches running along one wall for placing offerings. These are commonly referred to as bench shrines or sanctuaries. Sometimes such shrines were established in the ruins of existing structures (ruin cult) as at Knossos (Prent 2004).
POSTPALATIAL ARCHITECTURE
Postpalatial architecture on Crete is characterized by the appearance of the mainland style megaron, a hall and porch structure with side corridor that provides access to a series of side chambers. Monumental versions of such a building are found at Gournia and at Ayia Triada. Also, at Ayia Triada is a stoa that replicates the main features found much later in the classical stoa: a row of rooms with a porch supported by a colonnade composed of alternating pillars and columns with a stairway on the side. The occasional use of saw-cut blocks and the Minoan practice of setting column bases into a stylobate persisted in LM III Crete. At LM IIIC Kavousi-Vronda, the “chieftain’s” house, preserved Minoan design features in the form of rectangular magazines combined with a mainland-style megaroid hall and a paved west court with cupule stone (kernos). More typically, Postpalatial architecture featured a rectilinear hall, a hearth, and sometimes a linear arrangement of columns as in the “chieftain’s” house at Kavousi-Kastro. Doorways might be placed axially in these structures, as preferred on the mainland, or located to one side, as preferred in Crete.
CONCLUSION
Administrative devices, the setting aside of numerous spaces for storage, and the presence of large, public courts have led archaeologists to view Minoan palaces as centers for organizing redistribution and trade in a prestige-goods economy and for holding rituals at special times of the year such as the planting and harvest seasons, as well as to mark transitional periods. The purpose of such celebrations would be to promote community solidarity and legitimize the role of the palaces in these processes. Toward the end of their histories, the Minoan palaces developed restricted access (see Driessen and MacDonald 1997) but not before their technical sophistication was passed on to their Mycenaean successors.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Begg, Donald J. I. 1987. “Continuity in the West Wing at Knossos.” In Function of the Minoan Palaces, 179–84.
Driessen, Jan. 1982. “The Minoan Hall in Domestic Architecture on Crete: To Be in Vogue in Late Minoan IA?” Acta archaeologica Lovanensia 21: 27–92.
———. 1987. “Earthquake-resistant Construction and the Wrath of the ‘Earth-Shaker.’ ” Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians (June): 171–78.
———. 1989–1990. “The Proliferation of Minoan Palatial Architectural Style: (I) Crete.” Acta archaeologica Lovanensia 28–29: 3–23.
———, and Colin MacDonald. 1997. The Troubled Island: Minoan Crete before and after the Santorini Eruption. Aegaeum 17. Liège: Université de Liège.
Driessen, Jan, Ilse Schoep, and Robert Laffineur, eds. 2002. Monuments of Minos.
Evans, Arthur J. 1901. “Mycenaean Tree and Pillar Cult.” JHS 21: 99–204.
———. 1921. PM, vol. 1.
Gesell, Geraldine C. 1985. Town, Palace, and House Cult in Minoan Crete. SIMA 67. Gothenburg: Åström.
Goodison, Lucy. 1989. Death, Women, and the Sun: Symbolism of Regeneration in Early Aegean Religion. Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies Supplement 53. London: University of London, Institute of Classical Studies.
———. 2001. “From Tholos Tomb to Throne Room: Perceptions of the Sun in Minoan Ritual.” In Potnia, 77–88.
Graham, James W. 1987. Palaces of Crete. Reprint of 1962 edition. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Hitchcock, Louise A. 1997. “The Best Laid Plans Go Astray: Modular (Ir)regularities in the ‘Residential Quarters’ at Phaistos.” In TEXNH, 243–50.
———. 1998. “Blending the Local with the Foreign: Minoan Features at Ayia Irini, House A.” In Kea-Kythnos: History and Archaeology: Proceedings of an International Symposium, Kea-Kythnos, 22–25 June 1994, ed. Lina G. Mendoni and Alexander J. Mazarakis-Ainian, 169–74. Athens: Research Centre for Greek and Roman Antiquity National Hellenic Research Foundation.
———. 2000. Minoan Architecture: A Contextual Analysis. SIMA Pocket Book 155. Jonsered, Sweden: Åström.
———. 2003. “Understanding the Minoan Palaces.” Athena Review 3.3: 27–35.
———. Forthcoming a. “Monumentalizing Hierarchy: The Significance of Architecture in the Emergence of Complexity on Minoan Crete.” Proceedings of the 10th International Congress of Cretan Studies, October 2006, vol. A. Chania, Crete.
———. Forthcoming b. “Never Momentary, but Always Fluid and Flexible: Revisiting the Vernacular Tradition in Bronze Age Crete and Cyprus.” In STEGA: The Archaeology of Houses and Households in Ancient Crete, ed. Kevin Glowacki and Natalia Vogeikoff-Brogan. Hesperia Suppl. Princeton: American School of Classical Studies at Athens Press.
Hood, Sinclair. 2000. “Masonry with Drafted Margins in Bronze Age Crete.” Eirene 36: 20–26.
MacGillivray, J. Alexander. 1994. “The Early History of the Palace at Knossos (MM I–II).” In Labyrinth of History, 45–55.
Niemeier, Wolf-Dietrich. 1987. “On the Function of the ‘Throne Room’ in the Palace at Knossos.” In Function of the Minoan Palaces, 163–68.
Palyvou, Clary. 1987. “Circulatory Patterns in Minoan Architecture.” In Function of the Minoan Palaces, 195–203.
Perna, Massimo, ed. 2000. Administrative Documents in the Aegean and Their Near-Eastern Counterparts: Proceedings of the International Colloquium, Naples, February 29–March 2, 1996. Torino: Centro internazionale di ricerche archeologiche antropologiche e storiche.
Prent, Mieke. 2004. “Cult Activities at the Palace of Knossos from the End of the Bronze Age: Continuity and Change.” In Knossos, 411–19.
Preziosi, Donald. 1983. Minoan Architectural Design. Berlin: Mouton.
———, and Louise A. Hitchcock. 1999. Aegean Art and Architecture. New York: Oxford University Press.
Schoep, Ilse. 2004. “Assessing the Role of Architecture in Conspicuous Consumption.” OJA 23(3): 243–69.
———. 2006. “Looking beyond the First Palaces: Elites and the Agency of Power in EM III—MM II Crete.” AJA 110(1): 37–64.
Shaw, Joseph W. 1971. Minoan Architecture: Materials and Techniques. Annuario della Scuola archeologica di Atene e delle Missioni in Oriente 49. Roma: L’Erma.
———. 1983. “The Development of Minoan Orthostates.” AJA 87(2): 213–16.
Trigger, Bruce. 1990. “Monumental Architecture: A Thermodynamic Explanation of Symbolic Behaviour.” World Archaeology 22(2): 119–32.
MYCENAEAN ARCHITECTURE
LOUISE A. HITCHCOCK
FROM the final Neolithic/Early Bronze to the end of the Bronze Age, Aegean and Mycenaean architecture is characterized by both continuity and innovation, as well as by the adoption and adaptation of neighboring practices. The most obvious feature of mainland architecture is that it is hall centered, dominated by a central rectangular hall or megaron, thereby combining both axiality and simplicity. It forms the core element of the Mycenaean palaces, with additional rooms and courtyards organized around it.
Construction techniques varied regionally and chronologically but include a variety of techniques including mud-brick superstructures on a stone socle, drywall masonry, rubble masonry, Cyclopean (massive unworked and partially worked boulders) masonry, and ashlar masonry on a stone socle. Mud bricks were used to construct upper-story walls and to make repairs. Terraces consisting of retaining walls with fills were used to extend the habitable area on hillsides and serve as platforms for buildings, typifying Mycenaean palatial architecture (Wright 1978, 54–107). The use of local stone predominates in building. Ashlar was typically sand or limestone, although saw-cut, dressed conglomerate blocks were used in special places such as thresholds and the entrances of fortifications and tholos tombs. Conglomerate is composed of naturally cemented-together pebbles, cobblestones, and other sediments, giving the worked blocks a colorful, variegated appearance. This type of rock made up the Panagia Ridge in Mycenae and also occurs in Laconia at Vapheio. There was also a sparing use of decorative stone such as gypsum, which might reference Crete, in the palaces and other monumental structures such as tombs. Other types of decoration include carved stone elements such as “horns of consecration,” sparing use of carved relief, wall paintings, and painted plaster floors. Mycenaean architecture is also characterized by a liberal use of the corbel arch, which was used to relieve the downward pressure on the lintel blocks of monumental doorways and to create niches. Corbel vaults were used to build culverts in bridges, construct galleries and passageways, and create the domed beehive or tholos tombs.
NEOLITHIC ARCHITECTURE
Late Neolithic–Early Bronze Age architecture on the mainland is characterized by variations on a theme, namely the rectilinear hall. For example, the site of Dimini in the plain of Thessaly in central Greece is dominated by a large central, megaroid-style building (Preziosi and Hitchcock 1999). It is comprised of a large hall with a horseshoe-shaped hearth that is roughly centered, with four columns supporting the roof as indicated by postholes. A forehall and smaller porch connected to the hall by axially placed doorways were later additions. Rectangular Neolithic houses might also be apsidal at one end and include a rectangular porch. Apsidal houses are also well attested in the Middle Bronze Age (discussed later).
Neolithic houses were more frequently composed of just a small, single rectangular room that contained a variety of internal features including bins, hearths, and platforms. Hearths might be constructed out of stones that may or may not have been coated with clay. Bins were constructed from stone slabs; pits coated with clay served as storage areas. Rainy weather in many parts of Greece suggests that roofs were slanted or gabled with a covering of clay and reeds. Neolithic houses typically employed stone foundations that would have supported a mud-brick superstructure and postholes for wooden supports. House models give some indication as to what houses may have looked like and reflect an interest in symbolically representing them. While the practice of making house models does not seem to continue in later Bronze Age Greece (with the exception of the Menelaion), it did occur in Crete. Other types of installations—such as pottery kilns—also characterize Neolithic settlements.
THE MAINLAND IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE
Larger, hall-centered rectangular or megaroid buildings appear in significant numbers during the Early Bronze I from Troy and Poliochni in the northeastern Aegean and throughout mainland Greece. They were commonly entered on their short side, with axially connected rooms. A variant of this form, the corridor house, is distinguished by a more complex internal arrangement. It is composed of large, square, axially aligned halls that are encircled by long narrow corridors and/or stairways. The more elaborate and monumental corridor houses begin to appear on the mainland later, in Early Helladic II (ca. 2900–2400 BC). Although once believed to be limited to the “House of the Tiles” at Lerna in the southwestern Argolid, more examples of this form have been detected, most notably at Kolonna on the island of Aegina.
The House of the Tiles was named for the enormous quantity of fired clay roof tiles associated with the building. It was built of mud brick over a substantial stone foundation course (ca. 12 × 25 m), with traces of wood-sheathed doorjambs and stucco-plastered walls in some rooms. It was two stories high, as indicated by traces of stairways, and may have had several verandas upstairs, partially covered by a pitched roof, as suggested by Shaw (1990). The House of the Tiles was preceded by an earlier structure of similar type, House BG. These buildings sometimes also incorporated elaborate clay hearths that are decorated with stamped-seal impressions.
In addition, while monumental fortifications typify the mainland, they are well known in the Cyclades during the EBA as well. These fortifications were characterized by thick, stone-built walls; round (Lerna, Kastri) or square (Troy, Poliochni) towers; heavily protected and/or hidden entranceways (Preziosi and Hitchcock 1999). Dwellings were characterized by groupings of rooms into what may have been compounds for extended families, separated by alleys, streets, or courtyards. Burial architecture was simple, consisting of rectangular cists lined with stone slabs.
MIDDLE HELLADIC ARCHITECTURE
On the mainland, cities were located on citadels from at least the Middle Helladic period. Early examples of the prototypes for Mycenaean palaces may be proposed for the MH through LH II periods. Among them, House D at Asine is the most convincing. It is composed of a rectangular hall and porch but lacks the column bases and hearth of a canonical megaron (see the following section). Other early structures that are worthy of mention include a Middle Helladic building with hall and porch at Eutresis; Building F at Krisa in Phocis, which was composed of a hall with ancillary chambers and side corridor as early as LH I; a large LH II hall with two preserved column bases at Kakavatos in Elis (Barber 1992); the MH settlement at Kolonna on Aegina, where a reused ashlar block with double-ax “mason’s mark” hints at a Cretan connection (Niemeier 1995); and a substantial MH building at Plasi (Marinatos 1970), which features a rectangular hall rather than the apsidal hall more common to this period.
The LH II building known as Mansion I at the Menelaion in Laconia is the earliest building of some importance on the mainland. It was a hall-centered building with a porch and a forehall, as well as rear and side chambers accessed by circulatory corridors. Its carefully rendered foundation beddings anticipate the Mycenaean palaces of the 13th century BC. Mansion I and its successor, Mansion II, contain some of the earliest ashlar blocks on the mainland in the form of reused poros blocks, which imply the presence of an earlier, hypothetical building dubbed the “Old Menelaion” (also Catling 1976–1977).
CHARACTERISTICS OF MYCENAEAN PALACES
Mycenaean palaces of the Late Helladic III period are best known from Pylos, Mycenae, and Tiryns, while less typical variants are known from Midea and Gla. Thebes and Orchomenos are only partially preserved, and the presumed Mycenaean palace at Athens was obliterated by later structures. In terms of design, the main Mycenaean palaces included a core set of recognizable architectural features and modules arranged in a set pattern, additional recurring features that were deployed in a varied syntax, and unusual elements that were site specific and formed the central part of a larger compound that included buildings unique to each site. This is most clearly illustrated at Tiryns and Pylos and to a lesser extent at Mycenae, where much of the palace was lost over a precipice.
The core element of the Mycenaean palace is the megaron, or hall. This is generally not very large and would have fit easily within the central court at Knossos. It consists of a hall, a forehall, and a porch of rectangular outline with two columns in antis to support the roof. Both the forehall and the porch are approximately one-half the depth of the inner hall. The internal arrangement of the megaron was dominated by a monumental circular hearth decorated with painted plaster and surrounded by four columns. The best-preserved hearth is at Pylos and is ca. 4 m. in diameter with an inner ring of 3 m. It is decorated with a painted stucco design depicting a running spiral motif around the top and a flame pattern around the side. There, the columns probably supported a clerestory with a balcony to admit light and draw off smoke through a two-part clay chimney found in the excavations. The megaron frequently had rear chambers, with side corridors giving access to smaller, square service rooms. All megarons incorporate variations of this basic arrangement.
Most dominant among the additional recurring features alluded to earlier is a smaller, subsidiary megaron that is frequently referred to as a “Queen’s” megaron by analogy with Evans’s suggestions for Knossos. At Tiryns, this feature is located to the northeast of the palace across a court, though still within the confines of the palace. In contrast, at Pylos this feature is tightly incorporated into the fabric of the palace and is located to the south of the east row of side chambers and on the east end of the courtyard leading into the palace. An H-shaped propylon with a central doorway and one or two columns between projecting antae is another characteristic feature. Layers of plaster around the column bases at Pylos preserved impressions of fluted wooden columns. The propylon gives access to a colonnaded courtyard that leads to the palace at both Pylos and Tiryns. Tiryns had an additional outer courtyard and propylon, which initially formed the entrance to the citadel in LH IIIA1 and became the inner part of a more complex entry system by LH IIIB. At Mycenae, the palace and its associated structures was spread over multiple levels situated on three artificially constructed Cyclopean terraces. A lengthy passage separates the propylon at Mycenae from the courtyard that fronts on the palace. A grand staircase also leads to the courtyard. Soles (1995) regards this staircase, throne emplacements, and heraldic decoration in Mycenaean palaces as a Knossian inspiration.
Beyond the commonalities in the megaron hall, propylon, court, and similar construction techniques (discussed later), there is an extraordinary amount of variation in the appointments in the palaces, as well as in the rest of the compound. Some examples include the storage jars for oil set into benches behind the megaron and a decorated clay bathtub set into a clay bench behind the “Queen’s megaron,” both at Pylos. In contrast, Tiryns boasts a colossal, sloping, monolithic black slab with channel and mortises, which may be for washing or libation. The megaron at Mycenae was decorated with a gypsum slab pavement, which may reference earlier Minoan prestige architecture.
Many of the rooms deployed around the megaron at Tiryns are included within the fabric of the building, while Pylos and Mycenae had a number of nearby but discrete buildings that were functionally associated with them. At Pylos, these include the Southwest Building, an earlier megaron-style building with a different orientation and many interconnected rooms that give the compound an indented west façade, and the Wine Magazine, a rectilinear hall to the northeast of the palace, where wine was stored. To the east of the palace at Mycenae and at another level lie several buildings, including the Artisan’s Quarter, a square building that may have served as an annex to the House of the Columns (also Maggidis 2008). The House of the Columns was a colonnaded, court-centered building with a north-south orientation and a west wing composed of what may be storage or workrooms. The many differences in Mycenaean palatial compounds warrant a closer functional analysis.
Many of the building techniques employed in Mycenaean palatial architecture are quite similar to those used earlier by the Minoans. These include the use of timber framing and a rubble core in the interior walls, which were usually covered with plaster. The exterior walls of the palaces were constructed of ashlar blocks, many containing dovetail mortises or clamp cuttings to secure them to the rubble core and square dowels to hold horizontal timbers along the outer face of blocks, with the occasional use of mortar. A few Minoan-style mason’s marks have turned up on the mainland, notably on an ashlar block with a double ax found beneath the palace at Pylos and two others on the dromos of the tholos tomb at Peristeria. Although “horns of consecration” have also turned up at Pylos and at Gla, they are actually more common in Cypriot architecture. Doors are indicated by cut-stone doorjambs similar to those found in Crete, while the absence of these in some doorways suggested to Blegen that hangings were also used (Blegen and Rawson 1966).
The floors of the Mycenaean palaces were coated with plaster that was decorated by means of an incised grid of small squares painted with nonfigural patterns. The absence of symmetry in the arrangement of the grid has been contrasted to earlier Minoan floor patterns that were executed with more precision and logically related to the architecture (Hirsch 1977). The variegated stone of Minoan paved slab floors has been suggested as possible inspiration for these floors. A similar painted floor, but incorporating floral motifs, is known from the MBA Canaanite palace at Tel Kabri, where there are also Aegean-style frescoes, suggesting that the Mycenaean painted plaster floor had its origins in Crete or the Cyclades (Niemeier and Niemeier 1998). Another painted plaster floor of Minoan inspiration has been found at Tell el Dabca. Pedestals or platforms located opposite the hearths of the palaces indicate that a throne (Linear B as to-no) stood there, while other pedestals near doorways at Pylos may indicate guard stands. A narrow channel with depressions at either end, perhaps for pouring libations, was cut in the floor at Pylos near the pedestal for a throne. The Mycenaean palaces were also decorated with elaborate fresco programs, which included processions, heraldic animals, and agonistic scenes.
TOMBS
Although the round or tholos tomb seems to evolve independently from humble beginnings in the western Peloponnese, the Late Helladic II period marks the appearance of monumental beehive or tholos tombs of ashlar construction. Stone architecture frequently symbolizes permanence, and Mycenaean tholoi may have been modeled on MH tumuli based on the superimposition of one of the earliest Mycenaean tholoi at Voïdokoilia (Messenia) on an MH tumulus. The earliest tholoi, built as free-standing monuments, were subject to roof collapse. Building them into the hillside in order to support the vaulted dome solved this problem. They dominated the landscape as unprecedented territorial and genealogical markers of wealth and power (cf. Wright 1987). The most famous and elaborately constructed tholos tomb is the so-called Treasury of Atreus at Mycenae.
The Treasury of Atreus consists of a great chamber (14.5 m. in diameter) built into a cutting in the hillside and entered by a long corridor (dromos). The corbeled dome of ashlar blocks is built of circular courses progressively extending inward and upward to a central, round capstone. Traces of nails in the interior are regarded as the remnants of bronze ornament (rosettes?). Although robbed in antiquity, burials would have been placed in a side chamber. The building originally had a sculpted façade that included two engaged columns of greenish marble, finely carved with chevrons and spirals, and above the door a façade of alternating red and white bands of running spirals and lozenges between two smaller engaged columns. Behind the carved façade is the relieving triangle over the massive lintel, its great size symbolizing the power to harness resources (Frizell 1997–1998).
More characteristic in the Mycenaean world is the use of chamber tombs carved into rock.
FORTIFICATIONS
The drive to fortify places such as Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, Athens, Thebes, and Gla occurred in stages rather than suddenly (Iakovidis 1983; Loader 1998; Scoufopoulos 1971). The beginnings of Mycenaean fortifications can be traced to earlier MH and LH defensive structures in Messenia and Laconia (Wright 1978, 162). The earliest LH III fortifications were modest, lacking the elaborate features of the Tiryns gate or the unique monumental sculpture of the rampant antithetic lions of the famous Lion Gate and Great Ramp leading up the citadel at Mycenae. The fortification walls tended to follow the contour of the acropolis and were built in sections, as is especially evident in the west at Tiryns, where there are distinct offsets reminiscent of the west façades of the Minoan palaces. Sections ranged to 8 m. in thickness and reach a maximum preserved height of 13 m. Saw-cut and hammer-dressed conglomerate blocks were used for highly visible sections of the entrance systems, while the bulk of the wall was constructed of unworked limestone boulders. Although recent interpretations (Maran 2006) argue that Mycenaean fortification walls were more about display, they certainly were also intended to help the city function as a place of refuge during times of stress.
The initial fortifications begun in the 14th century in LH IIIA1 at Tiryns—and twenty-five years later at Mycenae—surrounded only a limited portion of each site, primarily encircling the megaron with simple entry systems: an H-shaped propylon at Tiryns and an overlapping break reconstructed at Mycenae. By their third phase, some eighty years later, around 1250 BC, both citadels had doubled in size, encompassing a much larger area. At Tiryns, the famous corbel vaulted galleries were added on the south and the east, and a complex series of ascending ramps and gateways was also added on the east. It was at this time at Mycenae that the famous Lion Gate with projecting bastion was constructed, and the west wall was extended to enclose Grave Circle A and the nearby Cult Center.
At both sites, the entry systems would have served to spread out and diminish the effectiveness of an attacking force. In the west wall at Tiryns, a sally port that progressively narrowed inward would have served a similar purpose. At this time, the monumental Great Ramp leading up the Acropolis at Mycenae was constructed over the broken slabs of Grave Circle A and an earlier ramp of hard-packed earth and pebbles. A new Postern Gate was added on the north, and a tower was built on the southeast a short time later. Although undecorated, the design of the Postern Gate incorporates the same features of the Lion Gate on a smaller scale, a slab of stone placed in the relieving triangle of the corbeled arch over the lintel of the doorway.
Final changes enacted around 1200 BC saw the addition of sally ports, while a further extension of the fortifications at Mycenae on the northeast enclosed an underground cistern, reached by a zigzag underground staircase leading to a rectangular shaft fed by an aqueduct from a nearby spring. It was coated with plaster, allowing the water to rise into the lower passage. At Tiryns, tunnels leading out of the citadel also gave access to the water supply.
OTHER LARGE BUILDING PROJECTS
Other large-scale building projects undertaken by the Mycenaeans included roads, dams combining earthen embankments with Cyclopean walls, and drainage projects achieved by using the natural terrain combined with dykes utilizing Cyclopean masonry to create canals that channeled the seasonal lake at Kopais in Boeotia into sinkholes (katabothroi).
RELIGIOUS ARCHITECTURE
The LC I Temple at Kea represents a regional development as indicated by its unusual plan, spectacular hoard of wheel-made, terra-cotta statuettes of females, and long history of importance to Aegean and later Greek religion. Its use continued into the Iron Age, and by at least the sixth century BC it had become a shrine of Dionysos. Preserved remains form a long, narrow, trapezoidal structure built of drywall masonry in which the northwestern wall angles inward toward the south. The entrance was probably located at the eroded southeastern end. A rectangular hall with several stone installations takes up the full southeastern end and opens onto a rectangular hall at the northwestern end, which is divided into two small, rectangular rooms on the northeast side. A small court at the west end is connected to processional walkways along the north and south sides of the temple.
Other Aegean shrines, as typified at Phylakopi and at the Cult Center at Mycenae, were usually double shrines, possibly influenced by and influencing Near Eastern cult buildings (contrast Gilmour 1993; Negbi 1988). A possible Canaanite prototype can be found at Tell Mevorakh, and there may have been Philistine successors as at Tell Qasile and Tell Miqne-Ekron (cf. Mazar 2000). Mycenaean shrines are characterized by rectangular halls with rear chambers, small benches and/or platforms for the display of cult offerings, and a small rear chamber serving as a holy of holies or storage area for ritual paraphernalia. They also had column supports. A spherical stone baetyl was located in the court between the two shrines at Phylakopi, while the Cult Center at Mycenae included a bathtub and fresco paintings.
POSTPALATIAL DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE
Following the destruction of the Mycenaean citadels in the LH IIIC or Early Iron Age, rectilinear halls and various types of hearths characterized houses. At Tiryns, a new east wall was built in the palace, which may have been reused, although its status as a palace is uncertain. The construction of chamber tombs was replaced by the use of cist graves and cremation burials in jars, while the construction of small tholos tombs persisted in Crete.
CONCLUSION
The houses and palaces of mainland Greece were characterized by their organization around the rectilinear megaron hall. The palaces served as redistributive centers and regulated access to prestige goods and imported commodities such as bronze, ivory, and gold. These activities would have made it possible for craftsmen to obtain needed staples in exchange for their wares. Although the Mycenaeans augmented their traditional megaron and tholos plans with other types of buildings that may have been adapted from abroad, it is possible to speculate that some of their construction techniques were developed through the presence of Minoan builders who found their way to the mainland as part of elite gift exchanges and/or as refugees seeking new patronage after the fall of the Minoan palaces (Hitchcock 2008). The sheer monumentality of Mycenaean fortifications, tombs, and public works symbolized the power of the ruling elite. As in Crete, access became more restricted in the Mycenaean palaces toward the end of their histories.
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FIGURINES
IOULIA TZONOU-HERBST
A recent thought concerning Aegean prehistoric figurines was penned by Colin Renfrew in one of his latest books:
We do not know, and we shall probably never know, quite why they were made. They may not have been created simply and solely to be “good to look at.” They may also have had ritual functions, or served as toys, or as educational aids. But it is difficult not to imagine that at least one of the intentions of the maker of each was that the work should be well made and indeed be “good to look at.” (Renfrew 2003, 77)
The trajectory of Renfrew’s scholarship parallels the trends in the study of Aegean Bronze Age figurines. In 1969 he produced the typological sequence of Early Cycladic (EC) figurines; at Phylakopi in 1985 he established the criteria for the identification of Bronze Age Aegean sanctuaries in the archaeological record, in which figurines play a central role; and in 2003 he doubted whether we will ever know their meanings. After the establishment of typologies and chronologies, scholars have searched for interpretations based on certain criteria, and then they questioned whether the archaeological record preserves any clues to help uncover the meaning figurines had for their makers and owners. Before discussing the intricate problem of meaning, I describe the archaeological evidence, the various types of figurines—Helladic, Minoan, and Cycladic—and their excavated contexts. I also consider methodologies of interpretation from different points of view: religion, identity, and archaeological context.
PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS
Figurines are small-scale representations of humans, animals, and objects that were regularly produced throughout the Bronze Age in the Aegean, continuing an extant tradition from the Neolithic period (figure 16.1). While Cycladic and Minoan products develop continuously, the mainland tradition of female figurines with exaggerated body features dies out in the Early Bronze Age (figures 16.1.1, 16.1.6, 16.2.1).
Materials differ from period to period and between regions. While clay seems to have been the most common material used, stone (particularly marble) is also prevalent; moreover, metal, bone, ivory, faience, sea pebble, and shell examples also exist.
Size distinguishes figurines from figures, which approach the size of small statues (figure 16.2). Thus, Mycenaean figurines range between 0.05 and 0.20 m. in height, while figures reach 0.35 m. (type A) to 0.69 m. (type B) (figure 20.1). Minoan figurines are small, 0.10–0.15 m. at Petsophas, while the faience snake figures are up to 0.35 m. tall; the figures with upraised hands range from 0.22 to 0.85 m., and the figures from the temple at Ayia Irini in Kea measure between 0.70 and 1.35 m. EC examples measure from 0.05 to 1.5 m. Apart from size, the technique of manufacture of the terracottas also differs. Figurines are handmade; figures wheel made.
The quantity of figurines present in the archaeological record is indicative of their use. Fewer than 2,000 EC figurines are known, produced over some 600–700 years in the third millennium BC. In contrast, at least 4,500 have been uncovered at a single site, Mycenae, dating between 1400–1100 BC. Figures are much rarer. Seventeen Mycenaean figures exist to date, along with 43 Minoan from the Postpalatial period.
The archaeological contexts in which figurines have been excavated encompass architectural settings and object assemblages that relate them to various spheres of human activity. Throughout the Bronze Age, people buried figurines with their dead. They also used them in other ritual activities that are more difficult for us to reconstruct, but they had them in their houses as well. They recycled them and eventually threw them away when they no longer had any use for them. On the other hand, figures appear only in settings related to ritual.
EARLY BRONZE AGE
In the EBA, anthropomorphic marble figurines were produced in the Cyclades. Traces of paint indicate that bright colors originally highlighted the details of face and body (Hendrix 2003). Schematic representations early in the EC period are replaced later in the period by more anatomically detailed examples, the canonical or Folded-Arm Figurines (FAF). The schematics include the violin, notch-waisted, and pebble types, among others, which are self-explanatory of the shape. The FAF stand on tiptoe with the head tilted back and the arms folded over the stomach. Seated and double figurines, musicians, and warriors also exist (Renfrew 1969, 28, figure 4; 1991, 90–91; Peggy Sotirakopoulou 2005, 50–51) (figures 6.2, 16.1.1–4, 16.2.2).
Figure 16.1. Chronological development and spatial distribution of Aegean Bronze Age figurines (not to scale): (1) EC I white marble figurine, Violin type; (2) EC II white marble figurine, Late Spedos variety; (3) EC II white marble figurine, Chalandriani variety; (4) EC II white marble harpist, from Keros? (National Archaeological Museum); (5) “Goddess of Myrtos,” EM terracotta female figurine from Myrtos, Fournou Korifi; (6) EM schematic figurine, Troy I type from Lebena; (7) EM female figurine, Trapeza type from Trapeza; (8) EM female figurine, Koumasa variety; (9) EH terracotta animal figurine from Corinth; (10) MM I–II terracotta female figurine from the peak sanctuary of Petsophas, near Palaikastro; (11) MM I–II terracotta male figurine from the peak sanctuary of Petsophas, near Palaikastro; (12) MM I–II terracotta deer figurine from a communal tomb at Porti, Mesara Plain; (13) LC terracotta male figurine from the sanctuary at Phylakopi, Melos; (14) LM IIIA terracotta female figurine from Mavrospilio; (15) LM III A–B terracotta female figurine from a grave at Khania; (16) LM II–IIIA1 terracotta female figurine with smaller male figurine in her arms, from Mavrospilio; (17) LM IIIA terracotta female dancer figurine from Palaikastro; (18) Mycenaean (LH IIIB) terracotta female figurine, Phi type, from Zeli, Lamia; (19) Mycenaean (LH IIIB) terracotta female figurine, Tau type, from chamber tomb XXXVI, Prosymna, Argolid; (20) Mycenaean (LH IIIB) terracotta female figurine, Psi type, from chamber tomb XXXIII, Zygouries, Corinthia; (21) Mycenaean (LH IIIA–B) terracotta animal figurine from chamber tomb XXII, Prosymna, Argolid (all drawings by J. A. Herbst).
Figure 16.2. Figurines and figures. (1) Late Neolithic white marble schematic figurine from Paros; (2) EC II white marble female figurine, Late Spedos variety, Fine Arts Museums of San Francisco, from “Keros Hoard”; (3) EM white marble female figurine, Koumasa variety, from Teke, Crete; (4) EH terracotta animal figurine from Corinth; (5) bronze male figurine, “Minoan salute” type, British Museum; (6) Neopalatial male statuette made out of serpentine, rock crystal, wood, gold, and ivory, from Palaikastro; (7) neopalatial faience “snake goddess” from Temple Repositories, Knossos; (8) LM IIIA terracotta female figurine from Myrsini, Ayios Nikolaos; (9) LM II–IIIA1 terracotta female figurine with smaller male figurine in her arms, from Mavrospilio; (10) LM IIIA terracotta female figurine from Mavrospilio; (11) Mycenaean (LH IIIB) terracotta female figurine, Tau type, from chamber tomb XXXVI, Prosymna, Argolid; (12) Mycenaean (LH IIIA1) terracotta female figurine of kourotrophos from cist tomb 12, Deiras, Argos; (13) Mycenaean (LH IIIB) terracotta female figurine, Phi type, from Zeli, Lamia; (14) Mycenaean (LH IIIB) terracotta female figurine, Psi type, from chamber tomb XXXIII, Zygouries, Corinthia; (15) Mycenaean (LH IIIA–B) terracotta animal figurine from chamber tomb XXII, Prosymna, Argolid; (16) Mycenaean (LH IIIA–B) terracotta chariot figurine from chamber tomb XXII, Prosymna, Argolid; (17) Mycenaean (LH IIIA2) terracotta female figure, type A, from Room 19, Temple, Cult Center, Mycenae; (18) Mycenaean (LH IIIC) terracotta female figure, type A, Lower Citadel, Tiryns; (19) LM IIIB–C terracotta female figure, “Goddess with Upraised Arms,” from shrine at Gazi (arranged by J. A. Herbst).
Scholars are divided as to whether EC figurines were made exclusively as funerary goods or intended for consumption in other settings as well (Davis 1984; Renfrew 1984; Panayiota Sotirakopoulou 1998, 153–158). They have been excavated mainly in cemeteries and occasionally in settlements such as Phylakopi on Melos, Ayia Irini on Kea, and Akrotiri in Thera. Excavations are under way at the enigmatic site at Kavos Daskaleio on Keros and will provide answers regarding the site from which numerous figurines were recovered in the 1950s and 1960s, the “Keros Hoard.” Was it a sanctuary, settlement and cemetery, or a ritual deposit (Renfrew 2006; Peggy Sotirakopoulou 2008)? In tombs, one or many figurines (up to fourteen) accompany a single burial. Both male and female figurines are interred with many valuable grave goods or none at all. They are not equally common in all islands (Gill and Chippindale 1993, 609). For example, Tsountas (1899, 78–79, 100) excavated six figurines in 540 graves at Chalandriani in Syros.
Archaeological contexts of figurines indicate different customs on the mainland. Early Helladic (EH) terracotta representations of cattle and goats were predominantly excavated not in cemeteries or shrines but in settlements, as at Lithares in Boeotia, and at Tsoungiza and Corinth in the Peloponnese (figures 16.1.9, 16.2.4). The representations paint a picture of everyday life. The people at Lithares made figurines of bulls, an animal they loved to eat (Tzavella-Evjen 1985, 20). In Corinth, the figurines with slits in their bellies may represent slaughtered and gutted animals, if the slits were not simply part of the manufacturing processes (Phelps 1987; Pullen 1992, 50). The yoked oxen from Tsoungiza show that people used animal traction and the plow in cultivating their fields in EH times (Pullen 1992).
Early Minoan or Prepalatial anthropomorphic and zoomorphic clay figurines were used in Crete in domestic contexts, as at Myrtos and Vasiliki; in cemeteries, as at Koumasa; and in caves, as at Trapeza. The so-called Goddess of Myrtos, a figurine holding a jug, was used in a room with a bench and storage, along with pouring and cooking pots (Warren 1972) (figure 16.1.5). Another figurine from the same settlement was reused in road packing. In addition to terracotta figurines, ones made in stone and ivory were placed as grave goods in tholos and, more rarely, in house tombs. In contrast to the Minoan taste for ivory, bone and ivory figurines are rare on the mainland (Andrikou 1998). Figurines of Troadic and Cycladic inspiration produced in Crete show that people and ideas traveled between these areas of the Aegean in the EBA (Branigan 1971) (figures 16.1.6, 16.1.8, 16.2.3).
MIDDLE BRONZE AGE
Figurine production diminishes in the Cyclades and the mainland in the Middle Bronze Age, whereas it flourishes in Crete. In the Protopalatial (MM I–II) period, thousands of terracottas were dedicated at peak sanctuaries located on mountaintops. Finds include human and animal figurines and votive limbs. Mount Jouktas, for example, produced far more male than female figurines. Among other votives were human heads, hands, and torsos; sheep/goats, pigs, birds, snakes, and bucrania; clay balls, floral branches, women in childbirth, and phalloi.
Similar finds were made at Petsophas above Palaikastro within the enclosure wall of the sanctuary and in the rocks and crevices outside the confines of it. Male and female are differentiated by their gestures: The males fold their hands on the chest, the females extend their arms upward or outward (figures 16.1.10, 16.1.11).
At the small rural sanctuary at Atsipades, hundreds of clay phalloi were found. Rethemiotakis (1998, 51) believes the votives were dedicated by farmers and shepherds asking the god to intervene and protect plants and animals. Watrous (1995, 402) interprets them as part of a cult concerned with male and female maturation. While figurines were repeatedly deposited in the peak sanctuaries, few have been excavated in domestic contexts—at Malia, Tylissos, Vasiliki, at the farm house at Khamaizi—and they are rare among tomb offerings (figure 16.1.12).
LATE BRONZE AGE
At the end of the Protopalatial and beginning of the Neopalatial (MM III–LM IB) period, the production of terracottas diminishes markedly. Bronze and ivory are favored, while clay figurines imitate examples in those materials. Well more than one hundred bronze Neopalatial human figurines have been excavated in peak sanctuaries, caves, palaces, and villas. They are distinguished by at least eight different gestures: ‘the Minoan salute,’ or one hand on the forehead; both arms bent toward the face, placed on the hips, or folded or crossed on the chest; one on the chest and the other at the side (Hitchcock 1997) (figure 16.2.5).
The production and distribution of bronze was controlled by the palace. The high quality of workmanship, evident in the detailed and possibly individuating features of the figurine from Kato Symi, strengthens the argument that the owners of these bronzes belonged to an elite stratum of Minoan society that had access to the palace. Similarly, the Palaikastro chryselephantine statuette certainly belonged to a higher-status member of society because of the exquisite workmanship of the luxury material (figures 16.2.6, 43.2).
In contrast to the bronze figurines, schematic and naturalistic, male and female terracottas have no canonical poses in the Neopalatial and Postpalatial (LM II to LM IIIC) periods (figures 16.1.14–17, 16.2.8–10). There are fantastic and domestic animals: oxen, bulls, cats, dogs, sheep, agrimia, birds, and beetles. Kourotrophoi and dancers are represented, while a clay model from Kamilari with individuals bringing offerings to larger persons may depict a scene of honoring the dead.
Gesell’s studies (1985, 2004) of the architecture and find combinations have identified as shrines structures containing figurines associated with other cult equipment. Neopalatial shrines in the palaces at Phaistos and Malia, peak sanctuaries at Traostalos and Kophinas, open-air shrines, villa shrines, and Postpalatial town and house shrines all contained these items. Other ritual settings with figurines include graves, such as those at Mavrospilio and Kalou Temenous.
Figurines do not appear solely in ritual settings in Crete. Less well known are domestic contexts such as those at Siva in Mesara and Malia in Neopalatial times, as well as an LM IIIB2–IIIC trash deposit at Khania. Within Rubbish Area North, many pits contained pottery, animal bones, stone tools, bronzes, and a large concentration of females and animal figurines. There is no evidence that this was a religious waste deposit (Hallager 2001). The presence of figurines in ritual, domestic, and trash deposits indicates that they had multiple meanings for the Minoans.
Mycenaean terracottas recovered in comparable assemblages support their multivocality as well. Contrary to the Minoan examples, which are individual in their gestures, Mycenaean or Late Helladic (LH) III figurines were mass produced. Phi, Tau, and Psi female types derive their names from the similarity of their form to the respective Greek letters (figures 16.1.18–20; 16.2.11, 16.2.13–14). Wavy, Linear, Spine, and Ladder animals are named based on designs in red paint (figures 16.1.21, 16.2.15). Other types represent enthroned figures, riders, charioteers, and kourotrophoi (figures 16.2.12, 16.2.16).
At Mycenae, Prosymna, and other sites on the mainland, archaeological assemblages with figurines show how their owners used them (Tzonou-Herbst 2002, 2003, 2009). Funerary settings indicate that they were appropriate grave offerings for the dead and at the same time used by the living in funerary or memorial ceremonies. The patterns of association of figurine types with burial types are complex. Men, women, and children were buried with them and presumably owned them in life. Poor and wealthy tombs contain them, sometimes in abundance, but interment with figurines was not obligatory for all. The regional inconsistency in burial practices suggests that figurines had different meanings for different people. Additionally, the practice of burial with figurines was introduced at different times. In LH IIIA1, the inhabitants of Mycenae used their figurines at home and threw them in the trash more readily than they put them in their tombs. Later, in LH IIIA2, they offered them to the dead. One can thus discern a change in the significance of figurines or in the ideas about death.
Apart from their use as grave goods, figurines were used in ceremonies honoring the dead. Libations and ritual feasting, along with the offering of figurines, may have been performed in front of the stomion of tombs and in front of monumental walls around ancestral tombs such as the Great Poros Wall at Mycenae and the Kyklos at Peristeria. Figurines, kylikes, and stirrup jars are most frequently associated in those settings.
Incorporation of figurines in burials, in ceremonies to the dead outside the tomb, and in sanctuaries at Mycenae (Moore and Taylour 1999), Tiryns (Kilian 1981), and Phylakopi (Renfrew 1985) leads us to conclude that they were used ritually. They are also found, however, in storage and cooking areas in houses and in household trash. Some reused them as stoppers for vessels or as temper in mud bricks. If some considered their terracottas sacred, others reused them as functional objects, and still others discarded them.
The disposal of figurines shows that a functional transformation occurred during their use lives. Their significance was altered, and after a period of use, Mycenaeans threw them out. Alternatively, occurrence in trash may indicate that some Mycenaeans believed in them, whereas others did not. Mycenaeans may not have shared the same religion or beliefs, and a number of scholars support the idea of different religions for different social groups (Hägg 1981; Wright 1994).
Thus, people of all walks of life used figurines in both sacred and profane settings. Find contexts of the figures, on the other hand, indicate that they were not individual possessions but rather belonged to the community as a whole. Specialists must have manufactured them since they were elaborately made on the wheel.
In contrast to the mass of figurines, few figures have been excavated in ritual architectural settings that share the same features as those at Mycenae, Tiryns, and Phylakopi (figure 16.2.17–18). Additionally, only one was in a grave, and none have been uncovered in houses to date. When their initial purpose was fulfilled, figures were respectfully buried.
Similarly, the Neopalatial faience snake figures were buried beneath the Temple Repositories in the palace at Knossos (figure 16.2.7). Their Postpalatial (LM IIIB–LM IIIC) counterparts are likewise discovered in contexts with repetitive architectural and artifactual features. Large terracotta snake and bird figures with upraised hands are usually found on a bench or in a room with a bench, and other ritual equipment such as kalathoi, with or without snake tubes, and plaques in public town shrines at Gournia, Karphi, Kavousi, Gazi, and Prinias (figure 16.2.19). The variety of settings with figurines shows that their meaningfulness was fluid and flexible, while the figures had a constant significance.
INTERPRETATION AND DISCUSSION
The preceding description of contexts and representations of Bronze Age Aegean figurines generates questions about the function of these objects. Their meaning was discussed as soon as they were discovered at the end of the 19th century. Typologies and chronologies were attempted early on as well. However, in the 1960s, work by scholars such as French (1961, 1971) and Renfrew (1969) established types and dates used widely today and continues to provide the foundation on which further research is undertaken.
Theories regarding the function and meaning of the figurines to their makers and users cover a wide range of possibilities from the sacred to the mundane. Religious interpretations dominate much of the scholarship. Figurines do not have an obvious function. Because they are not immediately explicable, they are identified with the divine. According to another line of argument, figurines are religious because they have been found in sanctuaries. Consequently, all should be interpreted as religious even when they are not found in religious contexts. However, the argument turns full circle on itself if sanctuaries are characterized or identified because of the figurines in them.
Schliemann and Evans were the instigators of relating Mycenaean and Minoan figurines to religious beliefs and cult practices. Schliemann (1880, 13) regarded them as symbols of the goddess Hera. Evans believed Minoan figurines were images of the ‘Mother Goddess.’ After a century of research, scholarship still centers on the explanation of the images as goddesses. Dickinson (1994, 169) wrote that “It seems reasonable to suppose that most had some symbolic function in the related spheres of religion, magic and ceremony.” Gesell (2004, 143–144) asked, regarding the figures with upraised arms, “The major unanswered question regarding these images is always: are they in fact images of the goddess, and if so, is she one or many? There is of course no answer to this question that will satisfy all. The figures could represent the same goddess, several different goddesses, priestesses representing goddesses, priestesses representing themselves, or worshipers. How can one tell?”
Because figurines are often considered religious, and because religion is viewed by some as a criterion of ethnic and/or cultural identity, scholars cite figurines as evidence for the presence of specific groups of people when found in areas away from their producing centers. Thus, it is debated whether EC figurines found in Crete show that immigrants from the Cyclades used them (Doumas 1976; Sakellarakis 1977). The presumed relationship of figurines to Mycenaean religion and cult practices makes them an appropriate symbol of Mycenaean identity. They “constitute expression of a religious ideology, which contributes to the reconnaissance of ethnic identity” (Pilali-Papasteriou 1998, 29). Niemeier (1997, 347) and Barber (1999, 315) substantiated the Mycenaean presence at Miletus and Phylakopi, respectively, based on figurines. Boulotis (1997, 267) believed that figurines reveal the identity of their owners, as “carriers of deeply rooted religious beliefs.”
Interpretations deriving from ideas such as religion or identity focus on a priori assumptions. It is taken for granted that the figurines were religious, and thus the question becomes which deity was represented or whether the figurines depicted the deities or the worshippers. The religious meaning becomes universally accepted, and meanings associated with other intangible spheres, such as identity, are proposed.
In addition to interpretations that relate figurines to abstract concepts, more mundane readings have been put forth. One of them is that figurines were toys or educational aids. Blegen (1937) suggested that Mycenaean figurines were toys because they were associated with tomb burials of children at Prosymna. Another theory is that EC figurines may have been educational aids used to instruct about the female body and the customs of the society. Horizontal parallel incised lines at the abdomen are seen as postpartum lines (Renfrew 1969, 18; Getz-Gentle 2001, 10). The red striations painted on the cheeks of a number of them may represent the bloody lines scratched by women as part of mourning (Hoffman 2002).
Meanings derive not only from analysis of the figurines’ inherent features but also from contextual associations of artifact assemblages and architectural settings. Without contexts, interpretation is difficult. The praise of EC figurines as art pieces led to illicit digging and dealings with museums and collectors throughout the world. Lacking archaeological information, research concentrated on features of the figurines themselves to get to information about their producers. Getz-Gentle defined sculptural hands (1987, 2001), but a number of scholars question the usefulness of such attributions since they do not relate to real people and places (Renfrew 1991, 137–41; Cherry 1992; Gill and Chippindale 1993; Davis 2001, 24).
To reconstruct the activities in which owners used their figurines in the past, scholarship in the 1990s focused on the facts of recovery (Conkey and Tringham 1995). Scholars proposed hypotheses based on patterns of deposition, the archaeological contexts of the objects. An example of the application of information from archaeological context in interpretation is given earlier in the chapter in the reading of Mycenaean figures and figurines. The find contexts show that figurines had a varied existence. They were not religious objects for all people at all times. Some considered them religious especially if or when they had been made efficacious through ritual. Others recycled, reused, and threw them in the trash. Figures, on the other hand, were used in specific activities in certain spaces. When their use was deemed to have ended, they were ritually buried and sealed. Mycenaeans would not have considered throwing them away in their trash, as they did with the figurines.
CONCLUSIONS
The variety of types of figurines and contexts in which they have been found in the Aegean throughout the Bronze Age cannot all be explained by religion. Alternative interpretations and functions must be sought. To be able to produce these, we need to record the location and number of found figurines, the other objects they are found with, their depositional histories, how they were made and later broken, the history of their existence, and their use life from the moment they were formed, through the many uses and reuses, to their recycling and eventual discard. We can then infer the lifestyle of figurine owners.
Multiple interpretations of the figurines exist both because their meaning or meaningfulness is fluid and variable and because archaeologists construct those interpretations, which reflect their readings of the sociocultural environment that created the figurines. Archaeologists produce meanings according to their own perceptions and interests. In answer to Renfrew’s worry that we will probably never know why figurines were produced, Hourmouziadis (2007, 58) replies that he is not interested in knowing why figurines were meaningful to their owners; rather, he is excited about hypothesizing the reasons he, the archaeologist, believes they were produced.
Inevitably, archaeological interpretation consists of facts, but it also depends on the imagination and speculation of the archaeologist. The multiple interpretations produced for figurines demonstrate that. Figurines are enigmatic and will continue to puzzle us. They have their own idiosyncratic characteristics since they are creations of landscapes, times, and people that no longer exist. We attempt to revive their worldview, thoughts, and perceptions as they portrayed them in these objects.
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FRESCOES
ANNE P. CHAPIN
PICTORIAL painting in fresco is a defining characteristic of Aegean material culture, yet the art form presents numerous challenges to modern study. Prehistoric frescoes are durable but fragile, and as little as 5–10% of any given composition may survive to the present day. Attempts to restore the original appearance of such fragmentary paintings often result in errors or overly imaginative reconstructions.
Dating frescoes to specific phases of prehistory is also difficult. Prehistoric buildings typically have complex architectural histories marked by frequent remodeling and repair. Fresco fragments are often found in secondary contexts (e.g., dumps, or reused as fill material), and mixed stratigraphy and/or scant documentation of excavations often obscure the dating of surviving frescoes.
In addition, the anonymity of the art form and an incomplete understanding of its stylistic development complicate both individual and collective study. In the absence of written history, however, the pictorial imagery preserved on frescoes provides crucial information about the social practices and beliefs of the prehistoric Minoan, Cycladic, and Mycenaean populations of the Aegean. This brief summary of Aegean wall painting focuses on recent scholarship; detailed discussion of individual frescoes, together with earlier relevant bibliography, can be found in Immerwahr (1990).
THE RISE OF PICTORIAL PAINTING
Painted in true (buon) fresco on wet lime plaster (though there is also evidence for painting on dry surfaces [fresco secco]), Aegean frescoes are technically distinct from Egyptian paintings made directly on limestone or dry gypsum plaster (Jones 2005, 217–22). The origins of Aegean fresco painting can be found on FN and EM Crete, where the floors and walls of important buildings were coated in plaster made of lime mixed with clay and colored monochrome red (sometimes black).
With the construction of the first Minoan palaces on Crete came technical advances in fresco, including the introduction of a high-purity lime plaster and improved pigments. Early frescoes from Phaistos, Knossos, and Kommos demonstrate that MM II artists created abstract designs and imitations of stonework (Blakolmer 1997; Militello 2001, 45–46; Hood 2005, 48–49; Shaw and Shaw 2006, 182, 224–25).
Pictorial painting first appears in MM IIIA at Knossos. Preferred subjects were drawn from nature and include bulls and (reportedly) a human figure in relief, as well as spirals (Knossos palace: Hood 2005, 49, 76–78), various plants and a foliate lily band (Royal Road, Knossos: Cameron 1974, 725–26), and abstract plants (Galatas palace: Rethemiotakis 2002, 57, pl. XVIa). Stylistic comparanda also suggest an MM IIIA date for the Saffron Gatherer Fresco from Knossos (Walberg 1986, 58–62; Hood 2005, 49–50, 62). The motivations for adopting figural painting remain unknown, but Minoan rulers, patrons, and artists were probably influenced by the monumental artistic traditions of Egypt and the Near East. Small-scale pictorial imagery already present in Minoan seal decoration and ceramics, together with foreign models, could have provided the basis for the development of Minoan monumental painting (Immerwahr 1990, 21–37). Middle Cycladic bichrome pictorial vase painting may also have played a role.
NEOPALATIAL PAINTING ON MINOAN CRETE
Knossos remained a center of artistic production throughout the Neopalatial era (MM III–LM I). The palace was heavily frescoed after a late MM IIIB earthquake (Evans’s “Great Restoration”), as were many houses situated near the palace. Structures built across Crete, including those at Amnisos, Archanes, Ayia Triada, Chania, Epano Zakros, Kommos, Palaikastro, Pseira, and Tylissos, received fresco decoration. Interestingly, the other palatial centers of Phaistos, Malia, Kato Zakros, and Galatas received comparatively little pictorial painting.
Minoan frescoes were distributed across wall surfaces in three decorative zones: an upper level above windows and doorways for border designs (bands, spirals, etc.) and pictorial friezes, the main wall surface for large compositions, and a dado at floor level, often painted with imitations of stonework (Evely 1999, 68–69, 133–35). Pictorial subjects range in scale from miniature (figure height: 6–10 cms.) to life sized. Ceiling and floor frescoes are also known, but the suggestion that the Dolphin Fresco from Knossos was a floor fresco cannot be confirmed (Hirsch 1977; Hood 1978, 71, 76–77; Koehl 1986b).
Most frescoes were painted on flat surfaces, but relief frescoes were sculptural in conception. Figures modeled in plaster relief receive careful attention to anatomical detail. The Aegean palette featured blues from Egyptian blue (synthesized from copper compounds), glaucophane, and riebeckite; reds, browns, oranges, and yellows from haematite, iron oxides, and ochres; white from lime; and black from charcoal/carbon (Jones 2005). Greens, pinks, and grays were achieved by mixing pigments, but chiaroscuro (shading in light and dark) was virtually unknown.
Frescoes from Knossos
Ongoing efforts to clarify the architectural history of Knossos offer hope for achieving a better understanding of the palace’s pictorial program in its Neopalatial phase (excluding compositions from its final phase of Mycenaean occupation). A principal assumption is that the program served the prevailing ideology of the ruling elite, even though the rulers’ identities remain unknown. Additionally, certain frescoes appear to have served as “signposts” marking important spaces and indicating how they were used (e.g., painting corridors and stairways with procession frescoes).
At Knossos, north and west palace entrances displayed bull/taureador frescoes. Stucco reliefs of athletes (perhaps boxers or taureadors) from the restored East Hall underscore a palatial interest in athletes and athletic competition. Large-scale relief fragments of female breasts and leashed griffins allude to imagery better preserved at Xeste 3 in Akrotiri, Thera (discussed later). Women are prominent in an early Procession Fresco, in the “Ladies in Blue” and the “Lady in Red” Frescoes, and in two miniature frescoes, the Grandstand Fresco and the Sacred Grove and Dance Fresco. These miniature compositions depict elite women, large crowds, and palatial settings. Together they emphasize Minoan social relations and the likely priorities of the Neopalatial rulers (i.e., elite display, public performance, and communal identity).
These Knossos frescoes illustrate the Aegean color convention borrowed from Egyptian art in which male figures have red skin tones and women are painted white. The famous Priest-King Fresco from Knossos, however, preserves ambiguous “rosy” skin surfaces that are neither red nor white (figure 17.1). This has prompted the suggestion that the figure represents a female athlete, perhaps a bull leaper (Cameron 1974, 122), even though the figure’s powerful upper body and lack of breast development appear male. Suggestions that the fragments that constitute the Priest-King Fresco actually represent a boxer (Coulomb 1979) or a deity (Niemeier 1987) facing right are now disproved (M. Shaw 2004).
Landscapes
Minoan landscapes rank among the first in the world to portray plants and animals in their natural environments without human presence. Vibrant rocky terrain, lively flora and fauna, and unusual spatial conventions characterize the best-preserved landscapes, including the Monkeys and Birds Fresco from the House of the Frescoes, the Partridge and Hoopoe Fresco from the Caravanserai, and the Floral Fresco from the Unexplored Mansion, all at Knossos (Chapin 1997; M. Shaw 2005). Landscape frescoes often extend across the walls of a room, ignoring corners and surrounding the viewer with idealized depictions of plants and animals. Some species can be identified, but artistic hybrids create new motifs, and flowers of all seasons bloom profusely and simultaneously, contrary to nature. The popularity of landscape as room decoration in elite estates suggests their importance in social display, while their latent religious symbolism implies that landscape painting visualized essential Minoan religious beliefs (Chapin 2004).
Figure 17.1. The Priest-King Fresco from Knossos, Crete. Neopalatial, LM I (photograph courtesy of the author).
Female Figures
Large-scale frescoes of female figures (many in relief) decorated numerous, well-appointed buildings in Minoan towns across Crete (e.g., Archanes, Chania, Katsamba, Palaikastro, Pseira). The best preserved come from the villa at Ayia Triada, where two women are painted in a lush landscape. One kneels over sacred baetyls, and the other stands beside a stepped structure similar to platforms used as seats for presumably divine female figures in other media. The Ayia Triada fresco may therefore depict a goddess (or a goddess impersonator) and her votary (Militello 1998, 250–82). Without inscriptions, distinctive costumes, or identifying attributes, however, it remains difficult to differentiate divine personages from those with priestly status in Minoan art. This ambiguous iconography permeates other frescoes with large-scale female figures and may intentionally blur the boundaries between mortal and divine.
CYCLADIC PAINTING IN THE NEOPALATIAL PERIOD: AKROTIRI, THERA
Minoan culture influenced prehistoric sites throughout the Aegean, and the Cycladic town of Akrotiri on Thera, the island closest to Crete, preserves the strength of this influence. The LC I eruption of the Santorini volcano buried the town and protected its many frescoes to a degree not found elsewhere in the Aegean.
Xeste 3
Images of women dominate the extensive fresco program of Xeste 3, a large villalike structure built with polythyra and a lust ral basin (Doumas 1992, 127–31, pls. 93–137; Vlachopoulos 2008). The programmatic focus is a fresco of a seated goddess attended by a leashed griffin. Associated frescoes depict pubertal girls collecting an offering of saffron (an initiation rite?) and young women of marriageable age together with a painted shrine (Marinatos 1984, 61–84; Davis 1986; Rehak 1999; Chapin 2002). Associated nature frescoes identify the goddess as a potnia theron, a mistress of animals. A procession of mature women imparts a multigenerational aspect to communal participation. A secondary programmatic focus on boys and men emerges in space 3b, painted with three youths and an adult male, and in newly restored scenes of bull catching and goat leaping painted at the building’s entrance. Large, complex spiral compositions decorated the uppermost level of Xeste 3. Crocuses were painted with organic purple pigment from murex mollusks (Chrysikopoulou 2005).
The West House
A fresco program linked by maritime themes and the predominance of men decorated Rooms 4 and 5 of the West House (Doumas 1992, 45–49, pls. 14–64). A miniature frieze depicted coastal towns, a ship procession, a sea raid, a Nilotic landscape, and other scenes (Televantou 1990, 1994). The fresco’s imagery compares closely to the themes, formulae, and episodes of Homeric epic and may be inspired by a lost poetic source (Morris 1989; Hiller 1990; Watrous 2007). Alternatively, the ship procession could celebrate a seasonal nautical festival (Morgan 1988). The West House also preserves frescoes of adolescent boys holding lines of fish, a youthful “Priestess,” ikria (sea captain’s cabins), and cut lilies.
Other Frescoes
Every house thus far excavated at Akrotiri has produced pictorial frescoes, demonstrating that the art form was not restricted to elite structures. The Spring Fresco from Building Delta is famous for its brightly colored landscape with swaying lilies and darting swallows painted calligraphically in foreshortened views (Doumas 1992, pls. 66–76). The House of the Ladies preserves frescoes of sea daffodils and women engaged in a costuming ceremony (Marinatos 1984, 97–105; Peterson Murray 2004). Xeste 4 has a male procession fresco in a staircase (Doumas 1992, pls. 138–41) and a frieze of boar’s tusk helmets, an emblem of prestige often associated with Mycenaean culture (Akrivaki 2003). Athletic training figures prominently in the Boxing Boys and Antelopes Fresco from Building Beta (Doumas 1992, pls. 79–84). From the Porter’s Lodge, a female figure with a yellow face (Vlachopoulos 2007, 135, pl. 15.16) preserves a clear departure from the usual red-and-white color convention used by Aegean artists but recalls numerous depictions of Egyptian women in New Kingdom painting. Studies of painting technique reveal that the flowing lines of some figural and spiral frescoes were painted with the aid of mechanical devices (Birtacha and Zacharioudakis 2000; Papaodysseus et al. 2006a, 2006b).
Images of Children
More images of children and adolescents have been found at Akrotiri than any other Aegean site. Many seem engaged in ritual activities, perhaps of initiation. Attempts to sort them into age grades, primarily by analyzing hairstyles, have failed to produce consensus (e.g., E. Davis 1986; Koehl 1986a), but recent studies of figural proportion show that Theran artists followed a grid system based on the Egyptian canon and adjusted it for individual figures (Guralnik 2000). This flexibility allowed artists to portray the changing figural proportions of youthful growth and development, so that the Akrotiri frescoes figure among the world’s earliest naturalistic images of children (Chapin 2007).
NEOPALATIAL FRESCOES FROM OTHER ISLANDS
Contemporary frescoes from Melos, Keos, and Rhodes are also closely related to Neopalatial Minoan painting. From Phylakopi on Melos come frescoes of female figures, a monkey, lilies, and flying fish (Morgan 1990). House A from Ayia Irini on Keos yielded griffin fragments and a frieze of blue doves (E. Davis 2007); Area M produced a miniature frieze similar to that of the West House of Akrotiri (Morgan 1998). Evidence for a Cycladic school of painting includes shared thematic interests, a stylistic preference for thin washes of paint, and figures painted on white plaster grounds (Davis 1990; Morgan 1990). Yet recent identification of distinctive splash-pattern frescoes at Knossos and Petras (Crete), Ayia Irini (Keos), and Trianda (Rhodes) offer intriguing evidence for traveling artists (Davis 2007; see also Boulotis 2000). It may be premature to identify regional schools of painting in an anonymous art form with mobile workshops.
AEGEAN ARTISTS ABROAD
Aegean-style frescoes (painted on wet plaster) have been identified at a growing number of Near Eastern and Egyptian sites. The palace of Yarim-Lim at Alalakh (Level VII) has produced fragments of painted dados, reeds, a bull’s horn, and a griffin fresco of Aegean type (Niemeier and Niemeier 2000). A painted plaster floor and a miniature fresco resembling that of the West House at Akrotiri, Thera, was found at the Canaanite palace at Tell Kabri (Niemeier and Niemeier 2002), and fresco fragments preserving Aegean-style motifs, including spirals, rockwork, palm trees, and watery scenes with crabs and turtles, were discovered at the Royal Palace at Qatna in Syria (Pfälzner 2008).
From Tell el-Dabca (ancient Avaris), Egypt, come frescoes dating to the early 18th Dynasty that were painted with Aegean motifs, including acrobats, Aegean-style griffins, and rocky landscapes (Bietak and Marinatos 1995). An intriguing Bull and Maze Fresco depicts Minoan-style bull leaping in a setting of undulating bands, a maze pattern, and a half-rosette frieze (Bietak, Marinatos, and Palyvou 2007). The partially shaved scalp of one leaper recalls Theran hairstyles, and his yellowish skin color is notable. Technical and stylistic features demonstrate the Aegean character of the Tell el-Dabca paintings, but whether they were painted by artists of Minoan nationality, as has been suggested, remains difficult to prove.
FRESCOES FROM MYCENAEAN CRETE, LM II–IIIA
Mycenaean Greeks ruled Crete after the LM IB collapse of Neopalatial Minoan society, but the Knossos palace remained an important center of power with a significant fresco program. The Procession Fresco, the Taureador Fresco, the griffins (wingless, as at Pylos) of the Throne Room, and several bull frescoes all reproduce earlier Minoan themes. Martial subjects associated with Mycenaean culture appear in the Shield and Palanquin-Charioteer Frescoes. The Camp Stool Fresco features pairs of men raising Mycenaean kylikes and Minoan chalices in a possible drinking ceremony. The appearance of registers, monochromatic grounds, and repeated pictorial motifs may reflect renewed artistic influence from Egypt, while human figures become simpler and more schematic, often outlined in black. These stylistic features are also found in the LM IIIA frescoes and painted sarcophagus of Ayia Triada (Militello 1998, 132–48, 154–67, 283–320) and develop further in later Mycenaean painting. The growing figural abstraction also undermines the legibility of the Aegean color convention. The Taureador Fresco, subject of much recent investigation (e.g., Damiani-Indelicato 1988; Marinatos 1993, 219–20; Morgan 2000, 939–40), preserves such schematic figural proportions that sex, gender, and age-grade distinctions become difficult to read (Alberti 2002, 109–15; Chapin 2007, 231–32).
MYCENAEAN FRESCOES FROM THE GREEK MAINLAND
Evidence for early Mycenaean fresco painting remains scarce. Tiryns yielded MH monochrome plasters painted in various colors and fresco fragments (unpublished) from LH II contexts (Müller 1930, 178; Kilian 1987, 213). Fragments painted with plant motifs were found at Mycenae under the East Lobby floor in LH IIA contexts and demonstrate that at least one Mycenaean building contemporary with Neopalatial Crete was decorated with pictorial frescoes (Wace 1923, 155–59, pl. 25b. 1–2). Fragments from Mycenae or Tiryns (now lost) also demonstrate knowledge of the relief technique (Immerwahr 1990, 194; see also Blakolmer 2000, 401).
Fresco painting became more widespread in LH IIIA, though frescoes of this period are seldom found in sealed, stratified deposits and are often difficult to date. Based on stratigraphical and stylistic criteria, the Theban female Procession Fresco is likely the earliest rendition of this favorite Mycenaean theme, with other processions known from Mycenae, Tiryns, and Pylos. These compositions seem to represent a continuation of Neopalatial subject, costuming, and ritual action, though figures are rendered more schematically. Bull leaping is represented by a fragment from Pylos and a fresco from the Ramp House Deposit at Mycenae (M. Shaw 1996). Whether Mycenaeans engaged in bull leaping remains uncertain (many scholars are doubtful), but taureador imagery virtually disappears from Mycenaean iconography after the final destruction of Knossos in LM IIIA or early IIIB.
Most of the surviving Mycenaean frescoes date from LH IIIB, when wall paintings decorated palaces, houses, and many other types of buildings. Technical evidence suggests that artists of the Mycenaean era continued earlier painting practices. As before, walls were organized into decorative zones for dados, pictorial scenes, and decorative friezes. At Pylos, decorative and figurative friezes are sometimes stacked in registers, one atop the next, in Egyptian fashion (e.g., the frescoes of Hall 64). Some compositions are so repetitive that they resemble modern wallpaper. Rare pigments include lapis lazuli (Gla, the Ayia Triada sarcophagus), the organic dye indigo (Thebes), and malachite (Shield Fresco, Tiryns) (Brysbaert and Vandenabeele 2004; Jones 2005, 216; Brysbaert 2006). Relief fresco disappears, but the Mycenaeans adopted their own “miniature” painting style with figures larger than those of Neopalatial miniature frescoes and even painted some frescoes in sepia, without color. Floor frescoes painted with grid patterns are known from the megarons of Mycenae, Tiryns, and Pylos (Hirsch 1977).
The pictorial programs of Mycenaean palaces are best preserved at Pylos, where the ritual focus of the main megaron frescoes is balanced by battle scenes in Hall 64. From Linear B evidence, it has been suggested that these chambers functioned as seats of authority for the wanax (king) and the lawagetas (“leader of the people,” perhaps a military leader) (Killen 1994; Davis and Bennet 1999, 116). Recent investigations confirm a lack of evidence for the antithetical arrangement of lions and griffins about the Pylos throne, as suggested by Piet de Jong’s widely reproduced drawing (McCallum 1987; Shank 2007), though lions and griffins are abundant in Hall 46.
Frescoes from the palace at Mycenae preserve martial themes with horses, chariots, and warriors. A fragmentary scene depicting a Mycenaean warrior falling before an Aegean city found in the megaron suggests epic inspiration, while the Boar Hunt Fresco from Tiryns depicts a favorite sport of the Mycenaean elite (figure 17.2). Women driving chariots, huntsmen leading hounds, and spearmen closing in for the kill all seem to proclaim the ability of the Mycenaean ruling class to protect the land and its people from the forces of chaos represented by the highly destructive and dangerous wild boar. Stylistically this fresco represents a Mycenaean interest in stylized abstraction at the expense of naturalism. The celebration of nature that characterized Neopalatial Minoan painting is gone. The discovery of a nearly identical boar hunt fresco from Orchomenos further suggests traveling workshops or the use of pattern books.
Religious imagery is preserved most frequently at Mycenae. In addition to the lovely “Mykenaia,” for whom a divine identity has been suggested but not confirmed, there is the important and unique fresco composition from Room 31 (the Room of the Frescoes) that depicts three female figures and an altar painted with horns of consecration. Position and scale identify the two larger female figures as divinities, and each one is distinguished by costume and attribute (sword and staff). However, they lack identifying inscriptions and thus remain anonymous. Between them, two small and crudely painted figures with outstretched arms may represent souls or votaries. The third female figure raises sheaths of grain before the altar in an offertory gesture. Her mantled costume, plumed hat, and seal stone are distinctive, and she is smaller in scale than the presumed divinities. Beside her a guardian animal is preserved only by its yellow paws and tail—perhaps a griffin but more likely a lion. Both divine and priestly identities have been proposed for this female figure, but a consensus has yet to emerge (Marinatos 1988; Rehak 1992; Morgan 2005b). Another puzzling fresco fragment from Mycenae depicts a helmeted woman carrying a small griffin, perhaps a goddess or a priestess carrying a model.
Figure 17.2. Boar Hunt Fresco from Tiryns. Mycenaean, LH IIIB (drawing by author after Rodenwaldt 1912, figure 55, pl. XIII).
Frescoes decorated many other Mycenaean buildings, including local seats of authority at Argos, Nichoria, and Sparta (the Menelaion), houses/workshops located outside the citadel at Mycenae, a potter’s workshop at Zygouries, and storerooms, kitchens, and workshops at Gla (references in Blakolmer 2000, 401, 403). The Dolphin Fresco from Gla recalls the earlier Dolphin Fresco from Knossos and demonstrates an unexpected persistence of themes drawn from nature (Iakovidis 2001, 138–41). Frescoes also decorated tombs at Mycenae, Tiryns, Prosymna, Kokla (near Argos), and Thebes (references in Blakolmer 2000, 401).
However, fresco painting disappeared with the collapse of palatial society at the end of LH IIIB. A fragment of a woman with a lily found at Mycenae in LH IIIC contexts is likely LH IIIB in date, while a limestone stele stuccoed and painted with registers of warriors and deer in mid-LH IIIC marks the end of the fresco technique in the Bronze Age Aegean.
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Society and Culture
STATE AND SOCIETY
DIMITRI NAKASSIS
MICHAEL L. GALATY
WILLIAM A. PARKINSON
STATES are notoriously difficult to define. Archaeologists usually describe them as complex, centralized institutions with administrative and social hierarchies that regulate access to resources and monopolize legitimate force within substantial territories. Some features typically associated with ancient states are settlement hierarchies of four tiers (with three levels of administrative decision-making), social stratification that divides the ruling elite from the nonelite, and a recognizable structure, or “palace,” which serves as a base of operations for the ruling households (Marcus and Feinman 1998, 6–8).
AEGEAN STATE FORMATION AND DEVELOPMENT
In the Aegean, states did not form until the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age at the earliest. We can define three general periods of state formation:
(1) the Protopalatial (“Old Palace”) states of Minoan Crete, which date to ca. 1900–1725 BC (MM IB–MM II)
(2) the Neopalatial (“New Palace”) states of Minoan Crete, which date to ca. 1725–1500 BC (MM III–LM IB)
(3) the Mycenaean states of the Greek mainland and Crete (at Knossos and Khania only), which date to ca. 1500–1200 BC (LM II–LM IIIB on Crete, LH IIIA1–LH IIIB2 on the Greek mainland).
The states of these three periods have a number of features in common. All of them are “secondary,” meaning that they formed while in contact with well-developed, “primary” and secondary states elsewhere. Crete, for example, was certainly in contact with the older states of Egypt and the Near East before and after the emergence of the first palaces, although the relative importance of external contacts is still debated (Cherry in press). It is widely acknowledged, however, that contact with Neopalatial Crete (both directly and through interaction with the island societies of the Aegean) was crucial to the development of Mycenaean states on the Greek mainland. Both Minoan and Mycenaean states were relatively small, with territories of about 1500 km2 and central settlements of 20–100 ha (figure 18.1). They coalesced and developed through processes of “peer polity” interaction (i.e., the exchange of goods and ideas, accompanied by competitive display and emulation) between similarly structured emergent state systems (Renfrew and Cherry 1986). Despite these similarities, however, processes of state formation followed radically different trajectories in Crete and on the Greek mainland, and the resulting states were quite different from each other.
One major axis of difference between Minoan (Protopalatial and Neopalatial) and Mycenaean states is that Minoan states pursued group-oriented, “corporate” strategies of political rule, whereas Mycenaean states pursued individualizing “network” strategies (Parkinson and Galaty 2007). Corporate political strategies typically emphasize and encourage group cohesion, deploy ideologies that value knowledge and ritual, and are financed through the production and redistribution of staple goods (Blanton et al. 1996). Network political strategies typically allow and promote individual rule and depend on systems of wealth finance (Feinman, Lightfoot, and Upham 2000). That Minoan and Mycenaean states pursued different strategies of political rule is reflected in different architectural plans found at Minoan and Mycenaean palaces.
Minoan palaces are designed around a large central court flanked by residential quarters, storage facilities, and ritual suites (for plans of Knossos, Malia, and Phaistos, see below, figures 40.1, 42.1, and 44.1). The central court is the main space around which palace traffic circulated, and various wings of the building were most easily (or only) accessible via the central court (Driessen 2002, 2004). Many Aegean prehistorians have accordingly advocated replacing the term “palace” with “court compound.” while the palace at Knossos has a “throne room,” its function appears to have been related more to ritual practices rather than political ones, and the throne itself is probably a later feature added during the Mycenaean period (Driessen 2002, 3). Other Minoan palaces do not have throne rooms, and an iconography of the ruler is missing from Minoan representational art until the very end of the Neopalatial period (Davis 1995), which is very typical of corporate states (Blanton et al. 1996).
Figure 18.1. Map of state centers in the Aegean with hypothetical polity boundaries indicated as circles with diameters of fifty km. Palatial centers are marked by circles, and important non- or pseudopalatial centers by squares. The map of Crete is for the Neopalatial period, whereas the map of the mainland pertains to the late Mycenaean period (figure drawn by the authors).
Moreover, there is an absence of very wealthy burials in Protopalatial and Neopalatial Crete that we might call “royal,” although there are major depositions of wealth within the palaces themselves. Recent work on Minoan palaces has, in fact, suggested that they were “communal, ceremonial centers that were used both by non-elite (outside) and by elite groups (inside) as meeting places for ritual, integrative actions” (Driessen 2002, 8). That the courts of the Minoan palaces were used for major communal rituals is indicated by two miniature frescoes found at Knossos, the Grandstand Fresco and the Sacred Grove Fresco.
The ritual role of Minoan palaces should not, however, diminish their administrative and economic roles, which were crucially important. Storage of agricultural staples was extensive in both Protopalatial and Neopalatial palaces (Christakis 2004, 2008), and the administrative texts of the Minoan palaces, while undeciphered, clearly monitor large amounts of foodstuffs alongside other valuable commodities and human labor (Palmer 1995). Even if these foodstuffs were ultimately destined for communal banqueting ceremonies, the economic impact of the Minoan palace cannot be ignored. It appears that Minoan economy and ritual were tightly integrated, not mutually exclusive, components of the larger, corporate state system (Day and Relaki 2002, 219–20).
Mycenaean palaces on the Greek mainland, on the other hand, are organized around a central “megaron” complex, which consists of a porch, an anteroom, and a large rectangular room with a central hearth bracketed by four columns and a throne regularly located to the right of the entrance (see figure 18.2). Flanking this megaron complex are small courts, storerooms, administrative quarters, and residential suites. Mycenaean architecture thereby emphasizes the importance of the enthroned king, whose title, as we know from the clay administrative tablets written in Linear B, was wanax (wa-na-ka).
Wealthy burials are an endemic feature of Mycenaean palatial societies and the communities that preceded them. At the palatial sites of Mycenae and Pylos, large corbeled “tholos” tombs are closely associated with the palace itself. These tombs have architectural precursors on the mainland in the form of Middle Bronze Age tumuli and on Crete in the form of large, circular tomb chambers (Rutter 1993, 789; Parkinson and Galaty 2007, 122). Mycenaean art, like Minoan art, lacks a clear iconography of the king himself; rather, the wall paintings of the palace act as a frame or focalizing device for the wanax, providing a ‘first-person’ (rather than ‘third-person’) iconography of power (Bennet 2007). As with the tholos tombs, the iconographic vocabulary of these artistic frames at Mycenaean palaces (e.g., heraldic lions/griffins, in-curved altars) is largely borrowed from the Minoan world.
In terms of political economy, Mycenaean palaces were interested in controlling the acquisition of exotic raw materials such as ivory, as well as their distribution as finished products (Burns 1999). Many of these goods are found deposited in rock-cut chamber tombs and corbeled tholos tombs, some of which are truly monumental (Cavanagh and Mee 1998). Palace-sponsored feasting (see articles in Wright 2004) is a feature common to all Mycenaean centers and arguably was one way for the palace to promote the centrality of the state, along with the individuals and corporate groups who contributed staples and material, in ritual practice. These features can be associated with network (as opposed to corporate) strategies that center on the individual and the control of prestige goods.
Figure 18.2. Plan of the palace at Pylos (courtesy of the Department of Classics, University of Cincinnati).
Despite the variation present within each type of Aegean state, the basic distinction between more corporate Minoan states and more networked Mycenaean states can still be made, and these characterizations can be attributed to the processes of their formation. The earliest Minoan states did not dominate the landscape to the same degree as their Neopalatial and Mycenaean successors. As such, the first palaces were relatively simple, one-story structures that lacked the elaborate architectural features, such as ashlar masonry, associated with the palaces of the Neopalatial period (Schoep 2004). On the contrary, these architectural elaborations are attested in early houses and building complexes surrounding the palace at Malia. All of this suggests that the first Minoan palaces emerged as centers of communal ritual within a context of elite competition and emulation (Schoep 2006).
Mycenaean states, on the other hand, were preceded in the Middle Bronze Age by small communities organized around kin groups (Voutsaki in press). Elites in these small-scale societies were buried in sometimes grand fashion, with an emphasis on wealth, goods imported from the islands and elsewhere, the hunt, and warfare. These burials often contain one individual or a small number of individuals within a larger burial ground (a grave circle or tumulus) that may represent a kinship group larger than the nuclear family (Dickinson 1977, 41; Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 34).
With the growth of settlements at the start of the Late Bronze Age, however, the dominant burial form became the rock-cut chamber tomb in cemeteries that were carefully separated from settlement space. Although chamber tombs were typically reused over generations in contrast to the individualizing pit and cist graves of the early Mycenaean period, the burial group had shifted to the nuclear family. Thus, Wright (2008) argues that the chamber tomb represents promotion of the nuclear family as a political unit in Mycenaean society.
This emphasis on the nuclear family and most probably the individual head of this household was a stable feature of Mycenaean palatial society and found its most grandiose expression in the transformation of the standard Middle Bronze Age longhouse into the monumental throne room of Mycenaean palaces, the megaron with its central circular hearth (Kilian 1985, 1988; Wright 1994, 2006). As Kilian has put it, “the Mycenaean palace can be seen as a vast embodiment of personal propaganda” (Kilian 1988, 299).
AEGEAN STATE ECONOMY AND SOCIETY
The economic function of the Aegean states is now understood in more nuanced ways than was the case previously. Earlier work on Minoan and Mycenaean states envisioned the palaces as classic, Near Eastern–style redistributive centers that dominated the production, storage, and regional distribution of agricultural staples and wealth items (Renfrew 1972; Branigan 1987). However, this picture was largely the product of work on economy based on the Mycenaean Linear B texts (e.g., Killen 1985), which then was projected backward onto earlier, developing states and outward onto states that lacked such evidence on both Crete and the mainland. However, recent work on the Mycenaean states themselves argues that palatial control was far more selective than has been hitherto appreciated and emphasizes the need to examine areas outside of palatial control (Halstead 1992; Galaty and Parkinson 2007a, 2007b).
It now appears that the redistributive model does not apply to Mycenaean states, whose economies depended on mobilization (not, strictly speaking, redistribution)—by which we mean that surpluses were collected primarily in order to finance the operations of the state (Halstead 2007). Moreover, their control over resources may have been highly selective in spatial terms and in terms of how different industries were managed. For example, perfumed oil and bronze production were directly monitored by the palace (Shelmerdine 1984), but the production of ceramics was only indirectly monitored (Galaty 1999, 2007, in press), and most aspects of chipped stone production were not controlled at all (Parkinson 2007). We have argued elsewhere on the basis of the textual and archaeological evidence that the Mycenaean palace at Pylos supported a “prestige economy” that operated through the distribution of both staples and wealth (Halstead 1992, 2007b; Nakassis in press).
The Minoan palatial economy is also seen in a different light, especially since its redistributive role was previously inferred on the basis of the interpretation of the later Mycenaean evidence. Research has suggested that the Minoan palaces were, like their Mycenaean counterparts, largely consumers rather than producers of some palatial goods. The finely made ceramics of Protopalatial Crete, Kamares ware, whose production was previously believed to have taken place in palatial workshops, has been shown to be the product of specialized pottery workshops that were in operation prior to the emergence of the palaces (Day and Wilson 1998). Kamares ware was imported to Knossos, the largest of the Minoan centers, from the central Mesara Plain rather than being produced exclusively by palace-controlled workshops. So, although this high-quality, display-oriented good was largely consumed at palatial centers, its production was probably not managed by them.
This decentralized picture of the economic role of Minoan and Mycenaean states has led to new models of their formation and reproduction. Minoan states have been increasingly studied not as a concrete objects with static systems of hierarchy but through the lens of heterarchy (Monuments of Minos; Schoep and Knappett 2004), which in the context of political complexity means that given social units (such as corporate groups) are unranked with respect to each other or can be ranked in different ways depending on context (Crumley 1995).
Some have argued that it may be fruitful to think of the Minoan state (especially in the Protopalatial period) not as a unified territorial entity largely controlled by the palace but as composed of several corporate groups or “houses” (Driessen in press) in competition with each other. Thus, the state appears as an emergent property that results from and is reproduced by elite competition and emulation (not unlike recent studies of the Greek polis [Osborne 1996, 187–97] or state formation in the New World [Brumfiel and Fox 1994]).
Schoep (2004), for example, has shown that the features typically associated with Minoan palaces (architectural and otherwise) appear for the first time not in the palaces themselves but rather in houses and other architectural complexes located in the towns surrounding them. She therefore argues that the main social forces of Protopalatial Crete were not the palaces but elites at large. These individuals and households were consumers of exotic goods imported from Egypt and the Near East (Schoep 2006). Consequently, the emergence of the palace as an institution needs to be seen in its larger systemic context as a product of social forces outside of its purview and control. A further result of this is that each palace needs to be examined separately since each was enmeshed in different social and historical environments (Day and Relaki 2002, 221).
Schoep’s model applies primarily to the Protopalatial period. In the later Neopalatial period of Minoan Crete, palaces are much larger, ornate buildings with extensive storage capacities (Christakis 2004, 2008), the hinterlands of which reflect political expansion and settlement hierarchies (Haggis 2002). It therefore seems likely that authority was more concentrated in this period (Dabney and Wright 1990). Palmer’s careful study (1995) has shown that the quantities of agricultural goods from the Neopalatial Linear A texts found at Haghia Triada are comparable to entries from Mycenaean Knossos, suggesting that the scale of administration was similar to that of later Mycenaean states.
On the other hand, Neopalatial Crete is far from a static period or homogenous entity (Driessen and Macdonald 1997; Macdonald 2002). The administrative center at Haghia Triada just mentioned, for example, is physically separate from the court-centered palace at Phaistos, which does not seem to have a significant administrative role in LM I. This situation seems incompatible with a model in which the elite resident in the palace exerted strict control over the hinterland and suggests instead that groups outside the palace were important to the maintenance and reproduction of the Neopalatial state.
Similar research trends have affected the study of Mycenaean states. As noted earlier, recent work has challenged the traditional picture of the palace as the center of a classic redistributive system that dominated the economic and public affairs of the polity as a whole. In terms of its internal structure, Mycenaean states are usually modeled as static bureaucracies occupied by impersonal offices and controlled by the wanax (on these offices, see Shelmerdine 2008).
Based on a prosopographical study of the Linear B texts at Pylos, however, Nakassis (2006) has argued that a large number of individuals identified primarily by personal name in the administrative texts of the palace were agents to whom important economic activities were assigned by the palatial administration. Previous work had distinguished quite sharply between elite office holders and nonelite peasants and dependent labor (Chadwick 1976, 77), but named individuals appear to constitute a class of administrators ranging from relatively low-level laborers to high-status “collectors” who were intimately involved in the highest levels of palatial administration.
Thus, the state at Pylos can be understood as the product of interaction among a network of elites with substantial nonpalatial interests in addition to their roles as administrators. The activities of these elites actively reproduced the palatial system and at the same time were simultaneously constrained by preexisting institutional systems of production, remuneration, taxation, and so on. Thus, the Mycenaean state can be seen, in general, as the direct result of elite participation in the palatial system and was likely the central arena for elite competition (cf. Blanton 1998).
CONCLUSION
Recent models of Minoan and Mycenaean states emphasize three major points. First, there is no such thing as the Minoan or Mycenaean state; rather, there is evidence for similarity and difference between individual polities. Consequently, each polity needs to be studied individually in order to observe this variability and to explain it. Second, the state cannot be studied as a freestanding entity in splendid isolation from society at large, particularly since state boundaries are not easily drawn even in modern societies (Mitchell 1999). The third point, closely related to the second, is that the internal operation of the state is not simple but is the product of dynamic interaction between individuals, social groups, and institutional structures.
The dual-processual approach, which points out that early states used different methods of political unification distributed along a continuum between corporate and network strategies, allows us to draw basic distinctions between Minoan and Mycenaean states. Minoan states, with their strategies of inclusion, present us with larger corporate groups that participated in a palatial system focused on unification through large-scale rituals. Mycenaean states, on the other hand, were focused on individual aggrandizement, the acquisition of material wealth through participation in the palatial system, and its display through sponsorship of feasts and wealth deposited with the dead in sometimes monumental graves. The differences between these different states are the result of their local historical trajectories and the processes by which they developed in interaction with other, closely and distantly related, societies.
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MINOAN RELIGION
SUSAN LUPACK
THE FOUNDATIONS OF MINOAN RELIGION
Minoan religion appears to have had its foundations in rituals associated with funerary rites. Starting in the EM I period, the Minoans of south central Crete built tholos tombs, and in the EM II period, rectangular house tombs appeared in north central and east Crete (Branigan 1970, 1988; Soles 1992). In the EM II period, rooms located either within the tombs or before their entrances were used for ritual activities that were not associated with rites performed for the dead. Several sites had niches, altars, bench shrines, and paved courtyards.
The fact that the rituals performed at the tombs were being taken beyond simple funerary rites is indicated by some of their finds (Branigan 1998, 22; Soles 1992, 226–36), which included offering tables, triton shells, clay phalli, cups with molded breasts, anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figurines and rhyta, some in the form of bulls, and bronze double axes. Branigan (1993, 133) suggests that bulls and perhaps bull sacrifices were part of the ceremonies. Certainly the cult was concerned with human fertility and the seasonal cycle. A series of female figurines who either carried a vessel or whose breasts were pierced so that they could function as rhyta supports the idea that fertility was a major concern of early Minoan cult. One figurine from Koumasa, ca. 2000 BC, has a snake wound around her shoulders and may be an early Snake Goddess (Gesell 1983). These figurines were found not only in the tombs but also in caves and at the settlement shrine of Myrtos (Warren 1972).
PEAK SANCTUARIES
The shrines situated on mountains, called peak sanctuaries, are a distinctive feature of Minoan religion. Peak sanctuaries were not always located on the highest point of a mountain. Rather, as Peatfield (1983, 275) points out, it was more important “that the sanctuary should be seen from the region it served, and also that it should ‘see’ that region.” Thus, peak sanctuaries were “topographic and religious focal points for groups of settlements” (Peatfield 1987, 90).
The peak sanctuary of Knossos on Mount Jouktas dates to the EM II period (Karetsou 1981, 1987), but generally they appear in the EM III/MM I periods and flourish throughout the Protopalatial period, at which time there were approximately twenty-five sites (Peatfield 1994a). In the Neopalatial period that number is reduced to a mere eight.
The most common finds are clay figurines, which appear in the form of animals, human votaries (who “seem to memorialise the action of peak sanctuary ritual itself” Peatfield [1994b]), and parts of the human body, such as feet, eyes, and genitalia. These votives reflect the concerns of the worshippers—their own fertility and well-being and that of their animals. Richer peak sanctuaries have stone vessels, Linear A inscriptions, jewelry, seals, bronze blades, figurines, and double axes. The more costly finds were found at a limited number of sites and generally date to the Neopalatial period. The ritual focus of the shrine may consist of a flat rock, a cairn of stones, and/or (Nowicki 1994) concentrations of white pebbles. Actual architectural remains appear at only nine sites, eight of which were those that continued into the Neopalatial period (Peatfield 1994a). Jouktas is exceptional in that it had a built altar, three terraces, and a multiroomed cult building.
The inspiration for the foundation of the peak sanctuaries has been debated. Rutkowski (1972, 185) says that the “peak sanctuaries came into existence mainly to relieve the fears and cares of the shepherds and cattle breeders.” Peatfield (1983) agrees, pointing to the vast numbers of domestic farm animal figurines. Cherry (1978, 1986) has proposed that the peak sanctuaries were established by the emerging elite of the palaces to support their newly founded control over Minoan society, while Watrous (1987, 1995) has proposed that the establishment of the peak sanctuaries was part of a larger cultural change that was influenced by the Near Eastern and Egyptian cultures.
Peatfield, who sees peak sanctuaries as having developed naturally from tomb cult, believes that Watrous has overplayed the Eastern influence and discounts Cherry’s specific proposal because it is now recognized that no chronological link exists between the emergence of the elite and the first appearance of the peak sanctuaries. Nonetheless, Peatfield (1990, 130) and Kyriakidis (2005, 124–27) believe that the palatial elite of the Neopalatial period appropriated the already established cult of the peak sanctuaries to “maintain its hierarchical position” by taking on the “social prestige” associated with the Mountain Goddess. Evidence for this can be seen in the fact that iconographic references to peak sanctuaries, such as the Knossos ‘Mother of the Mountains’ impression (figure 19.1) and the Zakros Peak Sanctuary stone rhyton, are found only in the Neopalatial palaces.
Figure 19.1. The “Mother of the Mountains” seal impression from Knossos. The goddess, flanked by two lions, stands atop a mountain and holds a staff in a commanding gesture. A shrine with horns of consecration appears at the left, and a male adorant is on the right (courtesy of Ingo Pini, CMS).
In addition, the peak sanctuaries that were in use during the Neopalatial period not only had built structures and palatially manufactured goods but were also associated with palatial and urban centers, while those that served smaller settlements fell out of use. A reflection of the palatial appropriation of the cult may be seen in the Procession fresco at the West entrance of Knossos, which Cameron (1987, 324) argues represents a ritual in which a “goddess-impersonator would have arrived and been welcomed into the Palace,” presumably from the peak sanctuary of Jouktas.
CAVE SANCTUARIES
Cave sanctuaries were also a prominent type of cult site in Minoan religion. The appearance of the first sacred cave (on Mount Ida) is contemporaneous with that of the first peak sanctuaries, and, like the peak sanctuaries, the caves were generally visible from a nearby settlement (Tyree 1994, 2006).
The main ritual areas in Proto- and Neopalatial times were deep within the cave; hence, getting to them could be “an intense sensory experience” (Tyree 1994, 41). Stalagmites were often used to mark the most important area of the cave, and in some cases, the stalagmites themselves were marked, as at Psychro, where double axes were inserted into them. The pouring of libations (e.g., at Kamares) and drinking rituals (e.g., at Psychro, Amnisos, and Skotino) were part of the rites performed in the caves. Evidence of feasting is also attested at a few caves. Marinatos (1993, 124) proposes that an agricultural festival was celebrated in Kamares cave because of the heap of grain that was found within it. Male and female bronze figurines constitute one of the most common finds from the caves, which may indicate that the elite played a key role in the rituals performed there.
Tyree (1994) proposes that ecstatic trances may have been one of the religious experiences associated with the caves. She points out that the caves, with their “potential for repetitive sound and light effects,” would have been conducive to such altered states of consciousness. The goal of such a trance may have been to achieve a visionary experience involving the epiphany of the deity, an important element of Minoan religion (Hägg 1983).
TOWN AND PALACE CULT: THE PRE- AND PROTOPALATIAL PERIODS
Cult areas in settlements did not become common until the Protopalatial period. The only sanctuary found in association with a settlement in the EM period (specifically, EM II) is the one found at Myrtos (Warren 1972). This sanctuary shared walls with the settlement’s single building complex of ninety-three rooms, but access to the shrine rooms was from the courtyard. The westernmost room of the complex, room 92, was designated as the shrine proper because within it was found a terracotta goddess figurine holding a vessel, which must have fallen from the room’s stone bench altar. Room 91, with its sixty-six predominantly fineware vessels, seems to have been the shrine’s storeroom. Against the east wall of Room 89 was what Warren describes as “a tripartite structure consisting of two little, low benches or tables with a hearth between them” (Warren 1972, 81). The fragments of a skull from a young adult male were uncovered in this room, causing Warren to comment that “ancestor worship, or even human sacrifice cannot be ruled out” (Warren 1972, 83). In room 90, evidence was found for the preparation of wine.
The “Bench Shrine” type of cult site first seen at Myrtos, with its main shrine room accompanied by various storerooms and preparation rooms, becomes a common pattern for cult sites in the following Protopalatial and Neopalatial periods. There is limited evidence for the Protopalatial period, but the examples that are extant fit this pattern. Gesell (1985, 9; 1987, 124) cites the MM II Bench Sanctuary of Malia as an early example with its shrine room, anteroom, and storeroom. Also, it was common for bench shrines of the time to be accessible both from within the building and from their exterior courtyards, showing that they were meant to serve both the elite and the public (Gesell 1987, 125). This pattern continues into the Neopalatial period.
Among the finds uncovered in these shrines were early examples of the symbols and cult equipment that are characteristic of Minoan religion: double axes, horns of consecration, bulls, birds, triton shells, animal figurines, fixed and moveable offering tables (some covered with red glaze), and libation tables. The goddess herself is attested only in the decoration found on a bowl and a fruit stand found in the Lower West Court Sanctuary Complex of Phaistos, both of which depict a female figure surrounded by dancers (Gesell 1985, 17). The first has loops running down her robe and is therefore interpreted as a “Snake Goddess,” while the figure on the fruit stand holds flowers in her upraised arms and has been dubbed the ‘Goddess of the Lilies’ (Gesell 1983).
TOWN AND PALACE CULT: THE NEOPALATIAL PERIOD
The Palace
Scholars have long debated the religious nature of the monumental Minoan buildings traditionally called “palaces.” Rutkowski (1986, 229), on one end of the spectrum, sees the palace as a purely secular building and therefore claims that urban shrines were not important in Minoan Crete. Marinatos (1993, 39–40), on the other hand, states that “what have been termed ‘palaces’ are, in reality … primarily cult centers, although they had important administrative and economic functions as well.” It seems that Gesell (1987, 126) hits the right note when she says, “it is clear that the Minoan palace was the center of cult in the Minoan town.” Religion definitely played a significant part in determining the layout of the palaces’ West Wings, which held a variety of cult rooms and storerooms.
The Throne Room
The pithos and several alabastra that were found within the throne room at Knossos show that it was used for religious ceremonies: A ceremony involving anointment with unguents must have been about to take place there just before the palace was destroyed (Hägg 1988). Also, the frescoes flanking the throne depicting griffins and palm trees connect the occupant of the throne with the divine realm. However, the question that has troubled scholars is this: Precisely who sat on the throne?
Traditionally, the occupant of the throne was assumed to be the male ruler of Knossos. However, recently several scholars have taken the view that the more likely occupant was the high priestess playing the part of the Goddess in an epiphany ritual. Niemeier (1987) and Cameron (1987) maintain that the shape of the throne resembles the rock upon which the goddess stands in the “Mother of the Mountains” impression. This may then be another indication that the cult of the peak sanctuaries was transferred to the palaces.
Tripartite Shrine
Tripartite shrines are known mostly from their artistic representations (Gesell 1985, 29; Shaw 1978). Their façades have three sections, the middle of which is built higher than the two wings. Each had at least one column, and horns of consecration were placed on their roofs.
Tripartite shrines have been restored at Vathypetro and most famously in the center of the façade of the West Wing at Knossos. This latter restoration was modeled after the Grandstand Fresco, which shows a tripartite shrine in its center. It is thought that the high priestess as the goddess would appear to the crowds in the space between the columns during epiphany rituals.
The Central and Western Courts
The Central Courts of Knossos, Phaistos, and Malia are remarkably similar in size (ca. 24 × 52 m), while that of Zakros is smaller (ca. 12 × 29 m). All are laid out north to south and had cult rooms on their western sides. Several scholars have proposed that the bull-leaping festivals that are so often depicted at Knossos were actually held in the Central Courts. It seems unlikely, however, that this was the case because the paving stones would have proved hazardous to both the running bulls and the leapers (Younger 1995). Marinatos (1993) also maintains that holding the festival in the Central Court, where the number of spectators would have been restricted since the courtyard would have been given over to the bull leaping, makes no sense for an event that the whole community would want or need to see. An area with a soft, earthen floor would be more suitable for bull-leaping ceremonies. Nonetheless, the altars found in the Central Courts at Phaistos, Malia, and Gournia, in addition to the “Grandstand Fresco,” which may represent the Central Court (Davis 1987), demonstrate that rituals were held there; perhaps it was the actual sacrifice of the bull, as the finale of the bull-leaping ceremony, that was performed within them.
The more public nature of the rituals held in the West Courts, which were open to the towns surrounding the palaces (while access to the Central Court could be restricted), has been emphasized by Gesell (1987), Marinatos (1987), and Hägg (1987). Hägg (1987) reconstructs the west façade of the Neopalatial palace at Knossos as a monumental tripartite structure, reminiscent of the one in the “Grandstand Fresco,” and proposes that it had a “window of appearance” in which an epiphany ritual could be viewed by people gathered below. The existence of a sanctuary on the upper floor is indicated by fresco fragments that depict architectural façades with columns, double axes, and horns of consecration.
The Sacred Grove Fresco, with its raised walkways that are reminiscent of those found in the West Court, most likely depicts a festival held in that court. Marinatos (1987), citing the underground granaries found in the West Courts of Knossos, Phaistos, and Malia, has proposed that it was a harvest festival that was being celebrated. She also believes that the Minoans would have continued to celebrate the harvest in the West Court despite the eventual filling in of the granaries at Knossos and Phaistos and that an offering or tribute of grain to a palatial official (the high priestess/goddess?) was a key element of the Neopalatial festival.
Lustral Basins and Pillar Crypts
Minoan religious practice gave rise to two very distinctive types of cult rooms, the lustral basin and the pillar crypt, both of which appear in the Protopalatial period but take on their canonical form in the Neopalatial period. The lustral basin (so named by Evans because of the unguent flasks found in one) consisted of a room with a sunken floor that was lined with gypsum, plaster, or cement and was reached via an L-shaped or dogleg staircase. The walls above the lining were plastered and sometimes decorated with frescoes. Lustral basins were clearly very popular since they have been found in all of the palaces (Knossos had at least three, while Phaistos had five) and most of the villas.
The ritual use of many lustral basins is clear from the material remains found within them. For instance, one of the Phaistos lustral basins (room 63d) contained a bull’s head rhyton, a piriform rhyton, two horns of consecration, and bronze double axes. Moreover, frescoes with religious themes have been found in and around lustral basins, including horns of consecration on top of altars at Zakros (Platon 1971, 182). In Xeste 3 at Akrotiri, a horns of consecration with blood dripping down it was painted within the lustral basin, while the fresco program in the surrounding room reflects an initiation ritual (Marinatos 1984, 73–84).
Despite the various indications of the religious nature of the lustral basin, several (particularly those found in residential areas) lack any sure signs of cult usage, which has caused some scholars, such as Graham (1987, 99–108) and Platon (1971, 183), to propose that they were sometimes used for cult practice, but primarily as bathrooms. One problem with this suggestion is that the lustral basins lack drains; another is that the finds do not suggest an extensive use of water. It seems more reasonable to give the religious evidence pride of place and presume that all lustral basins had a ritual use (Gesell 1985, 25; Nordfeldt 1987). Marinatos has proposed that they were a kind of adyton that offered a physical separation from the normal environment and that they were used in association with pier and door rooms that could be shut so as to plunge individuals into darkness or opened to bathe them in light (1993, 77–87).
The pillar crypt was basically a rectangular room with one, two, or three square pillars in the center. Very often a cult room with a column was situated directly above the pillar crypt. Several pillars have basins or channels for liquids set in the floor at their bases. Double axes were very often incised on the pillars, and stands for actual double axes were sometimes found. Bull’s head rhyta also appear in the pillar crypts.
Hallager (1987) saw the pillar crypts in the West Wing of Knossos, which were situated on the path from the West Wing entrance to the storage magazines, as the location of a harvest or purification festival celebrated when the crops were brought in. Pillar crypts also occur in tombs, which may suggest a connection between funerary and palace cult (Gesell 1985, 26; Marinatos 1993). This connection, however, is not in conflict with the agricultural ceremony proposed by Hallager since stored grain, with its potential for rebirth, could have been linked to funerary cult’s concern with the cycle of life and death.
THE PRACTICE OF MINOAN RELIGION
It is clear from the numerous representations of female goddesses in various media that a female deity was the major religious focus of Minoan religion. She appears as the Mother Goddess, the Mistress of the Animals, and the Guardian of Cities. However, the question that has been debated is whether the Minoans worshipped many different female deities or if one Great Goddess appeared in a multitude of aspects. Traditionally, the one Great Goddess theory has prevailed and has often been taken as a given among scholars. Nonetheless, Dickinson (1994) has made the case that it would be strange for Minoan religion to be so different from the contemporaneous religions of the Mediterranean and the Near East. He therefore favors the idea of a multiplicity of female deities. Moss (2005) argues that there was indeed a full Minoan pantheon and bases her hypothesis on the different representations of both male and female deities.
The act of summoning the goddess and her resulting epiphany appears to have been a major part of Minoan religion. In many rituals, the presence of the goddess was probably represented by a high priestess, but her presence could also have been experienced in a nonmaterial way (Warren 1988). Minoan iconography shows men and women in positions of ecstatic worship, the focus of which could be a baetyl (La Rosa 2001; Warren 1990), a tree, the goddess’s dress (which was probably presented to the deity as part of the ritual), or even a figure-of-eight shield (figure 19.2). Hägg (1983) has termed these two types of worship “enacted” and “ecstatic.”
Male deities, while not nearly as prominent in the iconography as female ones, are suggested by scenes of small figures floating in the air, which seem to be descending or arriving (figure 19.2). The “Master Impression,” a sealing that shows a male holding a staff atop a town, may also represent a male deity. Also, various cult paraphernalia such as horns of consecration, bull’s head rhyta, double axes, and images of bull leaping and sacrifice (Rehak 1995; Younger 1995) show the importance of the bull in Minoan (particularly Knossian) religion.
It has also been suggested that the Minoans practiced human sacrifice. Within a Protopalatial (MM II) sanctuary near Archanes at Anemospelia on the lower slopes of Mount Jouktas, four human skeletons were found (Sakellarakis and Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1991). Three of these people were killed when the building collapsed in an earthquake, but one eighteen-year-old male was found lying on his side on a platform in the middle of the room in a contracted position, as if he had been trussed. A bronze dagger was found among his bones.
Figure 19.2. A Cretan gold ring showing a woman worshipping a double baetyl on the right, the high priestess (goddess?) on the left, and an armed male deity who floats in between (courtesy of Ingo Pini, CMS).
A second example comes from an LM IB building, part of which was used for cult practice, in the town of Knossos. Within a small chamber were found the remains of four children whose bones had cut marks, which indicate that their flesh had been removed, implying that the children had been killed and eaten as part of a ritual (Warren 1981). Some doubt exists that these examples actually provide evidence that the Minoans performed human sacrifice, but if human sacrifice was part of Minoan religious practice, it must have been rare.
POSTPALATIAL CRETE
At the end of LM IB, a disaster struck Minoan society that destroyed all of the palaces and villas except for Knossos. After this disaster, we see evidence that the Mycenaeans established themselves at Knossos and ruled over what was in many respects a flourishing economy.
Changes in the expression of Minoan religion at this time are fairly dramatic. Most of the peak sanctuaries fall out of use (Peatfield 1990), while open rock shelters are preferred to the previous period’s deep stalagmitic sacred caves (Tyree 1994). Lustral basins were filled in, and pillar crypts were used for different purposes. Any newly built shrines were of the bench-shrine type, such as those found at Gournia and the Shrine of the Double Axes at Knossos (Gesell 1985, 47).
A new type of cult image is also found in these shrines: the Goddess with Upraised Arms. These terracotta figures are sometimes quite large, up to 0.85 m, and it is likely that their bell-shaped lower halves wore flounced skirts. The crowns of the idols usually held the deity’s attributes, such as poppies, birds, snakes, horns of consecration, and disks. These attributes could be combined on individual figures, and two figures with the same attributes could appear in one shrine. Thus, it may be that the statues do not depict particular goddesses but rather represent a general goddess of nature (Marinatos 1993, 227; cf. Peatfield 1994a).
One of the most common pieces of cult equipment in this period is also new: tubular stands that have loops of snakes running along the sides of the vessel, which were therefore called “snake tubes.” The snake tubes may have come in sets with particular Goddesses with Upraised Arms (Gesell 1985, 44).
It has been proposed that at this point the Mycenaeans influenced the practice of Minoan cult (Renfrew 1981), and some change is evident in the predominance of the bench shrine, the use of terracotta cult figures (although there is no exact parallel for the Goddess with Upraised Arms on the mainland), and the disuse of lustral basins and pillar crypts. Nonetheless, although the form of the goddess is new, the attributes that accompany the cult figures are familiar from Proto- and Neopalatial iconography. This implies that the deities of the different periods were the same. Furthermore, horns of consecration and double axes were commonly used in the Postpalatial shrines, thereby contributing to the idea that the belief system founded in the Protopalatial period was still in use despite the presence of the mainlanders (Gesell 1983; Hägg 1997). The LM III Ayia Triadha sarcophagus, a stone example of the terracotta larnakes used for burials, with its scenes of animal sacrifice and double axes associated with a man’s burial, seem to connect Minoan religion in its latest stages with its origins—as intertwined with funerary cult and the cycle of life and death.
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MYCENAEAN RELIGION
SUSAN LUPACK
THE FOUNDATIONS OF MYCENAEAN RELIGION
The evidence for the Mycenaean period is different from that for the Minoan in two important respects. First, in general the Mycenaean evidence is not as abundant as it is for the Minoan culture. Because of this, scholars can be dismissive of the evidence we do have, thereby giving the impression that not much can be said about Mycenaean religion. However, the body of archaeological material is now not as scanty as is often portrayed, and positive information can be gleaned from the sites that have been discovered. Furthermore, when the archaeological evidence is combined with the information provided by the Linear B tablets, a fairly informative picture of Mycenaean religion results.
The second difference between Minoan and Mycenaean religion is that the archaeological evidence for religious structures does not extend over as long a period as the Minoan, which means that it is not possible to trace the origins and development of Mycenaean religion with much precision or fullness. Many authors have remarked on the relative dearth of evidence for religious practice on the mainland in the early periods (see, e.g., Dickinson 1994; Mylonas 1966, 137).
Nevertheless, Caskey (1990, 20) has found evidence for EH ritual in the large, decorated hearths that are found in geographically diverse mainland sites and proposed that they at least parallel and may even constitute the “remote but direct ancestors of the Megaron hearth of Mycenaean times.” Unfortunately, nothing similar has been found in the MH period, but evidence for communal sacrificial rites has been found on the Kynortion hilltop above Epidauros (Lambrinudakis 1981) and on the island of Nisakouli near Methoni (Choremis 1969). At both sites, MH sherds were found in layers of ash that contained burnt animal bones, and those on Nisakouli were associated with an altar/hearth structure. The types of bones and the associated pottery indicate that the sacrifices were probably followed by communal feasting (Hägg 1997a; see Wright 1994, 39, and Kilian 1992 for other MH–LH II religious sites).
Another feature of ritual practice that Hägg thinks must have originated in the MH period is the pouring of libations (Hägg 1990, 184; 1997a). He proposes that we have not detected this cult practice archaeologically because specialized vessels, like rhyta, had not yet been adopted. Whittaker (2001), in line with this proposal, sees the practice of funerary libations in the jugs and cups found at gravesites in the MH period. Thus, religion in the MH period may have been rather simple, but the traces of Helladic cult that are extant foreshadow the cult practices of the later Mycenaeans. Whittaker (2001, 357) argues that the increasing complexity of Helladic religion can be seen in the elaboration of early LH burial rituals, as the rising “Mycenaean elite was starting to utilize ritual activity in order to reinforce its claims to socio-political power.” It was at this point, she argues, that Helladic religion took on a social function that it had not had in the MH period, one that fueled the development of its iconography and architecture.
When shrine buildings do appear on a significant scale, it is at the same time as the earliest palace structures: in the LH IIIA period. Hence, Wright (1994, 38) has stated that the “formalization of religious activity in Mycenaean society was largely a phenomenon of the period of the palaces.” And indeed, religion is specifically associated with the rulers of the citadels through its practice in the physical and symbolic heart of the Mycenaean palaces—the megaron.
MEGARON (THRONE ROOM)
There are several indications that the megara of the Mycenaean palaces were used for religious rituals. At Tiryns, an altar was located in the porticoed courtyard in front of the megaron complex (Kilian 1990; Maran 2000, 2001). At Mycenae, the remains of an altar, an offering table, and an alabaster basin set into the floor were found in the porch of the megaron (Papadimitriou 1955). At Pylos, the miniature kylikes found on an offering table next to the hearth and the circular depressions linked by a channel in the floor next to the throne indicate that libations were an important part of the rituals conducted in the megaron (Blegen and Rawson 1966, 88–89). Also, the hearth of the megaron, which was larger than necessary, was probably seen as the heart of the Mycenaean state (Wright 1994). The religious nature of the megaron is also demonstrated by the frescoes found at Pylos (Lang 1969; McCallum 1987a, b). On the walls of the megaron’s vestibule was a procession in which a bull was being led to a shrine, and in the megaron the succeeding ceremonial banquet was depicted.
Most scholars believe that the wanax, the Mycenaean ruler, derived much of his power from his position within the religious realm (Kilian 1988; Palaima 1995; Whittaker 2001; Wright 1995b) and that he presided over sacrificial feasts conducted in the palace (cf. Rehak 1995, who proposed that it was actually a priestess who sat on the throne). The wanax’s strong ties to religion seem to be demonstrated by the Lion Gate at Mycenae: The lions rest their paws on incurved altars, showing that the power of the ruler is founded upon religion (Mylonas 1966, 175). In addition, at Pylos, painted lions and griffins guard the throne, symbolizing the divine protection bestowed upon the wanax. The tablet PY Un 2 seems to support this, in that it refers to the celebration of the wanax’s initiation, which was to be held at Pa-ki-ja-ne, the prime sanctuary for the Pylians. Thus, the religious officials of Pa-ki-ja-ne may have had a role to play in legitimizing the power of the wanax (Lupack 2008b, 47–48).
It must be true, though, that while cult activities took place in the megaron, it did not constitute an actual sanctuary (Albers 2001, 133). Sanctuaries that were devoted to the worship of deities are found in close proximity to the citadels of Mycenae, Tiryns, Phylakopi, Midea, and possibly Pylos, but also at smaller settlements such as Asine, Methana, and Berbati, while there was a hilltop sanctuary near Epidauros on the heights of Kynortion. (This list is meant to be representative but is not exhaustive.)
RELIGIOUS SITES IN MYCENAEAN CITADELS
Cult Center of Mycenae
The Cult Center of Mycenae is the most impressive Mycenaean sanctuary. As such it has been described elsewhere in great detail (see most recently French 2002; French and Taylour 2007; Moore and Taylour 1999). Therefore, we need here only touch briefly on its most important attributes.
The Cult Center was connected to the palace by a Processional Way (French 2002, 85; Mylonas 1972, 1983), one portion of which was roofed and decorated with a chariot procession fresco (French 2002, 85). Its five main buildings, the Megaron, the Temple, the Room with the Fresco Complex, Tsountas’s House Shrine (now Shrine Gamma), and Tsountas’s House produced a wealth of religious artifacts and various types of cult installations. Tsountas’s House Shrine had an unusual horseshoe-shaped altar with an installation attached for libations, and a large unworked stone was sunk into the floor.
In its main room (18), the Temple had three columns that ran along a staircase, which led to room 19. In the middle of room 18 was a plaster-coated platform, and at its northern end was a series of benches on which were found an offering table and a “Type B” figure. Type B figures, which have been found only at Mycenae, are generally large (0.35 to 0.69 m) and painted black all over the body and face except for some reserved areas around the face. They are thought to represent cult celebrants, while the more finely decorated Type A figures (figure 20.1) are thought to represent deities (Moore and Taylour 1999, 93–101). The handmade anthropomorphic “psi” and “phi” figurines, along with the zoomorphic figurines, are smaller than both of these and have a much wider distribution (French 1981).
Figure 20.1. Two Type-A figures, both from the Cult Center of Mycenae. The one on the left was found in room 19 of the Temple, while the one on the right was found in shrine room 32 of the Room with the Fresco Complex (copyright Mycenae Archive).
Twenty-seven Type B figures were found along with fifteen coiled clay snakes and three Type A figures in room 19 and in a small alcove behind room 18. In several instances fragments of the same figures were found separately in the two rooms. Room 19 was sealed up, and the cult objects effectively decommissioned, presumably after the early LH IIIB disaster (probably an earthquake). The Temple opened onto the Cult Center’s central court, within which stood a round altar, near which was a pit of burnt offerings (French 2002, 87; French and French and Taylour 2007, 10; Mylonas 1972).
The Room with the Fresco Complex is so named for the fresco painted over an altar in the main room (31). An ivory head lay in front of the altar, which may have represented a deity. Another cult image, a Type A female figure, was found on a bench shrine in room 32 to the east of room 31 (Taylour 1970). The fresco (figure 20.2), with its two female figures and two small, floating male figures, is also thought to depict the deities of the sanctuary (Marinatos 1988; Rehak 1992). The woman on the left holds a sword and may be a War Goddess (Rehak 1984), while the woman facing her, dressed in a Minoan-style flounced skirt and holding a staff, may be her daughter (Moore and Taylour forthcoming). On the lower register a priestess or goddess, who is holding a sheaf of wheat in each of her hands, appears with a griffin. The wheat here may indicate that one of the female figures in the fresco is the “Mistress of the Grains,” who is recorded on a Linear B tablet found nearby.
Figure 20.2. Reconstruction of the fresco from Room 31 of the Room with the Fresco Complex. The altar with the horns of consecration is positioned underneath the main part of the fresco (copyright Diana Wardle).
Pylos
The Northeast Building of Pylos was predominantly a storage facility and an administrative clearinghouse, but one of its rooms, 93, was identified as a shrine (Blegen and Rawson 1966, 301–305). No objects of a definite cultic nature were found within the room, but standing outside it was a frescoed altar. The façade of the room also indicates its special nature with its decorative antae. Textual evidence found within the building also indicates that the occupants had a religious association. Thus, the “seat of Potnia Hippeia” referred to on Linear B tablet An 1281 may be the Northeast Building itself (Lupack 2008a, 2008b). It is also possible that a sanctuary will be found once the Lower Town is excavated.
Tiryns
The shrine, Room 117, found in the Lower Town of Tiryns dates to the LH IIIC period, but there is evidence that the area was used for cult practice in the LH IIIB period (Kilian 1981). Inside Room 117 were a bench-altar and typical Mycenaean anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figurines, two large female figures, and a bull-shaped rhyton. To the north of Room 117 was an oval altar with traces of ash (Kilian 1979). Various bones show that animal sacrifice was practiced.
Phylakopi
In the LH IIIA1 period, a megaron-centered structure replaced the earlier Minoan “mansion.” At this time, the West Shrine of Phylakopi was built (Renfrew 1981b, 1985). This Shrine was in use for approximately 260 years. In the LH IIIB period, the East Shrine was built, which, with the West shrine, created a courtyard within which a rounded baetyl was found. The figurines found associated with the two altars in the West Shrine were separated by gender. The Lady of Phylakopi, a Type A figure and probably the main cult image of the sanctuary, was found in one of the two adyta/storage rooms behind the main room. Wheel-made bovid figures and ten seal stones were found around the altar in the East Shrine. Other cult equipment included a male gold facemask, conch shells, and a tortoise-shell lyre, which shows that music was part of the shrine’s cult.
Midea
The LH IIIB sanctuary found on the lower terraces of Midea (Walberg 1998, 177; 2007, 196) consisted of several rooms. Room XXXII had an elliptical hearth and a tripod offering table, while parts of two wheel-made figures, a female and a bull, were found in room VIII with a stirrup jar decorated with double axes and horns of consecration. Further evidence for cult practice at Midea is provided by the more than two hundred figurines found near the West Gate (Demakopoulou and Divari-Valakou 2001). The most outstanding of these is a complete LH IIIB Type A female figure, whose polos hat has a hole that runs through her body. She may have been used for libations or carried in processions.
TOWN AND OPEN-AIR RELIGIOUS SITES
Asine
House G of Asine, which dates to the LH IIIC period, was located at the northern edge of a Mycenaean town (Hägg 1981a). Its main cult room (XXXII) had two columns along its central axis and a cult bench in the northeast corner, around which were found a kernos, an inverted jug whose bottom had been deliberately broken, female figurines, and a large terracotta, probably female, head.
Methana
The LH IIIA–B site of Ayios Konstantinos, Methana, has produced a five-room shrine complex located within a Mycenaean settlement (Konsolaki 2002; Konsolaki-Yannopulou 1999, 2001). The main shrine, room A, contained a stepped bench shrine, around which approximately 150 figurines were found. Most of the figurines are individual bovids, but many are composite constructions of animals with riders and chariot groups. Remarkably, there was only one female figurine. A separate deposit included an animal-head rhyton and a fragmentary jar neck, which were probably used for a libation ceremony. The hearth in the southeast corner contained a number of burnt animal bones, providing secure evidence for animal sacrifice.
The Potter’s Workshop at Berbati
A bench shrine was found in a building near to the LH II–IIIA kiln that had Psi figurines, a decorated spoon, and an amphora whose bottom was missing (Akerström 1968, 1987; Schallin 1997). In the LH IIIB period, another building was built over the first, and a new cult installation that consisted of a stone channel with the base of a kylix fixed in one end replaced the bench shrine. A second LH III installation, found in a nearby building, consisted of a large krater whose bottom had been deliberately pierced and half-buried in the earth. It seems the potters poured libations for the gods to ensure the successful outcome of their work.
Kynortion Hill above Epidauros
This site is remarkable for the length of time that it was active: from the MH through the LH periods (Lambrinudakis 1981). As mentioned earlier, burnt bones, including skulls and horns from bulls and goats, were found mixed in a deep layer of ash. A wide array of Mycenaean figurines was also found, along with a sheet-bronze animal face, bronze double axes, votive and real swords, seals, and a steatite vessel decorated with a relief of warriors in a boat. This site has been called a “peak sanctuary” by its excavator because of the Minoan influence seen in the double axes, but Peatfield (1990, 120–22) and Hägg (1988, 207) argue convincingly that it is not in the Minoan tradition.
Other sites of LH III cult activity located outside the palaces are found at Amyklai, Tsoungiza, Aigina, and Delphi, all of which produced Mycenaean figurines and fragments of larger cult figures (Wright 1994). Open-air sites have been found at Ayia Triada near Klenies and in a cave on Profitis Elias near Ayios Hadrianos (Kilian 1990), and French (1971) notes many sites that have produced religious deposits consisting primarily of figurines.
MYCENAEAN CULT
These summaries of sites and their finds establish a basic picture of Mycenaean cult practice. The cult buildings are usually of the bench-shrine type, but a variety of altars existed alongside them. Some show signs of burnt sacrifices, while others must have been used for cereal and liquid offerings. Cult equipment, such as rhyta, kylikes, offering tables, and vessels with deliberately pierced bottoms, indicate the importance of libations in Mycenaean cult (Hägg 1990). The handmade figurines, both anthropomorphic and zoomorphic, are nearly ubiquitous in Mycenaean cult, while the less numerous Type A figures, such as the Lady of Phylakopi, probably represented deities.
Processions were also a central feature of Mycenaean cult practice (Hägg 2001), as evidenced by the fresco in the megaron complex at Pylos. This fresco, coupled with the evidence for burnt sacrifices, also indicates the importance of communal feasting and drinking, which probably followed sacrificial rituals (see Wright 1995a).
The importance of religion to the elite is suggested by the number of cult sites found in citadels. Nonetheless, it is clear from the numerous deposits of figurines that religion was widely practiced. Hägg (1981b, 1995) has attempted to classify Mycenaean religious sites as either ‘official/state’ or ‘popular,’ but this oversimplifies the situation (as he himself has recognized) and ignores the fact that the religion practiced by the elite must have derived from Helladic religious traditions.
The iconography of Mycenaean religion as practiced by the elite was, however, heavily influenced by Minoan culture. For example, double axes are found both in archaeological assemblages (as on Kynortion and at Lerna) and in religious imagery, while horns of consecration are found at Pylos, Gla, Tiryns, and Mycenae. Scholars have questioned whether and to what extent the Mycenaeans had adopted the religious beliefs of the Minoans when they took on their iconography (Hägg 1981b, 1988; Renfrew 1981a). However, it seems most likely, given the close contact between the Minoans and the Mycenaeans in the 15th century BC, when the use of Minoan iconography was at its height, that the Mycenaeans were not ignorant (or careless) of Minoan religious meaning (Niemeier 1990), and the way that the Mycenaeans used many of the symbols demonstrates this (Walberg 1988). For instance, the Mycenaeans used the horns of consecration as markers of religious buildings on gold rings and frescoes.
Rather, it seems that the Mycenaeans selectively adopted certain types of symbols and scenes that had meaning to them within their own religious construct. Thus, Whittaker (2001) proposes that the double axe “was taken over from Crete precisely because it was a symbol of power that could be easily assimilated into Helladic military symbolism,” which was “becoming visibly associated with religious activity.” The fact that the double axe was associated with animal sacrifice, which was part of Mycenaean cult practice, probably also contributed to its adoption (Hägg 1988).
In contrast, images of ecstatic and enacted epiphany, which are an essential element of Minoan iconography, are all but absent in Mycenaean religious scenes. Also absent from Mycenaean cult are lustral basins, pillar crypts, and clay snake tubes. Rhyta and offering tables, however, were adopted early in the Mycenaean period, but Hägg (1988, 1997a, 18) proposes that this was “to embellish, as it were, an already existing cult practice.”
The Minoan religious iconography, therefore, seems to have provided the Mycenaeans with an already established—and esteemed—repertoire of symbols. Since they were lacking such an elaborate system themselves, the Mycenaeans were happy to adopt and adapt these symbols wherever and whenever appropriate for the illustration and aggrandizement of their own religion. This is not to say that the Minoan influence was entirely superficial. It is, of course, possible that in this process certain elements of the original religion were emphasized over others or were modified to become more like the Minoan concepts. Nonetheless, it does seem that the Mycenaeans did not simply accept concepts into their religious system that were entirely foreign to their own.
LINEAR B EVIDENCE
The Helladic nature of Mycenaean religion is also made clear by the Linear B tablets. Our information regarding cult practice is derived predominantly from the tablets that record offerings (which include perfumed oil, grain, honey, spices, cloth, and, in one case, golden vessels) made by the palace to various deities and religious sanctuaries. Sometimes the offering tablets record a month name that was based on a religious festival (Hiller 1981), which means that the Mycenaeans had a religious calendar similar in nature to that of the historical Greeks (Burkert 1985, 225–26).
The Mycenaeans referred to their shrines as nawoi, and they could be named after the deity that presided over each of them (e.g., the Posidaion). Of the deities mentioned on the tablets, many are immediately recognizable as gods that were also worshipped in Classical times, such as Zeus, Hera, Poseidon, Athena, Artemis, Ares, Hermes, Dionysos, Eileuthia, and Erinys (Chadwick 1985). Others are Greek names, but ones that were not used in Classical times, such as Diwia and Posidaia, female versions of Zeus and Poseidon.
The most prominent female deity in the Mycenaean corpus is Potnia. The word on its own denotes a female who wields power and can be translated as “Mistress” (Trümpy 2001). However, the word is associated with several epithets and locations (Chadwick 1957, 1985) such as the Horses, the Grains, the Labyrinth, Athens (Gulizio, Pluta, and Palaima 2001), and Asia (Morris 2001). The question here, as it was with the Goddess of Minoan religion, is whether Potnia was one goddess who could be worshipped under several different aspects or whether each epithet represented a distinct goddess. Boëlle (2001) leans toward the latter explanation but acknowledges that this question is not easily resolved.
The Mycenaean rulers at Knossos also sent offerings to several non-Greek divinities such as mba-ti and pi-pi-tu-na (Gulizio and Nakassis 2002) and to a generic “all the gods,” which they may have done so as not to incur the wrath of the local gods (Gulizio 2008). Hägg (1997b) sees a possible syncretism of Minoan and Mycenaean religions in the appearance of Greek deities who have taken on local epithets, such as Diktaian Zeus. However, he points out that the common attributes of cult in Postpalatial Crete, such as the Goddess with Upraised Arms, the snake tube, and hut urns, do not have a Mycenaean origin. Hägg (1997b, 168) therefore concludes that the syncretism demonstrated by the textual evidence “was probably a phenomenon of limited scope, with little if any impact on the Cretan population at large.”
The archaeological evidence for sacrificial communal feasts is fleshed out by the textual evidence. Several tablets record the gathering of animals, wine, cheese, and other foodstuffs, while others provide festival names. One such is the “Festival of the New Wine,” which may have been similar to the Anthesteria (Bennett 1958). A second is the “Lechestroterion,” which has been taken as a festival celebrating the “Spreading of the Couches”—the couches were being spread either for a banquet of the gods (Ventris and Chadwick 1973) or for a sacred wedding (Bennett 1958). A third festival name may be taken as the “Festival of the Throne” (Bennett 1958; Hiller 1970; cf. Petrakis 2002–2003). It is possible that this festival was celebrated in honor of an ancestral, founding wanax (Lupack 2001). In a fourth example, the “Theophoria” or “Carrying of the God(s),” we may see a festival that involved the carrying of Type A cult images in processions (Hägg 2001; Hiller 1984).
Many religious officials are named on the tablets, which demonstrates that the Mycenaeans had a well-developed religious hierarchy. Among them, we find the Priestess of Pakijane, a Keybearer, who in historical times had custody of a shrine; the hieroworgos or sacrificial priest; a sphageus or ‘sacrificer’; several generic priests; many “servants of the god”; a “skin bearer,” whom Olivier (1960) believes wore a garment made of animal skin as the insignia of his position; and the “guardians of the fire.” Female religious officials, such as the priestess of Pa-ki-ja-ne, who is actually recorded as challenging the demos over the classification of a piece of land, constitute the only examples in the tablets of women taking on roles of authority. Many religious officials hold their own land or have other economic resources (Bendall 2007; Lupack 2006, 2008 a), and some are active within the palatial administration. Thus, the highest religious officials may have been on a par with, and in some cases may have been members of, the Mycenaean palatial elite.
CONCLUSIONS
From this brief survey of the tablets, it seems that the Linear B tablets affirm the Helladic nature of Mycenaean religion rather than providing a sense that Minoan religion had a heavy influence on Mycenaean religious practice or belief. It could also be said that much that is found on the Linear B tablets regarding Mycenaean religion fits well with a religion that is in some senses the precursor to Classical Greek religion. Despite the vast influence of the Minoans on the Mycenaeans in many aspects of their culture, it is the Helladic characteristics of Mycenaean religion that seem to be the ones that are retained and that resurface in historical Greek times.
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DEATH AND BURIAL
CHRISTOPHER MEE
NEOLITHIC GREECE
In the Mesolithic period, several adults and infants were buried near the entrance of the Franchthi cave in the Argolid (Jacobsen and Cullen 1981). Two of the adults, a male and a female, had apparently been cremated (Cullen 1995). Clearly, funeral practices were already well developed before the start of the Neolithic period. As the population increased with the growth of settlements, we would expect more graves. However, the number of excavated Neolithic burials can be counted in the hundreds, whereas tens of thousands of people lived and died in Greece between 7000 and 3000 BC. Obviously we will never find everyone, but the Neolithic dead do seem unusually elusive.
Intramural burial within settlements was not common for adults. Most of the cases that have been recorded were infants or young children (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 7; Perlès 2001, 276–79). The situation is different in caves that were occupied at this time, such as Franchthi and Alepotrypa in Laconia (Papathanassopoulos 1996, 175–77). The remains of adults and children have been found at both of these sites, but few of the skeletons were articulated. Although some may have been disturbed, it is clear that secondary burial was a regular practice. At Alepotrypa, two ossuaries have been excavated; each contained a mass of bones. Particular attention had been paid to the skulls, which were sometimes surrounded by a circle of stones. The darkness of the cave would undoubtedly have heightened the psychological impact of these rituals.
Secondary burials have occasionally been reported in settlements (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 9; Perlès 2001, 279–80). Under one of the houses at Prodromos in Thessaly were eleven skulls. However, most of the dead must have been buried elsewhere. An Early Neolithic cemetery was discovered a short distance from Souphli, another Thessalian site (Gallis 1982; Perlès 2001, 274–76). The dead had been cremated on pyres and included adults and juveniles. Once the body had burned, the remains were removed from the pyre while still hot and buried in a pit. Some of the pottery with the burials was scorched and had obviously been placed on the pyre. Cremation is a more elaborate rite that requires a considerable amount of fuel, so it is significant that no distinction seems to have been made regarding the age or gender of the deceased.
Although Neolithic cremations have been found at a number of other sites, inhumation was probably the most common practice (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 7–9). So where were most of the dead buried? Excavators would almost certainly miss a cemetery that was some distance from a settlement, yet it is remarkable that more accidental discoveries have not been made, particularly in Thessaly, which has hundreds of Neolithic sites. The explanation may be that most graves were quite shallow and have consequently been destroyed or disturbed by later activities.
This makes it sound as though death was treated rather casually, perhaps because it was such a common occurrence at a time when life expectancy was so short. Children were especially susceptible, and most would have died before they reached adulthood. Neolithic society has also been perceived as relatively egalitarian, which meant that families did not use the funeral as an opportunity to stress status distinctions, and in any case they could not afford a lavish ceremony. Yet some communities did have complex ritual practices that they observed in the case of both children and adults, which may well reflect a more widely held set of beliefs. Moreover, there is evidence of inequality in the Late Neolithic period, if not earlier. Neolithic funerals were probably not as simple as they seem (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 10–11).
EARLY BRONZE AGE
In the Final Neolithic cemetery at Kephala on Keos, the graves were built of stone (Coleman 1977). As a result, the dead had a much more visible presence, and this new trend was soon taken up elsewhere in the Cyclades. Early Bronze Age cemeteries have been excavated on most of the islands (Doumas 1977; Barber 1987, 74–85). Generally they consist of 15–20 graves, though some were much larger, in particular Chalandriani on Syros, with more than 600. The typical grave is a cist, a rectangular or trapezoidal stone-lined pit covered by slabs. Because the graves were usually less than a meter in length, the dead were buried in a contracted position with their legs bent up. It is possible that this was symbolic and not just a practical necessity. Quite often graves were used again, presumably for another family member. The remains of previous burials would then be moved aside to make room, though the skull was usually left undisturbed. In some cists, an extra floor was added so that the upper chamber could be used for burials and the lower chamber as an ossuary.
Many graves produced no finds, though we must bear in mind that perishable items may have been left with the dead. No doubt they wore clothes or a shroud and could have been given items of food that have not survived. Pottery is the most common type of grave good that is present, particularly bowls, cups, and jugs, which suggests the belief that the dead needed provisions for the afterlife. If the obsidian blades were razors, they were probably also expected to look well groomed. Wealth is sometimes emphasized with metal or marble vessels, weapons, jewelry, and figurines.
Once buried, these items had been taken out of circulation in what was clearly intended as a reminder of the status that the deceased had enjoyed in life and which was expected to continue even after death. This display of wealth no doubt promoted the position of the family as well. The marble figurines are particularly impressive, and their artistic appeal is unfortunately the reason so many Early Cycladic graves have been looted. They underline the religious dimension of the rituals that were performed at the funeral, and the discovery of stone platforms in some cemeteries is an indication that ceremonies may also have been held at other times.
In Greece, most of the Early Bronze Age cemeteries are concentrated in the eastern mainland, in the Argolid, Corinthia, Attica, Boeotia, and on Euboea (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 15–21). At Tsepi in Attica is a cemetery of rectangular built graves that were laid out in rows (Pantelidou-Gofa 2005). Each grave was carefully outlined with a border of stones. The sides of the grave were lined with rubble or slabs, a row of slabs formed the roof, and one end had a narrow entrance. The graves were used repeatedly. The latest burial had generally been left just inside the entrance. At the back of the chamber was a mass of stacked bones, though more care was taken with the skulls, which were sometimes lined up on one side. This is reminiscent of the way that earlier burials were treated in the islands, and much of the pottery, though locally made, is Cycladic in style.
A number of cemeteries contained chamber tombs (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 17). At Manika on Euboea, the entrance to such tombs was a vertical shaft, off of which opened the chamber, which could be rectangular, trapezoidal, or circular (Sampson 1985, 1988). The chamber was carefully blocked off by slabs or stones. The dead had usually been buried in a contracted position despite the fact that the chambers were often more than two meters in diameter. Thus, the size of the tomb did not necessarily dictate how the body would be laid out. Earlier burials were pushed to one side, and in some cases the bones had apparently been removed and put in an ossuary. The quantity and quality of the finds varies, presumably because of differences in status. A connection with the Cyclades is evident, and the presence of marble figurines suggests that these shared tastes reflect similar beliefs.
On Lefkas in western Greece, the dead were cremated, and the grave goods were also placed on the pyre (Dörpfeld 1927). Once this had burned down, the remains and some of the grave goods were collected and put into a pithos, which was sealed with a slab. A circular stone platform was then built around the pithos, and this also covered the pyre. The platform was in turn covered by a mound of earth and stones, which formed a tumulus. In many of the tumuli, additional graves were later inserted in the stone platform. This marks the start of a vogue for circular tombs in western Greece that continues in the Middle Bronze Age, though elsewhere on the mainland there is more of a break (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 17).
Different regional traditions also developed on Crete. The tombs in the south of the island were circular stone tholoi (Branigan 1993). The first tholoi were constructed in EM I, and this was still the most common tomb type in the Protopalatial period. Around seventy have been discovered in cemeteries of one, two, or three tombs. At sites with more than one tomb, their use overlaps. They were built a short distance from the settlement, often within 100 meters or so (Branigan 1998). The dead were nearby, but the tombs were oriented so that the entrance faced away from the settlement. Consequently, they could not see their homes and would be less inclined to return. The fact that the tomb entrances were carefully blocked highlights this desire to keep the dead in their place. Nevertheless, because of the size and solid construction of the tombs, they were a very visible and permanent presence. Many of them remained in use for centuries and would have been a powerful symbol of the entitlement that a community could claim to land and other key resources (Murphy 1998).
A tholos has a circular wall made up of a rubble core faced with larger blocks of stone, which can be more than two meters thick in the case of the largest tombs, which have a diameter of ten meters or more (Branigan 1998). There has been considerable speculation about the type of roof. Because the walls lean in and masses of fallen stone have sometimes been found in the chamber, the obvious solution is a stone vault. However, the walls were not buttressed in any way, so they could not have supported the weight of a stone roof. Mud brick is an alternative, though this would be identifiable and has not been reported from any of the excavated tombs. Thatch is another possibility, but no consensus exists as yet. The entrance was almost always on the east side of the tomb, so sunrise may have had a special significance. A number of tholoi also had annexes in front of the entrance, which had been added later.
Because of the length of time the tholoi remained in use and the fact that most have been looted, it is not easy to reconstruct the funeral rites (Branigan 1993). The dead were apparently laid out on the floor of the tomb with personal possessions, which could include weapons, tools, jewelry, seal stones, and pottery. Food and drink were provided, some of which may have been consumed by the mourners at the funeral. The number of cups suggests that a toast was drunk or libations poured before the entrance of the tomb was sealed. Few skeletons have been found in situ, and it is evident that, once the body had decomposed, the bones were swept aside. It seems that the tombs were periodically cleaned out and purified. The bones would then be transferred to one of the annexes, which were used as ossuaries. When the remains of earlier burials were moved, no doubt a ceremony marked this final stage of the journey. The presence of stone platforms suggests that the tombs may have been a focus for cult and ritual activity at other times as well, which implies that the dead were venerated if not worshipped. As far as we can tell, the entire community was buried in these tombs. There was certainly no discrimination on the basis of age or gender. Some tombs were probably reserved for particular groups of families, which would explain why settlements had two or three tholoi, but differences in status were not emphasized.
At Ayia Photia in eastern Crete is a cemetery with more than 250 EM I/II tombs. Most have a vertical shaft and a rectangular or oval chamber sealed by a stone slab (Davaras and Betancourt 2004). Similar tombs appear in the Cyclades, and much of the pottery and metalwork is Cycladic in style. The possibility that this was a case of colonization rather than acculturation or close contact has therefore been raised. There were also rectangular stone-built tombs in the northern and eastern parts of the island (Soles 1992; Vavouranakis 2007). In some respects they resemble houses, but it is questionable whether they were conceived as a home away from home for the dead. The cemetery on the island of Mochlos was located so that the tombs would be visible from the sea as ships approached, but they cannot be seen from the settlement. Approximately thirty tombs have been excavated, built up against the rock face in such a way that they seem like part of the landscape. A processional path winds up through the cemetery to the most elaborate tombs I/II/III and IV/V/VI. In front of IV/V/VI were a paved court and a platform, possibly an altar. Although the tombs have been disturbed, they were evidently used for primary burials. In due course, the bones were moved to another compartment, where the skulls were carefully stacked together. Much of the jewelry that was buried in the tombs is of gold or silver. Many superb stone vessels have also been found. The finest objects were not found exclusively in the largest tombs, though they were concentrated in I/II/III and IV/V/VI. Status must have been a more contentious issue at Mochlos and was certainly the case at Malia, where one of the tombs is enormous. Known as the Chrysolakkos, or gold pit (from the spectacular finds, most of which were looted), the tomb measures approximately forty by thirty meters, and the interior was divided into rows of burial compartments. Built at the start of the Protopalatial period, at around the same time as the palace at Malia, it was surely reserved for the elite (Soles 1992, 163–71).
The burial record is not always an accurate barometer of social change, but the political upheavals on Crete clearly had an impact. The cemetery at Archanes in the north of the island is unusual in that it contains tholoi and rectangular built tombs (Sakellarakis and Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1997). This fusion of two distinct architectural styles integrated different traditions and continued in the Middle Minoan period, when the cemetery was expanded. Tomb B, a two-story structure with a tholos enclosed on three sides by annexes, is particularly impressive. Many of the dead were buried in clay jars or terracotta larnakes. It is unclear whether this was an indication of higher status or reflects a greater emphasis on individuality, which is evident from the choice of personal items in these tombs. The seal stones especially were a mark of identity. It is significant that the level of activity at Archanes increased in MM IA, just before the old palaces were constructed, a time when the competition for power must have intensified.
MIDDLE BRONZE AGE
In Greece, the situation was very different. Many of the Early Helladic cemeteries went out of use, and burial in simple pit or cist graves became the rule (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 23–35). The most impressive Middle Helladic tombs were tumuli, which can be as much as 25 meters in diameter. However, even though a central grave sometimes occurs, which suggests a recognition of higher status, the finds are generally rather modest, especially in comparison with the Early Helladic tumuli on Lefkas (Boyd 2002). In the pit and cist graves, this impression of austerity is even more apparent. Less than 30% of the two hundred Middle Helladic burials at Lerna had any recognizable grave goods, and this figure is fairly typical. Some settlements did have cemeteries with clusters of graves in which members of the same family had presumably been buried. Intramural burial was also very common, though the graves were often in a part of the settlement that had been abandoned or was not occupied at the time. It was usually children who were buried under the houses.
As an example of a Middle Helladic cemetery, one may look at Kouphovouno in Laconia, where sixteen graves have been excavated, as well as the remains of skeletons that had been disturbed (Cavanagh and Lagia in press). Some of the graves were pits that were often edged with stones that had supported a roof made of perishable material. There were also cists constructed of upright slabs (figure 21.1). The dead had usually been buried on their sides in a contracted position. Only a few had grave goods. The remains of twenty-seven individuals have been identified, adults and children, males and females (table 21.1).
The greatest likelihood of death was in infancy/early childhood and late adolescence/young adulthood. The mortality rate between birth and five years was very high in these communities. At Lerna, the figure is almost 50%, so parents could expect that half of their children would die before they were five. The reason for this was nutritional deficiency combined with childhood diseases. The second phase of increased mortality in late adolescence/young adulthood is usually due to the risks of childbirth, but women of this age are underrepresented at Kouphovouno, and they may have been buried in another part of the cemetery. A number of the males in this group had suffered serious injuries; one had somehow been cut in two. Some graves contained the remains of adults and infants. The natural assumption is that a mother and infant were buried together, but in one case the adult was male, and DNA analysis has shown that the two individuals were related.
The people of Kouphovouno were not very healthy (Cavanagh and Lagia in press). Study of the skeletons has shown that, as children, they were malnourished and suffered from diseases, in particular rickets, scurvy, measles, and smallpox. Hard work had caused degenerative changes in the adult skeletons of both sexes. Arthritis and osteoporosis were also common. Stable isotope analysis of the carbon and nitrogen in bone samples from Kouphovouno indicates a diet that mainly consisted of plant foods, such as wheat, barley, and fruits. Some animal protein was consumed, either as meat or dairy products, but not in significant quantities.
Figure 21.1. Cist grave at Kouphovouno (courtesy of the author).
Table 21.1. Middle Helladic cemetery at Kouphovouno in Laconia
Source: Courtesy of the author.
For many Middle Helladic communities, life must have been fairly grim, and it is difficult to escape the conclusion that this was a period when most people were desperately poor. However, there were exceptions. Kolonna on Aigina was a fortified settlement that had built up a network of trade contacts and was consequently quite prosperous. Just in front of the main gate in the fortifications, a man was buried with a sword, a dagger, a spear, a helmet, and a gold diadem (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1997). He was clearly an exceptional individual who was commemorated as a warrior, perhaps because of his military prowess. He also set a precedent for the spectacularly rich burials in the shaft graves at Mycenae.
LATE BRONZE AGE
Although the two shaft grave circles at Mycenae were in use before the end of the Middle Helladic period, they nonetheless mark the start of a new era. Circle A is prominently positioned just inside the Lion Gate, but this arrangement dates from LH IIIB, when the fortifications were extended. At the same time, the grave circle was carefully restored, and the original enclosure wall was replaced. This was done three centuries or so after the final burial had taken place and indicates a reverence for the dead that suggests that they were worshipped as the founders of the royal dynasty, whatever their relationship with the later rulers of Mycenae may in fact have been.
There were six shaft graves in Circle A, the largest of which measured 4.50 by 6.40 meters and was 4.00 meters deep (Karo 1930–1933; Dickinson 1977, 46–50). The graves consisted of a rectangular shaft cut through the earth and rock, with a ledge at the lower end to support the roof. Nineteen people had been buried in the graves: eight men, nine women, and two children. The men had an extraordinary array of weapons, an arsenal of finely crafted swords, daggers, spears, and knives. They are depicted as heroic warriors and hunters on some of the gold rings from the graves. Men and women were covered in jewelry, in particular gold discs that were sewn on their clothes or shrouds. Some of the men wore gold funeral masks. The dead were also provided with gold and silver cups and goblets, presumably so that they could dine in style in the underworld.
Grave Circle B was only a short distance from the citadel but had evidently been forgotten by the LH IIIB period (Mylonas 1973; Dickinson 1977, 40–46). The fourteen shaft graves were generally not as large as those in Circle A, and there were also eleven cist and pit graves. A built grave, tomb Rho, was added later. It was not possible to determine the age and sex of all of the burials, but adults outnumber children 24:8, and there are also three times as many men as women. The maximum number of burials was four in grave Gamma: three men and a woman. One of the men had been buried first, followed by the woman. Their skeletons were subsequently moved aside for the burial of the man in the center. Finally, another man was laid across one end of the grave. After each burial, the roof was replaced and sealed with clay. The shaft was then filled with earth, and the grave was marked by a low mound and sometimes a carved gravestone.
Men, women, and children were buried in Grave Circle B with an impressive range of grave goods, but many of the dead had only pottery. The Circle A burials were generally much richer (Laffineur 1989; Graziadio 1991). However, it is important to note that, although the two circles coexisted for a time, Circle B was in use first. Thus, it could be argued that what we see is an escalation in conspicuous consumption because the wealth that was taken out of circulation when it was deposited in these graves had effectively been destroyed. The reason for this extravagance was a desire for prestige and consequently status (Voutsaki 1995). This was evidently a period of political instability, and funerals were an occasion for legitimizing the transfer of power and rights of succession. Those buried in the grave circles were clearly an élite who had set themselves apart. Yet there must also have been divisions within this group, which would explain why Circle A was established.
The shaft graves were essentially enlarged pit graves and could be viewed as an example of the ostentation that is such a feature of this period. However, their size also facilitated a move to collective burial, which is equally true of tholos and chamber tombs (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 41–49). Tholos tombs originated in Messenia at the end of the Middle Helladic period (Voutsaki 1998). These new types of tomb were designed to be reopened periodically for the burial of individuals who were no doubt related in some way, so this practice places a much greater emphasis on hereditary status. The narrow dromos leads to the entrance of the tomb. The circular burial chamber has a corbeled stone vault (Pelon 1976). Unlike Minoan tholoi, the Mycenaean tombs were cut into the bedrock, so that the vault was buttressed, and they were covered by an earth mound.
Soon there were tholos tombs in the Argolid and Laconia, as well as Messenia. In LH II, seven were constructed at Mycenae, where they replaced shaft graves as the high-status option. It seems quite likely that some were royal tombs, though tholoi were probably not reserved just for rulers. Most had been robbed, but a few were still intact or had pits in the chamber floor that had not been opened. This was the case at Dendra in the Argolid and Vapheio in Laconia, for example. The character and quality of the finds emphasizes how important the funeral had become for these image-conscious individuals.
Chamber tombs have a similar layout but were rock cut rather than stone built (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 54–55). Some have circular chambers like tholos tombs or are rectangular. At Prosymna in the Argolid, the size of the chamber ranges from 5–30 square meters (Biegen 1937), though one of the tombs at Pellana in Laconia has a chamber more than 10 meters in diameter, as large as a tholos. It is questionable whether there were any rigid rules about who could be buried in a tholos or chamber tomb in LH I–II (Voutsaki 1995). The Minoans also had rock-cut chamber tombs (Pini 1968), which the Mycenaeans may well have seen and adapted. The distinctive mainland style of tomb is then found at Knossos in LM II–IIIA, when it is believed that the palace was under Mycenaean control. The warriors who were buried in these tombs have quite naturally been identified as Mycenaeans, but this assumption has been questioned (Preston 1999, 2004). It is equally possible that they were Minoans whose way of life had been influenced by the warrior ethos, which was prevalent in Greece at this time. There may be a more subtle explanation for changes in the burial record than an alteration in the ethnic makeup of a community.
Although LH III is often regarded as a period of greater uniformity (and it is true that there is less experimentation during this time), regional differences are apparent (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 77–79). For example, Messenia had few chamber tomb cemeteries, unlike in Boeotia, where tholos tombs were a rarity. Variation is also evident at a more local level, possibly because communities wished to maintain their traditions and consequently an independent identity as the Mycenaean palaces grew more powerful and influential. Some rulers may well have imposed restrictions.
Mycenae and Tiryns were the only sites in the Argolid where tholos tombs were constructed in LH IIIA–B. Moreover, the tombs at Mycenae were the magnificent Treasury of Atreus and the Tomb of Clytemnaestra. It would have taken around twenty thousand man days to build the Treasury of Atreus (Cavanagh and Mee 1999). The tomb is approached down a dromos 36 meters in length, which is lined with ashlar masonry. The façade was decorated with green and red marble columns. Above the entrance, which was sealed by double doors sheathed in bronze, is a lintel block that weighs approximately 120 tons. The chamber is 14.5 meters in diameter and 13.6 meters high, with thirty-three smoothly finished courses of masonry (Pelon 1976). The ruler who built this tomb was no doubt buried in the side chamber.
Chamber tombs were much more common in LH III and must have been used by a wider cross-section of society (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 65–79). They were likely family tombs, but at those sites where the skeletal remains have been properly studied, children were clearly under represented. Moreover, they had often been buried in a niche in front of the entrance rather than in the chamber or were given separate tombs. The fact that children were treated differently does not imply a lack of concern or respect. Parents would have grieved when a child died, but with the mortality rate hovering around 50% for those under the age of ten, the death of a child was a frequent occurrence. To cope psychologically with their loss, parents may not have viewed children as full-fledged members of society who needed to be ritually reunited with their ancestors. Of course, some children were buried alongside adults, and it is evident that the conventions that governed behavior were very flexible. Curiously, men also outnumber women in Mycenaean tombs. Although it is true that female skeletons are not as robust and would therefore be more likely to have disintegrated, this does not fully account for the discrepancy. There seems to have been a gender bias, which may be linked with the dependent status of most of the women as wives and daughters in Mycenaean society (Mee 1998).
We can reconstruct the ceremonies at the graveside from the hundreds of excavated chamber tombs, but the first part of the funeral took place away from the cemetery, probably in or outside the home of the person who had died. Terracotta larnakes from Tanagra in Boeotia depict processions of women who raise their hands to their heads in a gesture that clearly expresses their grief (Cavanagh and Mee 1995; Immerwahr 1995) (figure 21.2). Their dress suggests that they led the mourners when the corpse was laid out and the community members came to pay their respects. Other women with shaved heads and lacerated faces were presumably close relatives. In one highly emotional scene, they lower the body of a child into a larnax. Men occasionally appear on the larnakes but do not seem to have been as closely involved, perhaps because there were taboos that restricted how they could act.
Figure 21.2. Tanagra larnax (after Cavanagh and Mee 1995, 48, figure 1).
The journey to the cemetery began a process of separation that took the dead physically and symbolically away from family and friends (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 71–76, 103–20; Gallou 2005, 82–132). Once the body had been brought into the tomb, it was laid out, normally in an extended position, on the floor or a bench (Wace 1932). Terracotta larnakes and wooden coffins were occasionally used. The pottery provided often includes jars of perfumed oil, a tradition that would continue for centuries. The oil was a luxury and also signified purity. Vessels with food and drink may be the residue of a funeral feast, though it was evidently expected that the dead would need supplies for the afterlife. They were given jewelry and no doubt wore their finest clothes as well. There is less of an emphasis on weaponry, perhaps because it was now believed that bronze should be kept in circulation. Terracotta female figurines, found with children, probably offered protection. The entrance was then carefully blocked with stone, a toast was drunk, and the cups were shattered against the wall. Finally, the dromos was backfilled with earth. When the next funeral took place, the dromos and the entrance would be unblocked and the process repeated. However, the time would come when the chamber offered no more room. At this point, earlier burials were moved to one side, or the bones were collected and placed in a pit.
This practice has often been seen as rather cavalier, and a contrast has been drawn between the care taken when the dead were first buried and their later treatment. However, tombs have been excavated in which none of the skeletons was undisturbed. It seems likely that the chamber had been reopened for a ceremony that involved the rearrangement of the last burial. Ceremonies of this type were probably a regular occurrence and marked the final stage in the journey that the dead had undertaken. Like many societies, the Mycenaeans evidently believed in a liminal phase between life and death. This ended when the body had decomposed and the spirit was freed. Ceremonies ensured that the dead were placated and would not cause trouble. They also gave the bereaved time to adjust to their loss.
After the destruction of the palaces at the end of the LH IIIB period, no more major tholos tombs and fewer chamber tombs were built (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 89–97; Dickinson 2006, 178–83). Sometimes tombs that had gone out of use were cleared and reused, presumably by a different group. Some new chamber tombs appeared, notably at Perati in Attica, but they were small and not as well constructed (Iakovidis 1969). This is not a sign of poverty, however, because some of the Perati tombs were quite rich. Nevertheless, many of the tombs held only one or two skeletons, which suggests a change of beliefs. It was no longer the custom that generations of the same family would be buried together, which anticipates the move to individual burial in the Early Iron Age. The funeral ceremony may also have been curtailed, which could explain the introduction of cremation. The first Mycenaean cremations were at Müskebi in western Anatolia, and the rite may have spread from there. The puzzle is that, at Perati, for example, we find cremations and inhumations in the same tomb. Thus, it seems unlikely that those who were cremated came from a different ethnic group. Changes such as the move to individual burial (Lewartowski 2000) and the adoption of cremation were once used as evidence of population movements in the twelfth and eleventh centuries. What they actually reflect is the sense of insecurity that had undermined confidence in the social order and the traditions that underpinned this.
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TRADE
BRYAN E. BURNS
TRADE is typically defined as the exchange of good and services within a mercantile or economic framework that may or may not involve currency. Political and ideological dynamics, however, may structure commercial exchange as much as economic rules. The transfer of goods, furthermore, is necessarily accompanied by the movement of people, which enables additional interaction such as the sharing of technology or the communication of ideas and beliefs. Thus, the archaeological study of trade necessarily includes a spectrum of activities that are often difficult to distinguish from one another, based on surviving artifacts and corollary evidence. It is clear that these various processes by which communities interacted greatly influenced the development of polities and the lives of people—providing foodstuffs and luxuries, enabling new crafts and new artistic statements, and potentially reshaping the means of power and persuasion.
The individual societies of the Aegean developed while in frequent contact with each other throughout the Bronze Age and with varying intensities they maintained ties with more distant regions of Europe, Africa, and Asia. From these different directions came a diverse range of useful materials, such as lapis lazuli from Afghanistan, amber from the Baltic, ivory from Egypt and the Levant, and copper from Cyprus. The source of some materials remains elusive, but it is clear that desirable commodities such as tin and gold do not naturally occur within the Aegean. While there is little doubt that the need for bronze-making metals spurred interregional trade in the Mediterranean (Knapp 1990; Muhly 2003), the exchange of luxury, or less utilitarian, items enabled powerful statements. In this regard, eastern regions made the strongest contribution, as the sophisticated states of Egypt, the Levant, Mesopotamia, and Anatolia provided a wealth of precious items that functioned as technological and artistic models for the development of Aegean arts and society.
The nature and extent of eastern influence on the Aegean has been the subject of vigorous scholarly debate, beginning with the initial presentations of Mycenaean and Minoan culture. Sir Arthur Evans attributed the creation of Minoan civilization to the movement of people and ideas from north Africa and western Asia, which he deduced from shared styles of dress, crafts, and architecture. He further proposed the possibility of “more intangible influences that may have been brought to bear in the domain of ideas—in Cretan religion for instance, in law and government, or even in literary tradition” (Evans 1921, 19), thus providing an extended example for V. Gordon Childe’s theory of cultural diffusion (1925, 22–40).
A divergent thread of scholarship has turned inward in the search for the causes of growing social complexity. Again for Crete, Colin Renfrew (1972) put forward a comprehensive theory that tied the rise of a social and political elite to perceived needs for the redistribution of agricultural commodities. Nonetheless, the arrival of goods and technologies from the Near East was contemporary with the increased social stratification on Crete, demonstrating the availability of a model for the nascent palatial administration. Similarly, the introduction of foreign goods from sophisticated neighbors in the Shaft Graves at Mycenae appears to be intertwined with the rise of an indigenous elite on mainland Greece.
A balanced approach to the role of foreign exchange in the rise of Aegean states and the continued development of social structures stresses the opportunities and pressures created by external contacts. Rather than expecting to find the wholesale importation of an administrative system or asserting “some vaguely defined ‘civilising influence’ from the East as the direct cause of state origins” (Cherry 1984, 38), comparative studies suggest that exchange with a more highly structured neighbor may provoke changes in settlement distributions, resource management, or administrative hierarchy through internal processes that follow the primary interaction (Renfrew 1975, esp. 32–35; cf. Parkinson and Galaty 2007).
The impact of exchange need not be measured on a societal scale alone. Mary Helms (1988) has demonstrated the ways in which travel and the acquisition of foreign items operate as pathways to power, by which individuals lay claim to the special status accorded to geographically distant peoples and places. In some cultures, the emphasis is found “primarily in the very activity and practice of maritime movement itself” (Broodbank 2000, 290), yet power can also be accrued through the acquisitions of foreign items themselves (Helms 1993). The sustained exploitation of resources from an outside realm can demonstrate ongoing international relationships, and leaders’ oversight of the process that converts exotic materials into locally significant items creates an opportunity to create new instruments of influence in the form of prestige objects (cf. D’Altroy and Earle 1985).
I have chosen specific cases of Aegean trade and exchange for this chapter with these possibilities in mind, aiming not only to describe general trends and economic implications of exchange but also to emphasize the importance of trade for the functioning of social and political structures. Andrew Sherratt and Susan Sherratt (1991) have taken a similar tack by calling attention to the importance of demand and “conspicuous consumption” within the societies taking part in Mediterranean exchange. Their general model for interregional trade posits a phase of initial exchange of high-value, low-bulk preciosities that eventually leads to “full linkage,” wherein each side provides bulk materials and products. In reaching this final step, though, local production is not only stimulated by external trade but also often restructured, as new social institutions become necessary to control increased production and circulation.
As indicated earlier, the rise of complex civilizations in the Aegean is at least chronologically related to new instances of foreign interaction, and social changes were arguably intermeshed with transferred technology, shifts in style, and the new availability of key materials. Political leaders, whether claiming or legitimizing power, often take advantage of the social and economic benefits of long-distance exchange (cf. Liverani 1990; Brumfiel 1994, 6), and the connection between local authority and foreign trade grew more complex over the course of the Bronze Age. The elite ruling from palatial sites like Knossos, Mycenae, and Thebes enjoyed rare luxuries and also manipulated exchange networks to maintain centralized power.
Yet to fully appreciate the impact of international trade on Aegean society, one needs to also point to a broad range of contexts with activities that were stimulated, enabled, and empowered by external impulses. As the scale of exchange increased during the Bronze Age, so too must the diversity of interactions have grown. That is to say, no single description of trade can explain the complicated scenarios of the Late Bronze Age Mediterranean, and we should bear in mind the likely coexistence of a number of means of exchange (Knapp and Cherry 1994, 127–28). Among these is the possibility that the transfer of goods was not necessarily a voluntary exchange but rather accompanied by physical force or political aggression.
EARLY BRONZE AGE
Exchange during the Early Bronze Age was largely contained within the Aegean, with distinct cultural zones arising through interaction of limited distances. For example, northern Aegean sites such as Poliochni on Lemnos shared cultural traits with Macedonia and Thrace and participated in exchange networks with the Troad. Through this route imports from western Anatolia may have penetrated as far south as Euboea and into the Cyclades (Lambrou-Phillipson 1990, 100). Travel and trade were particularly important to development in the Cyclades (Broodbank 2000), where inhabitants depended on interisland travel to acquire limited resources, such as copper from Kythnos and silver and lead from Siphnos (Stos-Gale and Macdonald 1991), as well as the Melian obsidian, which had been exploited for millennia.
The possibility of contact farther beyond the Aegean during the EBA has been raised by the discovery of early Egyptian stone vessels at Mycenae and Knossos, including a predynastic jar that Peter Warren pronounced one of the oldest imported items in the Aegean (1969, 114). This vessel, however, was found in a well-provisioned chamber tomb of the Late Helladic III period (Tomb 55), indicating a final deposition a thousand years after its manufacture. Rather than consider this to be an heirloom, recirculated in its new cultural context, it was more plausibly imported long after it was first manufactured. As such, it finds good company in the small group of predynastic stone vessels found at Knossos but in problematic, likely later, contexts (Bevan 2004, 110–11).
Egyptian contact with Crete during the third millennium is better evidenced by the style and material of Early Minoan seals, such as those in ivory or carved in distinctly Egyptian shapes like scarabs (Aruz 2008, 53–76). This introduction of non-Aegean imagery and objects in the Prepalatial period has been suggested as the beginning of significant interaction between Egypt and Minoan Crete, though the number of relevant artifacts is strictly limited (Warren 1995). The relative rarity of these imported objects arguably intensifies the value that each one carried and suggests that they functioned as powerful objects with which emergent elites were able to distinguish themselves (Manning 1994, 243–44; Manning and Huhlin 2005, 282).
The Prepalatial cemetery at Mochlos, where social stratification is visible in a community’s treatment of the dead, provides a good example of the exploitation of foreign contacts by a limited few. Twenty-eight tombs of the “house type” were used during the EM II and EM III periods, only a few of which also contained MM I material (Seager 1912; Soles 1992, 41–42). Cynthia Colburn’s analysis of the tombs’ contents shows the stark concentration of imported stone, metal, and ivory objects in only three of the tombs (2008, 210–12, table 2). Two of these are also the largest, most architecturally complex tombs of the Mochlos cemetery (Tombs I/II/ III and IV/V/VI), each combining three separate chambers that held a number of separate interments. As locations of repeated activity, where previously entombed bodies were rearranged and earlier burial goods reencountered, each tomb contained an accumulation of valued symbols. For example, the items of gold, faience, and chalcedony found in compartment IV (Seager 1912, 48–49, figure 20) were not so much taken out of circulation as given further meaning through their deposition in a funerary context. Colburn (2008, 217–20) further emphasizes the personal, corporeal nature of the surviving imports as items of adornment and argues that these were markers of status used by living individuals, primarily women, as well as for depositions with the dead. This makes material such as the Mochlos jewelry even more compelling, as items of individual identity consolidated to mark an elite group monument.
PALATIAL CRETE
The appearance of the palatial centers during the Middle Minoan period signals a new level of economic centralization that fostered increased local exchange and strengthened regional styles of production (Knappet 1999). The first palaces were, arguably, well positioned to take control over long-distance trade routes. Yet the nature and distribution of the surviving imports from Protopalatial Crete—with those from MM Knossos, for example, fairly well balanced by a number of seals and weapons from the Mesara tombs—do not themselves indicate palatial control (Lambrou-Phillipson 1990; Wiener 1991). A remarkable absence of imported objects has been noted, for example, from the well-preserved portions of the first palace at Phaistos (Carinci 2000), and Ilse Schoep (2006) has emphasized the interests of nonpalatial elite in participating in foreign ventures. Even if the agents of trade are difficult to define, a steady pulse of high-value, low-bulk imports flowed into Middle Minoan Crete, and evidence for the export of Minoan products beyond Crete points to a growing importance of trade.
Increased contact with Eastern Mediterranean polities clearly provided opportunities for early palatial rulers to exploit. Although numerous components of the Minoan administration—from the architectural form of the palace to the seal- and tablet-using bureaucracy—have eastern predecessors, no single point of influence is easily identified (Warren 1987, Watrous 1987). Similarly, it is challenging to link many of the imported objects found in early palatial contexts with specific points of origin. A terracotta plaque from Quartier Mu at Malia, for example, was manufactured locally but has been described as an Egyptianizing sphinx that combines the body of a lion with the face of a bearded pharaoh (Poursat 1980, 116–18), though some scholars identify it with the Anatolian type of hybrid creatures also seen in MM seals (Rehak and Younger 1998, 234; Aruz 2008, 86). The distinction of stylistic provenance, while important to mapping the network of exchange, is not necessary to recognize the adoption of a powerful symbol, and in this way foreign exchange contributed to the prestige of palatial environments and elite people through strategies that become more visible over the course of the Middle Minoan period.
The adoption of imported iconography and techniques evident in the palatial arts of Crete is balanced by the introduction of Aegean objects and styles into Eastern Mediterranean contexts, beginning with exports of Kamares ware vessels and signs of Minoan influence in objects of the Tôd treasure (Warren 1995, 2–4). The expansion of Minoan material culture beyond Crete brings the dynamics of exchange into a larger set of questions about cultural influence, colonialism, and control. Archaeological counterparts for the tradition of the Minoan thalassocracy have been advanced in relation to a number of sites in the Aegean where Cretan styles of living were adopted by Cycladic communities (e.g., Akrotiri) or where trade emporia were hosted (e.g., Kastri on Kythera) (Hägg and Marinatos 1984). A process that increased cultural influence, or Minoanization, seems to have proceeded steadily throughout the Middle Bronze Age by means of repeated interaction and the adoption of select technologies and styles by local communities (Broodbank 2004; Knappett and Nikolakopoulou 2008). This would seem to be separate from the distant outposts such as at Miletus, where a settlement with Minoan material spanning Old and New Palace periods remained distinct from an indigenous population, followed by a similarly contained Mycenaean presence in LH III (Niemeier 2005).
The reach of Minoan products and influence across the Aegean and throughout the Eastern Mediterranean strengthened in the Neopalatial era, and the benefits of a thriving exchange network are evident in the rebuilt palaces. Palatial workshops depended upon the import of raw materials from the east, such as the uncarved elephant tusks and copper ingots preserved at Zakros (Platon 1971, 210–21; cf. Stos-Gale 2001), but also excelled in their own adaptations of eastern technologies such as faience working (Foster 1979). The high point of Minoan international exchange, however, is best represented by the evidence for Minoans traveling and working abroad, which I discuss later.
MYCENAEAN MAINLAND
While contact between Crete and the East Mediterranean became more regular over the course of the Middle Bronze Age, this was not an era of prosperous exchange for the communities of mainland Greece. The period of the Shaft Graves at Mycenae spans the transition from Middle to Late Bronze Age and also marks the beginning of a cultural dynamic that bound the use of exotic arts, both of foreign-made goods and new materials, with strategies for building and maintaining social power.
Like the elite who defined themselves through funerary activity at Mochlos, a small segment of society at Mycenae marked their emerging status through the deposition of exotic items in burial places that were already distinguished by their elaborate construction and spatial position (Voutsaki 1999). The high number of Cretan works in these graves indicates that the Egyptian, Mesopotamian, and Levantine objects also deposited therein came to Mycenae through the well-established Minoan networks, yet new interactions with Anatolia and Europe suggest independent Mycenaean contacts to the north (Hughes-Brock 2005).
In the Late Helladic III period, Mycenae became a major center of exchange, drawing in raw materials for palatial workshops, as well as elite objects that may represent high-level exchange with eastern polities (Cline 1994; Phillips and Cline 2005). The concentrated use of imports at Mycenae during the palatial period was rivaled by the inhabitants of neighboring Tiryns. Specific patterns in the types of imported objects found at different sites, such as a high concentration of Cypriot goods at Tiryns and Egyptian objects at Mycenae (Cline 1994), suggest that rival centers developed particular trade partnerships. Furthermore, the distribution of foreign objects across the Argolid indicates that participation in long-distance exchange was not the exclusive domain of the palatial administrations and that elite individuals at Asine, Midea, and Nauplion had a share among imported objects (Burns 2010).
A sharp contrast is found in Boeotia, where nearly all of the imports of the LH IIIA–IIIB period are found in palatial contexts at Thebes, mostly from a single deposit of three dozen cylinder seals in the “Treasure Room” of the New Kadmeion (Porada 1981; Cline 1994). Not only was the vast majority of the region’s imported items found in the administrative center, but exotic raw materials were tightly concentrated here as well. The Treasure Room contained onyx jewelry and fragments of ivories, and a contemporary jewelry workshop also yielded sizable quantities of imported stone, glass, and ivory (Symeonoglou 1973, 44–62, 66–70).
The range of imported materials in tombs and workshops at Mycenae and Thebes accords well with the descriptions found in the Linear B tablets from Pylos and Knossos. Items catalogued for palatial use, for example, include vessels made of gold (ku-ru-so, chrysos) and tables inlaid with ivory (e-re-pa, elephas). The network of craftspeople engaged by the palatial centers include workers of bronze (ka-ko, chalkos) and blue glass (ku-wa-no, kyanos), which was another material imported from the East Mediterranean. Clearly, sophisticated living was enhanced by imported luxuries, and key industries depended upon exotic materials even if the use of foreign commodities is not explicitly catalogued (Palaima 1991).
THE MEDITERRANEAN CONTEXT
As the preceding survey has shown, the most widespread evidence for ancient trade is the corpus of artifacts identified as imports (i.e., those recovered in contexts outside their region of manufacture and those made of exogenous materials) (Lambrou-Phillipson 1990; Cline 1994). The contexts in which these items are found were determined by factors of their use within their new cultural sphere, but the general distribution indicates both the geographical scope of exchange and the social landscape of import consumption. The various categories of finds combine to describe a network of Mediterranean exchange through which the Aegean was linked to the eastern empires of the Hittites in Anatolia and pharaonic Egypt; smaller kingdoms such as Alalakh and Ugarit; key production centers, including the island of Cyprus; and also places where Aegean products were consumed, such as the settlement on Vivara off the western coast of Italy (see figure 22.1).
The presence of Mycenaean ceramics across the Mediterranean indicates the fullest extension of Aegean participation in an international market (Smith 1987; Leonard 1994, 2003; Dabney 2007). The distribution of stirrup jars, kraters, and kylikes, however, does not indicate an expanding series of simple transactions but rather the compilation of repeated interactions and shifts in local craft economies. The adoption of Aegean styles in the ceramic production of both East and West Mediterranean settlements has been cited as evidence of merchant colonies, or emporia (Marazzi, Tusa, and Vagnetti 1986; Laffineur and Greco 2005), though scientific analyses show that many larger deposits are in all likelihood produced from mainland Greek clay (Jones, Levi, and Bettelli 2005). Contextual studies suggest that Mycenaean ceramics were highly valued outside the Aegean (van Wijngaarden 2003; Vianello 2005), but these may simply be the most durable (i.e., archaeologically visible) of a range of Aegean products that included textiles, scented oils, and other organic products (Barber 1991; Knapp 1991).
Figure 22.1. Evidence for the trade network of the Late Bronze Age Mediterranean, including shipwrecks sites, extra-Aegean finds of Mycenaean pottery, and Minoan-style frescoes (courtesy of the author).
Ceramics, textiles, and more precious objects are among the commodities that Aegean merchants may have offered, based on the paintings of traders labeled as the “Keftiu” in Egyptian tomb paintings. These men were depicted wearing kilts and breechcloths similar to those seen in Cretan art, especially the frescoes from Knossos, suggesting that Minoans were shown bringing “tribute” to the pharaoh (Wachsmann 1987; Rehak 1996). A more specific account of Aegean peoples as subject to Egyptian power was found on an inscribed statue base from Amenhotep Ill’s mortuary temple at Kom el-Hetan (Wachsmann 1987, 95–99; Cline 1987). The “Aegean list” names nine places that potentially include Knossos, Mycenae, and Thebes, claiming the major centers of the Mycenaean world came under the political dominance of the Egyptian pharaoh. These same sites preserve a number of artifacts inscribed with the name of Amenhotep, suggesting that the Kom el-Hetan base corresponds to a route of exchange, perhaps even the journey of an embassy from Egypt to the Aegean (Hankey 1981; Cline 1998). The more grandiose claims of these monuments, however, would seem to misrepresent foreign interaction of a commercial or even diplomatic nature for the sake of propaganda aimed at an internal audience (Liverani 1990).
The possibility that some Aegeans served foreign kings may be suggested on a more limited scale by the finds of “Minoan” fresco fragments at Avaris (Tell el-Dabca) in the Nile Delta (Bietak 2005) and at Alalakh and Tel Kabri in the Levant (Niemeier and Niemeier 1998). The subject matter is best preserved at Avaris, including bull-leaping figures and large-scale griffins, which offer an especially close connection with the palace at Knossos. In addition to the iconographic links with Cretan frescoes, detailed scientific study reveals that the techniques employed at Avaris are remarkably consistent with those of Aegean painting (Brysbaert 2002). It is clear, therefore, that artists traveled between Crete and Egypt, and it may suggest that the Aegean was included in a broader system of Eastern Mediterranean exchange that functioned as part of international relations of the highest level.
A series of texts known as the Amarna Letters document the material-conscious correspondence that passed between the pharaohs Amenhotep III and Akhenaten and kings of states such as Assyria, Babylonia, and the Hittite Empire (Bryce 2003). The letters contain detailed inventories of their gifts to each other, including basic commodities, such as Cypriot copper, but highlighting rare objects of sophisticated crafting that often transcended regional styles (Feldman 2006). Despite the valuable shipments reported and requested by leaders of states of varied scale, invocations of kinship and expressions of respect and affection between the kings artfully mask differences of power and economic strength (Cline 1995). Whether Minoan or Mycenaean leaders were accepted as trading partners and peers in name remains an unresolved question, but evidence from the seabed seems to indicate that state-sponsored trade networks of the East Mediterranean expanded to include the Aegean periphery.
The shipwreck at Uluburun is the largest of three underwater sites that represent the diverse types of maritime exchange in the LBA (see again figure 22.1). Two smaller shipwrecks that date to the thirteenth century BC have more uniform cargo: the Iria wreck in the Gulf of Argos with its vessels from Cyprus and Crete (Phelps, Lolos, and Vichos 1999) and the ship at Cape Gelidonya, off the southern coast of Anatolia, which specialized in metal exchange (Bass 1967). By comparison, the ship at Uluburun, which sank off the southeast coast of Turkey in the late fourteenth century BC, was richly stocked with goods gathered from various East Mediterranean regions (Bass 1998; Pulak 2001). The quantity and range of items on board, including ten tons of copper ingots, indicate the investment of resources that the excavators have associated with a Levantine polity, perhaps assembled as a royal gift of the sort described in the Amarna Letters. The ship was apparently sailing west toward the Aegean; there is no doubt that its cargo would have greatly enhanced the industries and strategies of a Cretan or mainland Greek palace (Cline and Yasur-Landau 2007; cf. Bachhuber 2006).
Although the intended Aegean destination for the Uluburun cannot be determined, the shipwreck preserves some further evidence for the complicated nature of Bronze Age trade. On board the ship were a small number of items that were manufactured in the Aegean, including Mycenaean pottery, glass beads, two seal stones, and two swords (Pulak 2005). The small quantity and personal nature of these objects—in particular the weapons and seals—suggest that these items belonged to two individuals from the Aegean. These might have been independent travelers catching a ride home, wealthy merchants returning with their wares, or state envoys of a ruler who awaited the arrival of the Uluburun ship. The fact that possessions of these two individuals can be identified among the thousands of artifacts the ship was transporting and that their identities and activities can be debated is amazing. It serves as a compelling example of the far-reaching effects of trade and the ability of archaeological inquiry to focus on individuals, social groups, and the networks that bound them together.
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WEAPONS AND WARFARE
IOANNIS GEORGANAS
SINCE the dawn of human history, conflict and warfare have been an integral part of life. The earliest concrete evidence for warfare in the Aegean comes from the Early Bronze Age, as the large number of daggers on Crete indicates. However, it is with the rise of the Mycenaeans on mainland Greece that a warlike ethos becomes more prominent, as is evident by the numerous and spectacular weapons retrieved from the Shaft Graves at Mycenae, as well as the numerous representations of warriors and combat scenes. Thanks to Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey, the Aegean Bronze Age has always been perceived as a time when warrior-heroes roamed the land and engaged in military campaigns in Greece, the Aegean, and beyond.
This chapter provides a concise history of weapons and warfare in the Aegean during the Bronze Age. Aspects to be covered are offensive equipment, defensive equipment, and chariotry.
OFFENSIVE EQUIPMENT
Included under this heading are daggers and swords, spears, bows, and slings. Each class of weapons is examined separately in rough chronological order from the Early Bronze to the Late Bronze Age.
Daggers and Swords
The most characteristic weapon of the Early Bronze Age was the dagger. The earliest types had short, double-edged blades, which were thin and had thick midribs. Their wooden hilts were attached by rivets to the shoulder of the blade. A great number of such daggers is known from early Minoan Crete, where Branigan has estimated that about 80% of metal production on the island went into weapons (Branigan 1999, 88). Although the majority of scholars have interpreted most of those weapons as status symbols, Peatfield (1999) has pointed out that some of the Cretan daggers had actually been damaged, and subsequent changes in their design indicate attempts to make them stronger and more efficient in combat.
As time passed, these daggers became longer and were furnished with even more prominent midribs. It is almost certain that the first Aegean swords evolved directly from these daggers, as is evident by the many similarities in shape and construction features. The earliest swords are long and thin and have rounded shoulders, very short tangs, and prominent midribs. These early swords, known as Type A, have been found in great numbers on both Crete and the mainland. The earliest specimens, dated to ca. 1850–1750 BC, come from Malia and have a length of about 90 cm. Even longer examples are known from the Shaft Graves at Mycenae, which yielded numerous swords of this type, some of which had elaborately decorated hilt attachments and/or blades. This, however, reduced their practical value, as a heavy blow on the edge of the sword could snap the tang or even break the blade itself. The Mycenaeans soon identified this problem and came up with a new type of sword (Type B), which remained in use from ca. 1600 to 1375 BC. This was of medium length, mostly resembling daggers, and was equipped with a longer tang and a slightly wider blade. These modifications increased the weapon’s strength and durability.
The next stage in the development of swords was the modification of the hilts and the shoulders of the blade in order to provide protection for the hand. We can identify two main types: Type C was furnished with a pair of horns projecting from the hilt, while Type D had two cruciform projections. Experimental archaeology has shown that these two types were designed for different fighting styles (Molloy 2008; Peatfield 2008, 89–90). The handle of the Type C sword favors a ‘saber’ grip, which allows for style of fighting that somewhat resembles fencing. In contrast, the handle of the Type D sword favors a ‘hammer’ grip, which allows more cutting actions. Both types were in use throughout the mainland, Crete, and the islands from ca. 1450 to 1300 BC. The next two types (F and G) were much shorter and more robust, ideal for a range of thrusting and limiting cutting attacks.
The last and probably most important development was the introduction of the so-called Naue II sword (figure 23.1). This type most probably has a Central European origin and appeared in Greece ca. 1230 BC. It has a flanged hilt that is secured with rivets, and the blade has parallel edges for the greater part of its length before tapering to a sharp point. Most of the Naue II swords known are between 60 and 80 cm long. This type has been considered as the cut-and-thrust sword par excellence; its design was so effective that the iron version became virtually the only sword used in the Aegean during the subsequent Early Iron Age.
Figure 23.1. Replica of a Naue II sword (photograph by the author).
Spears and Javelins
The most common type of spearhead was a narrow, leaf-shaped blade (some of the earlier ones were as much as 50 cm long) with a strongly marked midrib and a socketed base. The spearhead was secured to the shaft by a metal collar at the base of the socket, as well as by pins. Many of such spearheads have been recovered from the Shaft Graves at Mycenae and the ‘Warrior Graves’ at Knossos. Representational evidence in the form of seals and the ‘Lion Hunt’ dagger from Shaft Grave IV shows that these large spears were wielded with two hands at shoulder level, although the warriors depicted on the Thera frescoes seem to wield them single-handed. However, as Grguric (2005, 12) points out, the method of holding the spear with both hands, horizontal at shoulder level, is seen only when the shield is placed to the warrior’s back. When the spearman is wielding the spear in any other way, his shield is in front of his body. This type of spear would have been used by both infantry (as shown on the Thera frescoes) and by chariot warriors. At the same time, spears were also used for hunting, as the scene from the ‘Lion Hunt’ dagger indicates.
By 1300 BC, the spear had become a much smaller and lighter weapon, with a length of about 2 m and a blade of 20–30 cm. A wall painting from Pylos, dated to the 13th century BC, shows Mycenaean soldiers fighting barbarians dressed in goatskins. One of the Mycenaean men carries a spear that he uses underarm, killing his opponent. Moreover, on the one side of the famous ‘Warrior Vase’ from Mycenae, dated to the 12th century BC, the warriors are portrayed using their small spears overarm, again as thrusting weapons.
Let us now move to the discussion of javelins. Evidence for javelins (or throwing spears) for the earlier periods is meager. There are some examples of small spearheads, which may have been for such weapons, but we cannot be certain whether they were implements of war or merely hunting equipment (Everson 2004, 31–32). More concrete evidence for their use comes from two frescoes from Knossos. The first, known as the ‘Captain of the Blacks’ fresco, shows a male figure carrying two light javelins; no other weapons or armor are present. The second, known as the ‘Warriors Hurling Javelins’ fresco, shows what are probably javelin-armed light infantry, hurling their javelins upward (Grguric 2005, 30).
Bows and Slings
Although no physical remains of bows survive, representational evidence, as well as the large number of arrowheads found all over the Aegean, suggest that the bow was an indispensable part of the Minoan and Mycenaean arsenal. The earliest arrowheads were made of flint and obsidian, while bronze ones started appearing during the 15th century BC. The Shaft Graves yielded several flint and obsidian arrowheads of fine craftsmanship. These could have been used for both hunting and warfare, but as Everson (2004, 32) notes, the barbed heads of some of the arrows clearly suggest warfare, as they inflicted more damage and were difficult to retrieve. On the contrary, in hunting, it was better for arrows to create less damage and be easier to withdraw from the prey.
Under the palaces, the production and distribution of arrowheads clearly became a state affair. At Knossos, 110 bronze specimens were found, while at Pylos some 500 turned up. Moreover, Linear B tablets record large numbers of arrowheads; at Knossos, for instance, a single tablet records 8,640 arrowheads (Snodgrass 1999, 23).
The only depictions of bows used in warfare come from the so-called Siege Rhyton from Shaft Grave IV at Mycenae, which shows three archers in battle in front of the besieged towns walls, and the silver krater, again from Shaft Grave IV, on which archers fight side by side with spearmen (Hiller 1999, 323, pls. LXIX.1b and LXX.9a).
Another missile weapon, the sling, was also in use in Bronze Age warfare. Originally used for hunting, by the 15th century BC the sling had acquired a military role. Sling bullets were initially rounded stones, pebbles, and baked clay pieces, while toward the end of the Mycenaean period lead bullets also appeared. The only representation of slings being used in battle comes from the ‘Siege Rhyton’ found in Shaft Grave IV, which shows three slingers fighting alongside archers.
DEFENSIVE EQUIPMENT
Minoan and Mycenaean warriors were provided with an array of defensive equipment such as helmets, body armor, greaves, and shields. Our information about these comes from actual finds, Linear B tablets, and representations on wall paintings, pottery, and jewelry.
Helmets
The most common type of helmet used throughout the Bronze Age Aegean was covered with boar’s tusk plates (figure 23.2). So far, more than fifty graves have been found containing plates of boar’s tusks that date from ca. 1650 to 1150 BC (Everson 2004, 5). This type of helmet, which is certainly of Aegean origin, was made by a series of small, almost crescent-shaped boar’s tusk plates, pierced in the corners with holes and sewn onto a cup-shaped piece of leather or felt in alternating rows. Some of these helmets were furnished with either a plume or a crest or simply terminated in a knob, while most of the latest examples were also equipped with cheek and/or neck guards.
Boar’s tusk helmets are frequently depicted on frescoes, seals, and metal vessels. They also appear in ivory inlay work. The Thera frescoes, which date to the 16th century BC, provide one of the earliest depictions, while the wall paintings from the palace of Pylos, which date to the late 13th century BC, provide one of the latest.
Figure 23.2. Boar’s tusk helmet from Crete (photograph by the author).
This type of helmet was not the only one used in the Aegean. Metal specimens were also known, as evidence from sites like Knossos indicates. The Knossian example was found in one of the ‘Warrior Graves’ and is dated to the 15th century BC. It has a conical bowl that terminates in a knob and is furnished with two cheek guards that were sewn onto the bowl.
Around 1200 BC, new types of helmets appear. The warriors on the ‘Warrior Vase’ are shown wearing horned, black helmets with white dots, which have been interpreted as bronze studs on a leather helmet or an embossed bronze helmet (Everson 2004, 37, with references). Others wear helmets with low ‘hedgehog’ crests, most probably made of horsehair.
Body Armor
When one thinks of Aegean Bronze Age armors, the first thing that comes to mind is the impressive bronze cuirass found in an early Mycenaean tomb at Dendra in the Argolid. The armor comprises a simple corselet, a breastplate, and a backplate. The neck was covered by a large cylindrical guard, and the shoulders were covered by curved plates. A ‘skirt’ of six overlapping plates—three at the front and three at the back—hung from the waist, which facilitated movement of the lower body and legs. The plates of the cuirass are about 1 mm thick, and holes with a diameter of 2 mm were punched around the edge for the attachment of a lining. Larger holes about 4 mm in diameter are also present near the edge of all of the plates; these were used to attach the various plates to each other by means of leather straps.
Most scholars have argued that the heavy weight (about 15 kg) and cumbersome appearance of this armor would have made fighting on foot extremely difficult and therefore that it was suitable only for warriors fighting from a chariot. Experimental archaeology, however, has shown that the armor was quite flexible and not especially uncomfortable during hand-to-hand combat (Molloy, personal communication). Peatfield (2008, 93), however, has stressed the fact that “the Dendra armour was not battlefield gear, but rather was designed for dueling.” This seems to fit well with the aristocratic nature of the Mycenaean society, where rulers and other members of the elite measured their status and prestige by personal skill at arms.
Another misconception connected with this armor is its supposed uniqueness. Careful examination of finds from Thebes and of representations on pottery has shown that metal armors were quite common in the Bronze Age Aegean. Various metal artifacts found in the ‘Arsenal’ of the palace at Thebes and dated to ca. 1300 BC have been identified as parts of metal armors. Among them was a pair of shoulder guards, which are smaller than those of the Dendra armor and lack the wide ‘wings’ that cover the Dendra cuirass at the chest and back (Andrikou 2007, 402). Such differences are clearly due to the development of this type of armor over time, indicating an evolution toward simpler forms that improved the warriors’ flexibility (Andrikou 2007, 403).
Metal armors are also mentioned in Linear B tablets from Pylos and Knossos, either in the form of ideograms or with the word to-ra-ke (Greek thorax). It is worth noting that the ideogram for ‘armor’ on the Knossos tablets looks astonishingly like the Dendra cuirass.
Later armors seem to be of completely different types. The ‘Warrior Vase’ from Mycenae shows warriors wearing short, most probably leather, corselets reinforced with metal studs. Scholars have also argued for the use of scale armors, a type typical of the Near East. The evidence for that, however, is extremely scanty as only two scale plates are known from the Aegean—one from Mycenae and another from the site of Kanakia on the island of Salamis.
Greaves
The earliest known greave dates to the 14th century BC and comes from the same grave where the Dendra cuirass was found. It was made from a thin bronze sheet and worn over a legging of linen, leather, or felt. At 32.5 cm long and 8 cm wide, it covered the leg from knee to ankle (Everson 2004, 22). It seems, however, that metal greaves fell out of use, and the majority of warriors wore linen or leather leggings. Frescoes from Mycenae and Pylos show several soldiers wearing white leggings. Their white color most probably denotes the material used (i.e., linen), while three or more bands of red, dark brown, or black under the knees and around the ankles probably designate the leather straps used to hold them in place.
Metal greaves again made their appearance in the late 12th century BC. Two graves in Achaea (Kallithea and Portes-Kephalovryso) and one in Athens yielded a pair each. The Kallithea examples are oval shaped, 25.5 cm long, and 12.6 cm wide. They are embossed with repouseé borders and studs. They are also equipped with lacing wires. For the pair from Kephalovryso we do not have sufficient information, but according to Papadopoulos (1999, 271–72), they are “simpler and undecorated” as compared to the Kallithea ones. The pair from Athens was found in a grave on the slopes of the Acropolis (Everson 2004, 58, figure 23). The greaves are very fragmentary and have no surviving lacing wires. They are oval shaped and are decorated with punch-marked decoration that consists of a border and a central vertical line and six circles on each greave.
Shields
The lack of any physical remains of shields means that our knowledge of their types and function relies almost totally on representations. The several depictions of shields available to us show that during the early phases of the Bronze Age two main types of shield were in use: the ‘figure-of-eight’ shield and the ‘tower’ shield. Both types were very large, covering the warrior from neck to toe and were most likely made of several layers of oxhide on a wicker frame, while metal or wooden reinforcements could have also been placed on their faces.
The figure-of-eight shield, as its name suggests, looks like a figure of eight if seen from the front or back, while its profile is highly concave. Slightly smaller is the tower shield, which has straight rims at the sides but an upward curve at the top edge and a slightly concave profile. Both shields were held and maneuvered by means of a leather strap that passed diagonally over the left shoulder. The highly concave profile and the addition of wooden reinforcements on the surface of the figure-of-eight shield would have rendered it especially efficient for breaking into packed formations and also ideal for deflecting missile weapons and blows from swords and spears.
Tower shields went out of use after the early Mycenaean period, unlike the figure-of-eight ones, which seem to have been used until the end of the palatial period, as wall paintings from Knossos, Mycenae, and Tiryns indicate. It was in ca. 1300 BC that smaller shields, either round or with a part cut out from the lower edge, were introduced. The latter are featured on the ‘Warrior Vase’ from Mycenae.
CHARIOTS
Two-horse war chariots appeared on the Greek mainland during the 16th century BC, as pictorial evidence from Mycenae demonstrates. Their origin must be sought in the Near East, where chariots had been used in battle from as early as the Middle Bronze Age. Although no actual remains have survived, we can get a clear picture of the different Aegean types from numerous depictions on frescos, jewelry, and pottery, as well as mentions in Linear B tablets.
The earliest type, known as the ‘box chariot,’ was in use between ca. 1550 and 1450 BC. Its name derives from the boxlike shape of the cab, whose sidings rose to thigh or hip height and were covered with some sort of screening material (e.g., leather or basketry) (Crouwel 1981, 59–62). The most common type of chariot, however, was the ‘dual chariot,’ which was in use between ca. 1450 and 1200 BC. It is so named because its cab was furnished with curved side extensions or ‘wings’ at the rear. The main sidings and wings were usually covered with oxhide or leather (Crouwel 1981, 63–70). Every type of chariot had two four-spoked wheels and a single pole.
Various theories have been put forward regarding the way these chariots were used in the Aegean. Greenhalgh (1973) has argued that heavily armed spearmen, like the Dendra warrior, charged headlong at each other in mass formation, while Drews (1993) has suggested that chariots were used as archery platforms, much like in Egypt. However, the only Aegean representations of archers operating from chariots concern hunting and not warfare. On the contrary, the majority of scholars believe that chariots were simply used as ‘taxis’ to take warriors to and from battle. The lack of evidence for protection of the chariots or their horses clearly indicates that chariots “were not designed to appear in the thick of battle, or even to come within range of enemy missiles” (Crouwel 1981, 145). It is not a coincidence that such a role is echoed in Homer’s descriptions in the Iliad.
CONCLUSION
Scholars and students of the Aegean Bronze Age still have to deal with the great misconception that the Minoans were peaceful while the Mycenaean Greeks were warlike. Such notions are too simplified and naïve, and as we have seen, it was on Early Minoan Crete that the first proper weapons appeared. In addition, evidence for conflict does exist, as the destruction and abandonment of several Protopalatial sites demonstrate.
It is true, however, that the Mycenaean Greeks took things a step further and invested more in the development of their military infrastructure. The great number and the quality of the weaponry retrieved from the Shaft Graves at Mycenae, as well as the representations of war scenes on the offerings and funerary stelae, clearly illustrate this point.
The early Mycenaeans were efficient warriors who knew and appreciated the skills of both siege warfare and group warfare with units of heavy spearmen, swordsmen, archers, slingers, and chariots. Because all of these soldiers were equipped with the best possible arms of the time, they were eventually enabled to conquer Knossos in ca. 1400 BC and take over the precious maritime trade routes from the Minoans.
During the 13th century BC, however, the Mycenaean military infrastructure underwent a major change both in equipment and tactics. Weapons became smaller and lighter and focused on uniformity and mobility. We are not certain why these changes occurred, but possibly the Mycenaeans had to face new, unknown enemies who fought differently. History has a name for such invaders: the ‘Sea People.’ Despite all of the changes in equipment and tactics, the Mycenaean civilization collapsed shortly after 1200 BC, and the Aegean sank into a darker age.
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Seals and Writing/Administrative Systems
MINOAN SEALS AND SEALINGS
JUDITH WEINGARTEN
SEALS are small semi-precious or common stones cut into standard shapes, polished, pierced, and then engraved with ornamental patterns, figures or, occasionally, inscriptions. When pressed into clay or wax, the seal leaves a legible impression in relief. A relatively small group of seals are metal rings with broad engraved bezels that can be viewed both on the ring and in relief.
More than any other ancient work of art, seals are intimate objects which are literally bound to their owners, whether worn on a bracelet or necklace or as pendant or pin. Given the diversity of materials, colors, images, and purposes, seals resonate on multiple levels. Their basic function is to identify the seal owner, but they can be worn, too, as conspicuous jewelry. Sometimes they indicate the seal-owner’s rank or set apart a specific social group, or they may serve amuletic or magical purposes. In ancient societies, their primary purpose was to secure property—whether in the home or the public arena—and to assign responsibility by means of clay sealings impressed by a specific individual who is identified by the seal’s impression.
The study of Minoan seals began even before the discovery of Minoan civilization. Long before archaeologists arrived on the scene, Cretan women were wearing ‘milk-stones’—brightly colored Minoan engraved gems—on their breasts or around the neck. These were believed to contain magical powers to ensure the milk of a nursing mother. Shepherds and farmers had been finding such “milk-stones” for generations on the Kephala hill at Knossos. When Arthur Evans first traveled to Crete in 1894, he visited Knossos and soon began collecting gemstones. He was excited by the miniature scenes on the gems, including some with peculiar, inscribed pictographic characters. His trips to Crete led to the excavations at Knossos and the revelation of the Minoan world (MacGillivray 2000).
PREPALATIAL MINOAN SEALS AND SEALINGS
The story of Minoan glyptic begins in EM II, when the first seals and one sealing were found at the southern coastal settlement of Myrtos—Fournou Korifi (CMS V.1, 14–20; Warren 1972, 226–70), in tombs at Lebena on the south coast (CMS II.1, 195–200, 202, 203; Alexiou and Warren 2004, 134), and at Arkhanes in the north-center of the island (Sakellarakis 1976, 515–18, 1–8, figure 2; 1980, figure 4, 1–8). Based on these, a fair number of other seals, primarily from the Mesara tombs but also some from as far away as Mochlos in the north and Palaikastro in the far east, can also be ascribed with some confidence to EM II (Sbonias 1995, 74–83).
Like their northern neighbors in the Cyclades and on the Greek mainland, the early Minoans chose to use stamp seals. Seal shapes were predominantly irregular pyramids and cones and made of soft stone and bone. Seal designs mostly range from simple scratches to cross- or diagonal-hatching, with the few more elaborate patterns, such as the chip-cut seals from Lebena and the trilobes and opposed C-spirals from Arkhanes suggesting northern connections (Sbonias 1995, 79; Aruz 2008, 29–30). One striking link across the Aegean is the angle-filled cross that appears on the sealing from Myrtos. This was one of the most popular ways of decorating seals in Anatolia: From there, the motif appears to have migrated to the Greek mainland, the Cyclades, and Crete (Aruz 2008, 29).
The new craft, needing only simple tools, was probably carried out at the village level (Sbonias 2000, 280–82). In truth, there seem to be few EM II settlements larger than villages on Crete at this time, and even the striking tholos tombs need not have served anything grander than large villages. There is nothing comparable on the island to the monumental buildings or fortifications that appear in EB II on the mainland and some islands—which may be why there is nothing comparable to the quality and variety of mainland seals as known from their impressions. The single sealing from Myrtos does show, however, that seals could be understood as sphragistic instruments even if the connection was not always made: There are also EM II sealings without any seal impressions at all (Weingarten forthcoming).
While there may have been a gap in settlement and craft development after the end of EM II (Watrous, Hadzi-Vallianou, and Blitzer 2004, 251–52), a glyptic gap remains problematic. Nevertheless, at some time during EM III–MM I, a common glyptic tradition evolves that seems to run in tandem with the growth of settlements like Knossos, Malia, and Phaistos. Smaller communities, too, such as Gournia and Palaikastro, show signs of growth and town planning, while substantial free-standing houses appear on several sites. No site, however, appears to have had a chief building dominating the rest of the settlement.
As in many early seal traditions, glyptic ‘take off’ is reflected in a rich variety of seal shapes. Many seals now display quite sophisticated and complex motifs and there is a general advance in the quality of carving. Designs often follow clear compositional schemes, some of which become characteristic of Minoan art ever after, especially Rotation, Radiation, and Rapport (Yule 1980, 185–91).
Figure 24.1. Modern impression of Parading Lions Seal (hippopotamus ivory) from Platanos Tholos A (CMS II 1248a; photo courtesy CMS).
The first definable style-groups now emerge, notably the Parading Lions-Spiral group and the large Border/Leaf Group, both undoubtedly manned by specialist craftsmen (Yule 1980, 208–210; Sbonias 1995, 89–106). Bone and soft stone remain in common use, but there is also much imported hippopotamus ivory.
Many seals of the Border/Leaf group display Egyptianizing patterns. This workshop is also responsible for the so-called white pieces, a material that mimics Egyptian burnt steatite (Weingarten 2005, 760 and note 8). Seals of the Parading Lions-Spiral group show an intriguing borrowing: The lion iconography (which appears on 66% of their seals) comes from the south, and it may not be coincidence that most of these seals, often large stamp cylinders, are made of hippopotamus ivory (figure 24.1). The earliest seal from Knossos was stamped with a Parading Lions seal (Hood and Kenna 1973, 103–106; CMS II. 8 6). Parading Lions seals seem altogether special, and the seals may have served as badges for an emerging elite in this period, leading up to the foundation of the palaces. The choice of the lion as the premier emblem of this group was not an artistic choice but a social and political one—imagery intentionally adopted from Egypt in order to convey the idea of power (Weingarten 2005, 763–65).
In MM IA, a burst of tomb building took place in the great cemetery of Arkhanes, 8 km to the north of Knossos. Building bigger and better tombs may in itself have been part of the process by which hierarchy became established in north-central Crete (Hitchcock forthcoming). The abundant seal evidence from Arkhanes supports the idea of an elite who were busy acquiring power—and the symbols of power—in the MM IA–IB periods. Hierarchy and emblematic power come together with the appearance here of the first inscribed seals, often elaborately carved bone seals engraved with simple Hieroglyphic signs. These ‘Arkhanes script’ seals are repeatedly described as Prepalatial in date: This is by no means certain as the relevant tombs were also in use in MM IB (Macdonald and Knappett 2007, 137 and note 51), so the seals could be contemporary with the foundation of the palace at Knossos. Be that as it may, the development of script is undoubtedly a key step in the centralization of economic power, and inscribed seals become a major bureaucratic tool at Knossos and elsewhere in the Protopalatial period.
There is still no evidence that Prepalatial seals were used for any purpose greater than that of household management (pace Pini 1990, 34–37; Vlasaki and Hallager 1995, 251–70; Hallager 2000, 97–99). That is, sealings are found scattered in houses and workshops, follow no patterns, and are rarely, if ever, repetitive. Administrative sealings, on the other hand, which are part of a structured process dealing with the centralized management of goods, should be evidenced by clusters of sealings in central buildings (or linked to central buildings), following set patterns and often repetitive; there may also be associated evidence of bureaucratic administration, such as door sealings and/or scribal records.
This is the kind of evidence that we do find, limited at first but steadily growing after the foundation of the First Palaces in MM IB.
FIRST PALACE SEALS AND SEALINGS
The earliest closely dated Minoan seal depicting a long-horned goat (CMS II.8, 374; see figure 24.2)—an enduring glyptic theme on Crete—stamped three clay noduli found in an MM IB storeroom at Knossos (Weingarten and Macdonald 2005). Noduli have no string holes or other means of attachment to objects and could not have sealed or labeled anything. They may have served as laisser passer or receipts given for occasional work; they are simple documents, practical in a society already too populous for entirely face-to-face contacts but where literate instruments are limited or lacking.
Of the nine sealings found in the Room of the Olive Press (MM IA = Panagiotaki 1993; MM IB = (Weingarten and Macdonald 2005, 397 and nn. 9, 10), one was impressed by two different seals (CMS II.8, 17+18), the first in a long line of multiple sealings—a sphragistic habit that continues through LM I at Knossos and also at LM IB Zakro. Inscribed seals are now being used: A fragmentary sealing in the MM IB (or MM IIA?) Vat Room Deposit is stamped by a seal engraved with the Hieroglyphic ‘arrow’ sign, CHIC 050 (Panagiotaki 1999, 39); and a nodulus from a Knossos MM IIA workshop was impressed by an ivory/bone seal displaying two signs: a human hand (CHIC 008) and a heart-shaped sign (CMS II.8, 15; Weingarten 2003).
At Knossos, sealing evidence shows the use of sealings and noduli both within and immediately outside the palace structure. This does not support the view that the First Palaces are purely ceremonial centers (Schoep 2005). In any case, what matters is not the intra- or extra-mural location of the administrative power, but the existence of that power.
Figure 24.2. MM IB nodulus, Knossos southwest palace angle (“Early Magazine A”) (CMS II. 8 374; photo courtesy CMS).
In Middle Minoan II, Cretan craftspersons adopted the horizontal bow lathe from the Near East, a tool that allowed them to carve hard stones for the first time. This led to a colorful range of semiprecious seal stones, a richly visual, perhaps symbolic choice, characteristic of Minoan glyptic and without parallel in the Near East or elsewhere. While soft stone seals continued to be made throughout the Minoan period, seals of bone and ivory soon vanish. New seal shapes appear—especially the handled signet (petschaft) and three- and four-sided prisms, which were put to use by palace bureaucracies.
The end of MM IIB is marked by major destructions, leaving abundant evidence of sealing and scribal administration.
In the palace of Knossos, Quartier Mu at Malia, and Petras in the east, scribes were writing in the Hieroglyphic script on three- and four-sided clay bars and medallion-shaped ‘labels.’ Inscribed Hieroglyphic seals, often of hard stone, were used for unquestionably bureaucratic purposes, most often appearing on crescent-shaped sealings. At Knossos, a group of seal users—striking in that most of their seals bore figurative designs—stamped a new, flat-based sealing type that had sealed leather documents—so I simply call them ‘document sealings’ (Pini 1990; Weingarten 1995).
In southern Crete, scribes wrote in the Linear A script on bars, tablets, and roundels. Bureaucrats at Phaistos and Monastiraki stamped thousands of sealings in a day-to-day accounting system almost identical to that known from the Near East—as indicated by the diagnostic knob and peg traces on the sealing reverses (Fiandra 1968; Heath-Wiencke 1976). In all, more than 327 different seals were used to stamp sealings at Phaistos—so storeroom management was comparable in scale to that of a Near Eastern bureaucracy. The majority of seals at Phaistos had geometric or interlace designs and were made of soft materials, but almost 22% bore more ‘advanced’ figurative images of plants, animals, and even human figures. Some were from hard seal stones, and at least five were from metal rings: Such rings may have led to the ‘flowering of glyptic naturalism’ since any mistakes in the rendering of details could be corrected by reheating the metal.
The administrative systems expressed in the Hieroglyphic and Linear A scribal spheres are almost entirely different and geographically distinct. After the great destructions, Hieroglyphic administration and its script disappear. Henceforth, all Crete uses Linear A. The production of inscribed seals, too, came to an end: Whatever the meaning of the texts on the seals, they were not translated into Linear A. Such an abrupt loss of script and inscribed seals could hardly have occurred without a major shift in social or political power, probably violent. To my mind, therefore, the New Palace period really begins not with architectural modifications but with the appearance of the Linear A script over the whole island.
SECOND PALACE SEALS AND SEALINGS
Late Minoan I is a time of growing prosperity throughout Crete. New buildings are erected above the older palatial structures, and palaces are founded at Zakro and Galatas. From the administrative viewpoint, the most striking feature is the construction or expansion of the villas and rich farmhouses throughout the north, south, and, east of the island. Located in fertile valleys, the villas presumably functioned as provincial centers of authority in a complex series of geographically related units (Rehak and Younger 2000, 278–85). When this system collapsed, with widespread burnt destructions at the end of LM IB, some villas left evidence of sealing activities but little or no indications of scribal administration.
Neopalatial glyptic shows steadily improved engraving of animated and lifelike images of animals and humans, sometimes placed in elaborate landscapes reminiscent of fresco paintings. Perhaps at the behest of the new bureaucracy, sealing shapes are pared down to just three: cushion and lentoid seals, which developed out of earlier shapes, and the new amygdaloid, first confined to the large and distinctive class of talismanic seals before spreading to more conven-tional subjects.
Neopalatial naturalistic glyptic is sharply skewed to depictions of animals: 85% compared to 15% with humans (Younger 1988, x–xii). There is, however, a bias toward human subjects on metal rings. Although only about two hundred rings and ring impressions survive, rings occupy a prominent place in Minoan iconography, with scenes of hunting, fighting, chariot driving, and bull leaping especially, although not exclusively, associated with metal rings.
Despite the often lifelike effect, it is wrong to describe these seals as naturalistic. It is doubtful that any Minoan artist ever tried to make a literal representation or to reproduce anything as an exact portrayal of a given scene or object. Nor are they in any meaningful sense “inspired by nature” (pace Krzyszkowska 2005, 146). Whether portraying human figures or bulls in flying gallop or butterflies and flowers, naturalism was not the Minoan artists’ aesthetic goal. One need only look at the Minoan male figure to see that they do not accurately represent the human body: wasp-waisted and wiry, the physical body is distorted in order to create an impression of youth and agility (Boardman 1970, 38).
The image projects the focal points of the Minoan worldview—not the world as it is. Seal carvers emphasized some aspects of the subject while minimizing or omitting others. For example, it has been argued that the aniconic or featureless heads of female figures on some LM I gold rings result from the techniques of punching and engraving (Krzyszkowska 2005,138n63). While glyptic style and technique are undoubtedly entwined, technical restraints should apply equally to all parts of the ring, which is simply not the case: The women’s flounced skirts on the same rings are almost always so finely detailed that they explicitly “encourage attention” (Boardman 1970, 38). Put another way, whether the women are goddesses, priestesses, or worshippers is not the issue: They are wearing the skirt of the goddess, and that, not human features, is the focus of the scene. These images are statements of what the seal engravers wanted to show, not an objective account of a religious scene (pace Krzyszkowska 2005, 142)—in this case that the women’s skirts are more important than their heads or limbs.
Despite the high technical and artistic quality of rings and many hard stone seals, the Minoan elite did not always choose to use such pieces as they went about palatial or villa business. Surprisingly, at LM IB Ayia Triada, only three of the top sealing leaders (i.e., those who used their seals most often [= CMS II.6 11, 101, 70]) had excellent seals, while many of the most active seal owners used mediocre or even poor-quality seals: a quasi-talismanic bird, a wretched Bird-Lady, a sausage-shaped female griffin, talismanic fish, and a lion so poorly engraved that it might be a scratching dog about to fall over (CMS II.6 110, 28, 99, 134, 85). It seems that seals were not chosen primarily for their aesthetic excellence but for reasons that mattered more to the seal owner, perhaps because of family connections or amuletic efficacy (Weingarten 1988).
At LM IB Zakro, the local sealing leader used a ring that depicts a cult procession. But this ring breaks down into two rings (CMS II.7 16, 17): two almost identical cult scenes of the same size but in two very slightly different versions. The Zakro sealing leader (or leaders) is using what we call “replica” rings: rings made intentionally similar in order to exercise some similar political or social authority. Impressions from such replica rings are found in all of the main LM IB sealing deposits (Betts 1967) and now on LC I Thera, too (Doumas 2000).
Some scholars argue that the replica rings—many of which were large metal rings, often with cult scenes or of bulls and bull leaping—are no more than reflections of fashion or of craftspersons simply repeating themselves (Pini 2006; Krzyszkowska 2005, 141–42, 188–92). However, this is to miss our most important evidence for the activities of social and political elites at this time. For the issue is not the mere existence of slightly different large metal rings but how they are used. Because of the Zakro habit of stamping nodules with two or even three different seal impressions, we can see replica rings in action (Figure 24.3): a cult ring used by the sealing leader at Zakro is paired with another replica ring, in this case a bull-leaping ring; both the cult ring and the bull-leaping ring, in fact, break down into two almost identical rings always paired together (= CMS II.7, 16 + 37CMS II.7, 17 + 38). Since they can hardly have been distinguished in sealing practice, it follows that it cannot have mattered which of the two (or four) had written, sent, or sealed these documents (Weingarten 1993). The simplest explanation is that the cult rings are nearly identical because they are used by people having the same rank or duties—and so, too, are the two bull-leaping rings.
Figure 24.3. Cult Scene + bull leaping, Document sealings stamped by two gold rings, Zakro House A (CMS II.7 16 + 37; photo courtesy CMS).
The quality and imposing imagery of the best of these rings indicate a central palatial workshop, probably at Knossos. This need not mean Knossian political control of large parts of the island, still less of Thera: Current evidence suggests no more than documents and messengers moving back and forth between LM I sites under the authority of a select group of ring owners (Weingarten 1991; pace Betts 1967).
FINAL PALACE SEALS AND SEALINGS
If we had only seals to go by, we would never have guessed that the Mycenaeans took control of Crete in LM II/IIIA. Undoubtedly many artisans survived the great destructions and ensured glyptic continuity. One striking example (CMS VII, 113, 162, II.3, 212) shows three rock crystal gems of the same size (± 2 cm) treated by three different stylistic groups: The composition is virtually identical—a standing bull, regardant, palm tree in front, figure-8 shield below—but, if the stylistic dating is correct, they were engraved sequentially, probably from late LM I to LM IIIA (Younger 2000, 353 and figures 8–10). It may well be that the seals were made intentionally similar for persons of the same bureaucratic level, even as administration switched from Minoan to Mycenaean hands.
Nonetheless, craftspersons inevitably responded to the new political situation. Among the large group of Spectacle-Eye seals (LM II(?)–LM IIIA1), some show continuity with the Minoan past, but many seem to take explicitly new directions: (1) using otherwise unusual lapis lacedaemonius and Near Eastern black haematite; (2) developing distinctive, conventional compositions, such as animal pairs in symmetrically reversed and mirror-image poses; and (3) creating emblematic themes, most strikingly, the Minotaur—perhaps the origin of the best-known Cretan myth (Younger 2000, 349–51). These innovations might be meant to personify early Mycenaean rule at Knossos—a difficult proposal to prove but a stimulating one to think about.
The Knossos sealings, on the other hand, are good indicators of regime change— most obviously those inscribed in Linear B, signaling the arrival of another new script. Document sealings disappear: The Mycenaeans apparently had no need for those documents so necessary to Minoan administration. Changes in the sealing pattern, too, indicate that the sealings no longer represent internal storeroom management (as did most Minoan deposits) but probably a tax-based or tributary system with sealed goods arriving at the palace from elsewhere (Weingarten 1994, 184–87).
Shortly before the fall of the palace, a new glyptic style began to emerge. A very large metal ring impression depicting two winged griffins attacking a stag (CMS II.8, 192) belongs within the Rhodian Hunt Group (RHG), characterized by elongated, ‘scooped out’ animal bodies in mannered, elegant poses (Younger 1987, 63–64; Aruz 2008, 204–205; Pini 1986). The RHG seals are better known from the islands and Greek mainland in LM IIIA2–IIIB, the last workshop to have carved hard-stone seals in the prehistoric Aegean (Younger 1979, 97). The style reappears in Cypro-Aegean glyptic: On a haematite cylinder now in the Metropolitan Museum of Art, the small Master of Animal scene in the upper field is clearly extracted from a Minoan lentoid, and the stag below is remarkably similar to that on the Knossos ring impression (Weingarten 1996; Aruz 2008, 218–19, figure 434). The RHG scooped-out animal style thus began at Knossos. It may have been the fall of the palace that sent gem engravers fleeing eastward toward Cyprus, where they or their immediate descendants went on to influence the iconography and style of Cypro-Aegean glyptic.
With the fall of the palace of Knossos, a thousand years of Minoan seals comes to an abrupt end.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Alexiou, Stylianos, and Peter M. Warren. 2004. The Early Minoan Tombs of Lebena, Southern Crete. SIMA 30. Sävedalen, Sweden: Åström.
Aruz, Joan. 2008. Marks of Distinction: Seals and Cultural Exchange between the Aegean and the Orient (ca. 2600–1360 B.C.). CMS Beiheft 7. Mainz: von Zabern.
Betts, John. 1967. “New Light on Minoan Bureaucracy: A Re-examination of Some Cretan Sealings.” Kadmos 6: 15–40.
Boardman, John. 1970. Greek Gems and Finger Rings. London: Thames and Hudson.
Doumas, Christos. 2000. “Seal Impressions from Akrotiri, Thera: A Preliminary Report.” In Minoisch-mykenische Glyptik, 57–65.
Fiandra, Enrica. 1968. “A che cosa servivano le cretule di Festòs.” In Proceedings of the 2nd International Cretological Congress, 383–95. Athens: University of Crete.
Hallager, Erik. 2000. “New Evidence for Seal Use in the Pre-palatial and Protopalatial Periods.” In Minoisch-mykenische Glyptik, 97–105.
Heath-Wiencke, Martha. 1976. “Clay Sealings from Shechem, the Sudan, and the Aegean,” JNES 35: 127–30.
Hitchcock, Louise. Forthcoming. “Monumentalizing Hierarchy: The Significance of Architecture in the Emergence of Complexity on Minoan Crete.” In Proceedings of the 10th International Cretological Congress, Khania.
Hood, Sinclair, and Victor E. G. Kenna. 1973. “An Early Minoan III Sealing from Knossos.” Antichità Cretesi: Studi in onore di Doro Levi 1, Cronache di Archeologia 12: 103–106.
Krzyszkowska, Olga. 2005. Aegean Seals: An Introduction. BICS Suppl.85. London: Institute of Classical Studies.
Macdonald, Colin F., and Carl Knappett. 2007. Knossos Protopalatial Deposits in Early Magazine A and the South-west Houses, BSA Suppl. 41. London: Institute of Classical Studies.
MacGillivray, J. Alexander. 2000. Minotaur: Sir Arthur Evans and the Archaeology of the Minoan Myth. London: Jonathan Cape.
Panagiotaki, Marina. 1993. “Sealings from the Olive Press Room, Knossos: New Information from the Unpublished Notes of Sir Arthur Evans.” BSA 88: 29–47.
———. 1999. The Central Palace Sanctuary at Knossos, BSA Supplementary Volume 31, London.
Pini, Ingo. 1986. “Nochmals zu einem tönernen Siegelabdruck des Museums Iraklion.” In Philia epi Georgion E. Mylonan, 300–303. Athens: Library of the Archaeological Society of Athens.
———. 1990. “The Hieroglyphic Deposit and the Temple Repositories at Knossos.” In Aegean Seals, 33–54.
———. 2006. “Look-alikes, Copies, and Replicas.” In Pepragmena Th’ Diethnous Kritologikou Synedriou (Proceedings of the 9th International Cretological Congress), Elounta, 1–6 October 2001. A3: Proïstoriki Periodos, Techni kai Latreia, Elounda, ed. Eugenia Tampakaki and Agisilaos Kaloutsakis, 51–64. Irakleio: Etairia Kritikon Istorikon Meleton.
Rehak, Paul, and John G. Younger. 2000. “Minoan and Mycenaean Administration in the Early Late Bronze Age.” In Administration Documents in the Aegean and Their Near Eastern Counterparts, ed. Massimo Perna, 277–301. Turin: Centra internazionale di ricerche archeologiche antropologiche e storiche.
Sakellarakis, Ioannis A. 1976. “.” Proceedings of the 4th Cretological Congress (Heraklion), 510–32. Irakleio: Etairia Kritikon Istorikon Meleton.
———. 1980. Gruppen minoischer Siegel der Vorpalatzeit aus datierten geschlossenen Funden. JRGZM 27, 1–12.
Sbonias, Konstantinos. 1995. Frühkretische Siegel. BAR-IS 620. Oxford: Tempus Reparatum.
———. 2000. “Specialization in the Early Minoan Seal Manufacture: Craftsmen, Settlements, and the Organization of Production.” In Minoisch-mykenische Glyptik, 277–93.
Schoep, Ilse. 2005. “The Socio-economic Context of Seal Use and Administration at Knossos.” In Knossos, 283–93.
Vlasaki, Maria, and Erik Hallager. 1995. “Evidence for Seal Use in Pre-palatial Western Crete.” In Sceaux minoens et mycéniens, ed. Ingo Pini and Jean-Claude Poursat, 251–70. CMS Beiheft 5. Mainz: von Zabern.
Warren, Peter. 1972. Myrtos, an Early Bronze Age Settlement in Crete. Athens: British School of Archaeology at Athens.
Watrous, L. Vance, Despoina Hadzi-Vallianou, and Harriet Blitzen 2004. The Plain of Phaistos: Cycles of Social Complexity in the Mesara Region of Crete. Los Angeles: University of California at Los Angeles, Institute of Archaeology.
Weingarten, Judith. 1988. “Seal-use at LM IB Ayia Triada: A Minoan Elite in Action, II: Aesthetic Considerations.” Kadmos 27: 81–114.
———. 1991. “Late Bronze Age Trade within Crete: The Evidence of Seals and Sealings.” In Bronze Age Trade, 303–24.
———. 1993. “The Multiple Sealing System of Minoan Crete and Its Possible Antecedents in Anatolia.” Oxford Journal of Archaeology 11: 25–37.
———. 1994. “Sealings and Sealed Documents at Bronze Age Knossos.” In Labyrinth of History, 171–88.
———. 1995. “Sealing Studies in the Middle Bronze Age. III; The Minoan Hieroglyphic Deposits at Malia and Knossos.” In Sceaux minoens et mycéniens, IVe Symposium International 10–12 septembre 1992, Clermont-Ferrand, ed. Walter Müller, 285–311. CMS Beiheft 5. Mainz: Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur.
———. 1996. “The Impact of Some Aegean Gem Engravers on Cypriot Glyptic Art: Thoughts on a Chicken or Egg Problem.” In Minotaur and Centaur: Studies in the Archaeology of Crete and Euboea Presented to Mervyn Popham, ed. Don Evely, Irene Stavros Lemos, and Susan Sherratt, 79–86. BAR-IS 638. Oxford: Tempus Reparatum.
———. 2003. “A Tale of Two Interlaces.” In Yves Duhoux, ed., Briciaka: A Tribute to W. C. Brice. Cretan Studies 9: 285–99.
———. Forthcoming. “Some Early Unstamped Sealings from EM IIB Palaikastro.” In Proceedings of the 10th International Cretological Congress, Khania.
———. 2005. “How Many Seals Make a Heap: Seals and Interconnections on Prepalatial Crete.” In Emporia, 759–66.
———, and Colin F. Macdonald. 2005. “The Earliest Administrative Sealed Documents from Knossos (MM IB): Three Noduli in the so-called Early Magazine A. In Studi in Onore di Enrica Fiandra, ed. Massimo Perna, 393–404. Paris: De Boccard.
Younger, John G. 1979. “The Rhodian Hunt Group.” In Papers in Cycladic Prehistory, ed. Jack L. Davis and John F. Cherry, 97–73. Institute of Archaeology, Monograph 14. Los Angeles: University of California at Los Angeles, Institute of Archaeology.
———. 1987. “Aegean Seals of the Late Bronze Age VI.” Kadmos 26: 44–73.
———. 1988. The Iconography of Late Minoan and Mycenaean Sealstones and Finger Rings. Bristol: University of Bristol Press.
———. 2000. “The Spectacle-eyes Group: Continuity and Innovation.” In Minoisch-mykenische Glyptik, 348–60.
Yule, Paul. 1980. Early Cretan Seals: A Study of Chronology. Marburger Studien zur Vor- und Frühgeschichte 4. Mainz: von Zabern.
MYCENAEAN SEALS AND SEALINGS
JOHN G. YOUNGER
AFTER the introduction of a sealing system from the Near East into southern Greece in the Early Helladic period (see Wiencke, this volume) and the destruction of that culture ca. 2200 BCE, there is no demonstrable sign of seal use on the Greek mainland until the sudden appearance of seals in the Mycenae Shaft Graves at the end of the Middle Helladic period.
After the Shaft Grave period, seals are known on the Greek mainland, but there is almost no evidence that seals are being carved there, with the possible exception of the Mycenae-Vapheio group (mentioned later). A stone mold for a gold ring found in a tomb at Eleusis (CMS V, 422) constitutes the slim evidence for the making of seals on the Greek mainland (cf. Evely 1993, 146–71).
Perhaps almost all seals used on the Greek mainland in the Late Bronze were made in Crete. Certainly the seals in most stylistic groups cluster predominately in Crete, and after the fall of Knossos brought an end to hard stone seal engraving (ca. 1300 BCE; Weingarten this volume), the administrators at Mycenae and Pylos used heirloom seals to impress sealings (Younger 1981a). Furthermore, after the fall of Knossos, Mycenaeans produced the Mainland Popular group, a series of beads in soft stones and glass that look like seals but were (almost) never used administratively (Younger 1987a; Pini 1995; Dickers 2001). One might say, then, that the Mycenaeans used seals in imitation of Minoan seal use but that tradition sat thinly on Mycenaean culture.
BEFORE THE LATE BRONZE AGE
In the Late Neolithic period, clay and stone stamps are found from central Europe and Italy to the eastern Mediterranean (Makkay 1984, 2005; Younger 1987b). Because their intaglio designs are simple and a few preserve traces of color (yellow and red), it is believed that they were used to imprint designs on cloth—whence the term pintaderas.
The Early Helladic stamp seals (Wiencke this volume) may have arisen from pintaderas—their shapes are similar and their designs look like textile patterns. These stamps were used in a sealing administration, apparently derived from the Near East (see Weingarten, this volume).
One seal impression from Kea points in the direction that the EH/EC II culture would have taken if left to flourish. A stamped hearth rim (CMS V, 478) parodies Egyptian hieroglyphs, including a djed pillar, Ra sun sign, and a vase sign. The last is especially clever, for in Egyptian it would be the typical amphora, but here, in the EC II Aegean, it is the typical sauceboat. Obviously someone in the central Aegean knew enough about Egyptian writing to poke intelligent fun at it.
After the EH II destructions, the mainlanders abandoned seals. Yet a few clay stamps are found in Middle Helladic contexts (Younger 1992); perhaps these represent a resuscitation of pintaderas, as if lurking beneath the sophisticated surface of EH II administrative sealing there had been a local tradition of stamping waiting to reemerge.
THE SHAFT GRAVE PERIOD
Until the end of the Middle Helladic period, only the islands (e.g., Kea and Samothrace) are acquainted with Minoan seals. But in MH III–LH I, the shaft graves at Mycenae begin attracting seals in number. In Grave Circle B come two Talismanics (CMS I, 6, 7) and a tiny amethyst disk (CMS I, 5) engraved with a portrait head of a bearded man; both are Minoan imports.
From Circle A come three gold cushions (CMS I, 9–11) and three stone seals (CMS 1, 12–14), all from Shaft Grave III and two gold rings (CMS 1, 15, 16) from Shaft Grave IV; a third gold ring (CMS 1, 17) comes from the nearby “Mycenae Treasure.” These trios from Grave Circle A (and vicinity) provoke a thought: Might they refer to another triadic series? Grave Circle B encloses approximately twelve major tombs, and Grave Circle A contains six shaft graves. After the Shaft Grave period, the Mycenae elite are buried in tholoi, which cluster in three geographical areas (near the citadel, and on both sides of the Panagia Ridge) and in three distinct periods (LH I–II, II late, and IIIA–B early). Is it possible that Mycenae had three major kinship groups that shared power (French 1989)? The Lion Gate relief may present the venue for their power: Two lions (military) stand on two altars with concave sides (religion) and flank a column (palatial administration).
THE MAJOR MYCENAEAN, OR MYCENAEAN-INSPIRED, STYLISTIC GROUPS
The Mycenae-Vapheio Lion Group
The three gold cushions from Shaft Grave III present a distinct kind of lion: powerful body, fishgill-like separation between head and mane, heavy forelegs rounded at the top and outlined by a separate line topped by a dot, a sinuous saphenous vein over the legs, fur on belly and haunch, and heavily dotted paws (figure 25.1; MH III–LH I [–LH II]; Younger 1978, 1984, 1987a). The same lion appears on many seals from the Vapheio cist (LH IIA; e.g., CMS I, 243, 250). Another seal from the Vapheio cist (CMS I, 223) presents an equally powerful griffin, also with saphenous veins, led on a leash by a robed man wearing a seal stone on his left wrist (Rehak 1994). Other objects also present the same lion (e.g., the lion-hunt niello dagger and the gold lioness-head rhyton, both from Shaft Grave IV; Marinatos and Hirmer 1960, color pls. XXXV, XXXVII, XXXIX).
These seals and other objects constitute a major style called the Mycenae-Vapheio style because many of the pieces come from these two sites. To this core group other seals are related (Younger 1981b), for instance the badly cut lion on CMS I, 228, from the Vapheio chamber, which has the fishgill but nothing else. The Lion Gate relief has powerful lions with the saphenous vein and outlined forelegs, but it adds “bracelets” across the ankles paralleled on a seal (CMS I, 46) from Mycenae Chamber Tomb 8 (LH II context?) that carries almost the same scene: two lions on an altar with concave sides sharing a frontal face.
Figure 25.1. Modern impression of a lentoid (CMS V 435) in the Mycenae-Vapheio Lion group, from the Nichoria tholos (photo courtesy CMS).
Only a few examples of the Mycenae-Vapheio group come from Crete. From Knossos comes one sealing (CMS II.8, 297), while a few others may be peripherally related (from Kato Zakro, CMS II.7, 75, cf. 74, and from Ayia Triada, CMS II.6, 104).
If the Mycenae-Vapheio group was created on the Mainland, it is the only seal stone workshop that can, with any plausibility, be located there.
The Spectacle Eye Group (LH IIIA)
When the Mycenaeans took over Knossos, they commissioned a new style for seals, the Spectacle Eye group (Weingarten this volume; Younger 2000; Müller 2000); its animals look like they are wearing eyeglasses. Since the group also employs lapis lace-daemonius (a stone found only south of Sparta on the Greek mainland) and creates a new iconography (animals in bilateral symmetry and the Minotaur), it is likely that this group is an invention to mark the new Mycenaean administration at Knossos.
The Island Sanctuaries Group (End of LH IIIA)
Known for its animals with svelte bodies, linear legs with dotted hooves and joints, and contorted poses, the Island Sanctuaries seals, and its subset, Rhodian Hunt, are the last seals to be made in hard stone; no more developed stylistic group of seals exists (Younger 1979, 1981a). Since only one, possibly three, Rhodian Hunt seals impressed Knossos sealings (CMS II.8, 192, possibly 186, 187) and since most seals in this group have been found in the Cyclades and Dodecanese, including many in Mycenaean sanctuaries, it is tempting to hypothesize that the group had just begun to develop at Knossos when the palace fell and the artists dispersed.
Mainland Popular Seals and Related Groups (End of LH IIIA–IIIB)
With the demise of hard stone seal engraving (perhaps always more a Minoan art), there arose a group of soft stone seals with schematic, linear depictions of animals, occasionally people, known as the Mainland Popular group (Younger 1987a; Pini 1995; Dickers 2001). The name derives from the fact that the seals are restricted to the Greek mainland (a subset, the Armenoi group, in Mycenaean Crete) and to humble tombs scattered broadly across the Aegean; two Mainland Popular seals even come from the Uluburun wreck (dated after 1306 BC by dendrochronology; CMS VS.1B, 473; VS.3, 454). This widespread dispersal of Mainland Popular seals, their appearance at nonpalatial sites, and the fact that they impressed virtually no sealings (one exception from Thebes: CMS VS 3.373), all make it likely that these seals served as the identity markers of commoners, much as did the Mesara dentine seals of EM II–III, soft stone prisms from the Malia Workshop in MM II (Poursat 1996), and the Cretan Popular group in LM I (Younger 1983)
With the Mainland Popular group, the manufacture of seals in the Bronze Age Aegean comes to an end.
THE PREPALATIAL USE OF SEALS ON THE GREEK MAINLAND
There is no direct evidence for seal use in the Prepalatial Mycenaean period (LH I–II), but if the trios of seals and rings from Grave Circle A relate to the concept of cooperative power, then we can identify groups of two and three seals from the early tholoi that may have functioned similarly (Rehak and Younger 2000). I give two examples. From the Kazarma tholos (LH I; CMS V, 577–85) come two Talismanic amygdaloids, two red lentoids (sard and cornelian), two quasi-Talismanic amygdaloids, and three cylinder seals, two of which are amethyst and two of which carry griffins. And from the Rutsi tholos (LH II), shaft 2 (CMS I, 269–74, VS.1A, 345), come two cushions with female griffins, two three-sided amethyst prisms, and three amygdaloids (one of which is glass and the other of gold with a netted bull); from the floor of the tholos (CMS I, 275–86) come two sardonyx lentoids, two agate lentoids, four cornelian lentoids, two cylinder seals of red stone (cornelian and sardonyx), a glass lentoid (cf. the glass amygdaloid from the shaft), and a second gold amygdaloid (this one with a wounded bull).
These pairs and trios of seals imply that two or three administrators shared authority and expressed that cooperation by owning seals with similar motifs and in similar shapes and materials (compare “replica” rings in Neopalatial Crete: Weingarten this volume). Evidence for a similar sharing of authority by lieutenants can be seen in sealings from Pylos (mentioned later).
THE USE OF SEALS IN THE MYCENAEAN PALACES
A seal represents the individual who owns it; impressing the seal into clay is an act that stipulates that individual’s responsibility in the transaction represented by the sealing. For example, while the clay stopper of a wine jar prevents contamination (e.g., CMS VS.1B, 348, from the Menelaion, LH II–IIIA), impressing the stopper certifies and guarantees its contents. For the Mycenaeans, seals are used only when it is necessary to document the participation of the particular individual who was responsible (immediately or ultimately) for the transaction that is being authenticated. Minoan seal use was more casual, authenticating most transactions regardless of the necessity to identify the responsible individual.
Except for a few other impressed jar stoppers (e.g., CMS I, 160–62; V, 669; and VS.3, 164, 218), one document sealing (CMS VS.3, 217), and one impressed nodulus (CMS I, 19), almost all other mainland seal impressions are found only on nodules (clay sealing around a knotted string)—and only one seal per nodule. Moreover, while many hundreds of seals impressed sealings from Minoan Crete, there are only some 250 seals that impressed some 500 sealings from the Mycenaean mainland (Palaima 1987). This restricted use parallels the restriction of Linear B writing to just tablets, labels, and nodules (Linear A was used more widely; Godart and Olivier, 1976–1985).
Most Mycenaean nodules document transactions between outlying production centers and the palace (for instance, a seal from Elis [CMS XI, 27] impressed a sealing from Pylos [CMS IS, 180] inscribed (Wr 1416) “nanny” [CAPf], apparently recording the shipment of female goats). Most of the Pylos sealings written by persons outside the palace are inscribed in an “archaic” hand, reminiscent of the handwriting styles at Knossos almost two centuries earlier (Palaima 2000)—within the palace the official style was more modern.
Also within the palace, seal impressions were usually not necessary (the parties were well known), and few sealings (impressed or inscribed or both) are actually found in the Mycenaean palaces. We should imagine, therefore, that most sealings traveled out from the palaces to the outlying production centers accompanying raw goods to be finished. The excavation of the lower towns of Pylos and Mycenae will probably produce the kinds of documents that have been found in the houses on the Chania acropolis (Hallager and Vlasaki 1997, with earlier bibliography).
Another type of sealing no doubt to be found in the outlying production centers are those that were attached to tablets. Some leaf-shaped tablets (e.g., the Pylos Eb [landholding] and Sa [chariot wheels] series, and Thebes Ug 5 and 17) reveal traces of a horizontal string running through them, to which a sealing could have been fastened “with the impression of the seal of the scribal administrator” to be taken away by the person who had delivered commodities to the palace (e.g., Ameja in Pylos Sa 834 and Sh 736 and Akosota in Va 842) as a receipt that he had finished his task and furnished the commodities and “that the scribal administrator had indeed approved his work through inspection” (Palaima 1996). Such proof of delivery might be necessary if the furnisher were ever suspected of fraud, as in the trial of two Hittite supervisors during the reign of Hattusilis III (ca. 1286–1265 BC; Justus 1997; Palaima 1996).
Inscribed sealings record short, individual bits of information that are then entered on summary tablets (Palaima 2000). For instance, Pylos sealing Wr 1326 records the delivery of a bed (tablet Vn 851 presents the summary) and is impressed by a lentoid depicting a central octopus surrounded by dolphins (CMS I, 312); the seal may have belonged to an important individual: An octopus is painted on the floor directly in front of the throne, and dolphins are painted on floors in the “Queen’s Megaron” suite (Hirsch 1977, 32–36, pls. 7.16, 7.17a, 9).
Inscribed and impressed sealings sometimes also give additional details, like those from Thebes that record individual animals, their sex, and their condition. Occasionally there is a pattern in seal use, too. For instance, Thebes seal type J (bull leaping) authorizes the delivery of pigs from Sameus (the swineherd?), while seal type L (two goats) authorizes fodder (logogram PYC), and R (two goats), male sheep (Aravantinos, Godart, and Sacconi 2002, 20, 51–75). Similar information for a feast at Pylos “when the wanax was initiated” must have arrived via similar sealed deliveries, summarized on tablets Un 2 and 138 (Palaima 2000).
At Pylos we can see delivery sealings. From the oil magazine (room 24) comes a sealing (Wr 1437) inscribed with “unguent” (logogram AREPA) and impressed with a lentoid that depicts crossed goats (CMS I, 382), presumably belonging to the supplier. Four sealings (Wr 1358–1361) from the Wine Magazine (room 105) each carry the inscription “wine” (logogram VIN); the impressing seals may have belonged to the vintners. Sealing Wr 1361 was impressed by a gold ring (CMS I, 361), while the other three sealings (1358–1360) were all impressed by a single lentoid (CMS I, 363, a stag hunt). Two of these sealings also record a man’s name, both different and both in a different hand—presumably these are the vintner’s lieutenants, who may have had access to the same seal. The seal would then signify that the person possessing it has ultimate authority, while the inscribed names would be those immediately responsible for the deliveries.
Mycenae also preserves delivery sealings. From the House of Sphinxes (LH IIIB middle; Bennett 1958) come eight sealings, seven impressed by the same seal (CMS I 163, in the Rhodian Hunt group) and an eighth (CMS VS.217, in the Island Sanctuaries group), whose reverse preserves the impressions of thick leather straps. These were found clustered for discard in the doorway of room 1; the inscribed sealings (Wt 501–507; figure 25.2) record pots (possibly those found in that room) that are summarized on the obverse of tablet Ue 611 found down the hall in the archives room 6. The seals were presumably owned by the potter and/or the transporter.
Similarly, many sealings from the Arsenal at Knossos (Ws 1704, etc.) were found among the remains of two wooden boxes and hundreds of bronze points. Most of the sealings were inscribed by the same scribe with the appropriate logogram (Linear B *254 JAC), apparently to identify the contents for delivery; three sealings had been impressed by a single lentoid (CMS II.8, 305), probably belonging to the armorer (or his scribe), who then wrote the logogram across the impressions.
Unimpressed sealings are predictably inscribed with the kind of written information that the seal impression would have given visually. For instance, unimpressed Pylos labels (the Wa and Wo series) record personnel (e.g., the name of the supplier) and other details; Knossos label Wm 8499 records the name of a man furnishing cloth being supplied by another, while Wm 8493 records a collective at the place Setoija (Arkhanes?) furnishing a special te cloth to another place, Kirita.
Figure 25.2. Mycenae sealing Wt 501 impressed by a lentoid (CMS I 163; drawing by the author).
After inspectors within the palace received and unsealed the delivered goods, they would gather the sealings for discard, and the responsible administrator would have the deliveries summarized on tablets to be sent to the central archives. At Knossos, one sealing is impressed by a lentoid depicting a female dog (CMS II.8, 287); it is inscribed (Ws 8754) with the name of the purveyor, Kuwata, in the bureau of (opi) Anuwiko. We do not know the commodity that was sealed, nor do we know anything more about Kuwata (unless he is the immediately responsible scribe, Hand 101).
Anuwiko, however, may have been the “lawaketa” recorded on personnel tablets As 40+5093 and 1516 written by the same Hand 101; he would then be one of the most important officials at Knossos, second to the wanax (king) and more important than the qasirewe (classical “basileus”) (Olivier 1968; Weingarten 1997). If the seal with the female dog is Anuwiko’s (or his bureau’s), it impressed sealings found in the west, south, and east wings of the palace. These sealings belong to the class known as “combination” sealings: A stringhole runs through them, and they were pressed up against a wicker basket, presumably the basket that held the recording tablets (see CMS II.8, fig. 29a, for the wicker impression on the reverse of Anuwiko’s sealing).
At Pylos, combination sealings were found only in the Central Archives, room 8 (Weingarten 1991). There are six of these, impressed by three seals: CMS I, 302, a ring (?) depicting a man battling a lion; CMS I, 305, a ring with a bull-leaping scene; and CMS IS, 173, a ring with two men battling two lions—two certainly, maybe three, gold rings for our high-placed administrators within the palace. A regular sealing (CMS I, 307) was found next door in room 7 of the central archives. It was impressed either by the same ring as that with men battling lions or by a slightly different “replica.” In any case, a “replica” ring does exist, the slightly larger, gold “Danicourt” ring (CMS XI, 272, said to come from Thessaloniki). Thus, we have, for the ultimately responsible administrator with access to the Central Archives, one, if not two, replica rings for his lieutenants.
SUMMARY
From this discussion it is apparent that Mycenaeans valued Minoan seals but produced few, if any, of their own for administrative use, though they did produce soft stone identity markers (the Mainland Popular group) when hard stone seals were no longer being supplied by Knossian artists (ca. 1300 BC).
In the Prepalatial period (LH I–II) pairs or trios of Mycenaean administrators, working cooperatively, may have used similar seals to conduct their shared duties.
In the Palatial period (LH III), Mycenaean administrators preferred to write their transactions out in full. When doing so was inconvenient (the sealing was too small, the transaction too complicated, or the participants were illiterate), then the personal seals of those responsible for conducting the transactions would be used in place of naming them. It is therefore probable that most Mycenaean sealings are delivery sealings to the palace (or palatial workshops outside the palace) accompanying commodities being furnished by persons in the outlying regions.
While some sealings accompanied goods that were circulating within the palace, others, the combination sealings, accompanied baskets of preliminary tablets to the central archives and recorded the receipt of commodities at the delivery points on the periphery. These were impressed by the seals that belonged to high officials (the lawaketa or the qasirewe) or by the replicas that belonged to their lieutenants, following an old tradition of shared cooperation on the mainland.
Mycenaeans may have commissioned a new seal stone style to mark their takeover of Knossos, but after that palace fell they no longer commissioned seals and were content to use heirlooms.
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CRETAN HIEROGLYPHIC AND LINEAR A
HELENA TOMAS
THE existence of Bronze Age literacy in the Aegean was first recognized thanks to Arthur Evans’s insightful study of seals and other inscribed objects that he saw or purchased while traveling through Crete. The seals bore signs of a script thereafter called Hieroglyphic or Pictographic—the name was based on Evans’s interpretation of the appearance of the signs but was also influenced by his awareness of other Bronze Age hieroglyphic scripts known at the time (Evans 1894, 1897). With his further research on Crete, he established the existence of two other linear-looking scripts, and he envisaged an evolutionary progression from Hieroglyphic → Linear A → Linear B (Evans 1909, 18, 38; 1921, 612–13; 1952, 1–2).
As Evans suspected, Linear B is indeed the youngest of the three scripts; as for the other two, it is still unclear which one is older (mentioned later). Since all three scripts are now shown to be syllabic in their nature, the ‘hieroglyphic’ one bears a misleading name. The prefix ‘Cretan’ has therefore been suggested in order to differentiate it from other Bronze Age hieroglyphic scripts (Olivier 1989, 40–41).
Although the very first inscriptions are of Prepalatial date and may have had symbolic value which enhanced power of élites (as suggested by Schoep 2006, 44–47, 2007b, 56), wider use of Cretan Hieroglyphic and Linear A is best explained as a result of expanding economic activities that accompanied the growth of Cretan palatial centers and a consequent need for a well-structured administrative system (Schoep 1999, 267–68). It is precisely this administrative usage that allows us a partial understanding of texts in these two scripts, even though they both remain undeciphered.
The lack of decipherment is due partly to a relative paucity of documents and therefore a limited vocabulary specimen (ca. 300 different words are preserved in Cretan Hieroglyphic; ca. 800 in Linear A) and partly to the unknown language (or possibly two different languages) behind the scripts (Olivier 1986, 1989; Duhoux 1989, 1998). Thus, although correspondences with deciphered Linear B syllabograms give us an idea of the pronunciation of some Cretan Hieroglyphic and Linear A sign groups (words), we cannot understand their meaning.
CHRONOLOGY AND DISTRIBUTION
According to the archaeological evidence, the earliest examples of both scripts come from the MM IIB period. In the Southwest House at Knossos, an even earlier—MM IIA—document has been discovered (KN 49), but it has a poorly preserved inscription, probably in Linear A (Del Freo 2007, 204–205), although Cretan Hieroglyphic has also been proposed (Schoep 2007a).
During the MM III period, Cretan Hieroglyphic was abandoned, and Linear A remained the single script on the island until the end of LM IB, when it was succeeded by Linear B. The geographical distribution of the two scripts during the MM II—III periods may reflect a political fragmentation on the island: Linear A was used mostly in its southern part, whereas Cretan Hieroglyphic was used mostly in north-central and northeastern Crete (Schoep 1999). A clear division, however, is not possible since intrusions of one script into the area typically covered by the other have been observed on a number of sites, and, in the MM III palace at Malia, documents in both scripts appear even in the same deposit (succinct overviews in Schoep 1995). This coexistence of the two scripts has resulted in a range of common types of documents, as well as in numerous exchanges of scribal features.
Cretan Hieroglyphic Inscriptions
The earliest securely dated Cretan Hieroglyphic inscriptions on clay date from MM IIB, while the latest secure deposit comes from the MM III palace at Malia (see the concise overview in Younger 1996–1997). Production of seals with Cretan Hieroglyphic signs may have started even before MM IIB (CHIC, 27–32). Whereas these seals have been found often as isolated finds at a large number of sites, mostly in north-central and northeastern Crete, clay documents have been discovered in significant numbers only at Knossos, Malia, and Petras (cf. map in CHIC, 20).
Malia has yielded some fifty documents, the majority coming from either a MM IIB context of the Quartier Mu (Godart and Olivier 1978; Olivier 1996a) or a MM IIIB context of the palace (Chapouthier 1930). Forty or so documents come from the MM IIB deposit at Petras but were discovered only in 1996–1997 (Tsipopoulou 1998), which is why they are not included in CHIC.
With some one hundred specimens, however, the Hieroglyphic Deposit at Knossos constitutes the largest assemblage of documents. It was discovered in 1900 in the West Wing, in a fill beneath a staircase at the end of the Long Corridor (Evans 1899–1900). The circumstances of the discovery and the lack of pottery make the precise dating of this deposit difficult (Schoep 2001, 147–48): after much ambivalence, a late MM II date was suggested by Evans (1921, 272) and later supported by Yule (1978, 9). However, on the basis of their advanced seal motifs, Pini suggests an MM III date for some sealings and concludes that not all of the documents belonged to the same period but were accumulated over a longer time (1990, 41–43; CMS II.8, 2002, 6–7).
Linear A Inscriptions
During Evans’s lifetime, no MM II Linear A inscriptions were yet known, which was one of the reasons he believed that Cretan Hieroglyphic was older than Linear A. However, discoveries at Phaistos in 1955 (Pugliese Carratelli 1958) showed that Linear A was already in use in MM IIB, while the 1992 discovery of a Knossian document pushes its beginnings into MM IIA (see earlier). The regular use of Linear A came to a halt at the end of the LM IB period, although rare inscriptions, mostly on nonadministrative objects (e.g., on a clay figurine; Dimopoulou, Olivier, and Rethemiotakis 1993), occurred even later (see the succinct overview in Bennet 2008, 12–13).
Whereas in the MM II and MM III periods, Linear A appears to have been used at a limited number of sites, during LM IB it was employed all over Crete, as well as on a few sites outside the island (Schoep 1995; Karnava 2008). With some 150 tablets and more than one thousand sealings discovered in the early years of the 20th century, Haghia Triada has provided the largest assemblage so far (Halbherr, Stefani, and Banti 1977). Here the documents were divided between two areas—the Villa and the Villaggio; the exact findspots of most of the former have been difficult to reconstruct (Militello 2002). All of the documents are from the LM IB period, a time when Haghia Triada, although not a palace, appears to have acted as an administrative center of the Mesara plain, while the nearby palace at Phaistos is administratively ‘silent’ (La Rosa 2002). Other assemblages of numerous Linear A documents come from Khania, Phaistos, and Zakro (see the relevant volumes of GORILA).
The Question of the Archanes Script
It is well known that writing does not necessarily indicate the beginning of administration and that sealing practice typically predates the use of writing (Palaima 1990; Ferioli et al. 1994, 1996; Perna 2000). This was the case in Crete, where certain Prepalatial sealings, although uninscribed, may have had an administrative purpose (Pini 1990, 34–35; Schoep 1999, 267–69; 2004, 283–86; Hallager 2000, 99).
Prepalatial administration is also reflected by the so-called Archanes script (as christened by Yule 1980, 170), attested on a small number of seals from Archanes Phourni, Pangalochori near Rethymnon, and Moni Odigitria in the vicinity of the Mesara Plain (Grumach and Sakellarakis 1966; Godart and Tzedakis 1992, 108, 121–22; for Prepalatial seals in general see Krzyszkowska 2005, 57–78). These seals are dated to EM III—MM IA and display signs similar to those in later Cretan Hieroglyphic and Linear A, even a sign group resembling the later ‘Minoan libation formula’ (Olivier 1996b, 107).
If the Archanes script is a separate script (doubts expressed by Olivier 1986, 377), then it is the oldest in the Aegean. However, CHIC includes it among Cretan Hieroglyphic texts, whereas Godart wonders whether we should instead consider it as Linear A, which would make Linear A the oldest script in the Aegean (Godart 1999). The main reason it is now included in CHIC is that seals with engraved signs of a script are abundant in Cretan Hieroglyphic but absent in Linear A (for three Linear A exceptions to this rule, see Olivier 1999, 422–26). The status of the Archanes script and its association with either Cretan Hieroglyphic or Linear A thus remain debatable.
SIGNARY
Both scripts are of syllabic nature. Clustered syllabograms form sign groups, most likely words. On inscribed clay documents, sign groups can be followed by logograms representing commodities and associated quantities. In both scripts, individual syllabograms are sometimes also used as logograms and can be ligatured.
Cretan Hieroglyphic Signar y
Some ninety syllabograms have been distinguished in Cretan Hieroglyphic, as well as thirty or so logograms, probably denoting agricultural commodities. In addition, there are signs for numbers and fractions (Karnava 2001; Jasink 2005), as well as punctuation marks. The latter include a cross sign, interpreted as an indication of the beginning of a sign group and therefore an indication of the direction of reading, as already suggested by Evans (1921, 280; the classification of all Cretan Hieroglyphic signs can be found in CHIC, 17).
Since Cretan Hieroglyphic is still undeciphered, little can be said about the exact meaning of its inscriptions. Instead, only some very general interpretations can be made. Due to the few tablets available, we cannot even achieve much from comparing them to the well-understood system of Linear B tablets. Cretan Hieroglyphic therefore remains the least understood Aegean script (for the latest attempt at interpretation, see Younger 2003, 2005).
Linear A Signary
Linear B has been of crucial help in understanding the Linear A signary. About ninety syllabograms have been preserved in Linear A, nearly 70% of which have parallels in Linear B (GORILA V, XXII). As for the logograms, the percentage of correspondence is much lower. Linear A logograms are frequently ligatured with syllabic signs, probably in order to designate varieties or subtypes of commodities, as is the case in Linear B (Palaima 1994, 321, 327, n62). For the purpose of designating commodities, Linear A also employed monograms (i.e., signs composed of two or three syllabograms). Apart from several exceptions, this feature is largely abandoned in Linear B.
Signs for numbers do not differ in Linear A and B. They follow the so-called step-tally system; the only distinction between the two systems is that Linear A has no attested sign for ten thousand (Bennett 1999, 162). The way of expressing measures, however, is completely different. Linear A uses a complex system of signs for aliquot fractions (klasmatograms), whereas Linear B employs metrical signs to express units (with a scale of subunits) for weight, dry goods, and liquid goods. The values of Linear A fractions have not been established with certainty, although several keys have been proposed (the pioneering study was by Bennett 1950).
TYPES OF DOCUMENTS
With a fair amount of certainty, we can say that the majority of objects with Cretan Hieroglyphic script and a large number of those with Linear A had an administrative purpose, which is why we refer to them as documents (see overviews in Hallager 1996, 31–38; Krzyszkowska 2005, 98–118). Linear A has also been attested on a large number of nonadministrative objects, most of which are related to cult. These include votive stone tables from peak sanctuaries and sacred caves, votive cups and ladles, golden and silver pins, a figurine, and so on (Schoep 1994; Whittaker 2005). Unlike the administrative texts that contain lists of people and goods, these latter objects have more continuous texts, possibly even sentences, and may thus give us an insight into the syntax of the unknown language (Duhoux 1978, 1992).
Cretan Hieroglyphic Documents
Cretan Hieroglyphic documents can be divided into two groups: nonsealed and sealed. The former have an inscription incised on their clay surface, whereas the latter are stamped by seals with engraved Cretan Hieroglyphic signs and may have an incised inscription in addition (figure 26.1).
Figure 26.1. Cretan Hieroglyphic documents: (a) tablet; (b) four-sided bar; (c) three-sided bar; (d) two-sided bar; (e) medallion; (f) cone; (g) crescent. Arrows indicate the position of seal impressions (drawings by K. Rončević, based on images from CHIC). Combination nodules and irregular string nodules are not included into this plate since the Petras documents are still unpublished. For noduli, flat-based nodules, roundels, one-hole hanging nodules and direct object sealings, see the Linear A plate (figure 26.2).
Nonsealed Documents
Compared to other Aegean Bronze Age administrative systems, nonsealed types of documents are much more diverse in Cretan Hieroglyphic. Altogether, these nonsealed items amount to a total of ca. ninety-five documents.
Basically, the only nonsealed Linear A type of document is a clay tablet. While this type of document is employed in Cretan Hieroglyphic as well, it is rare: one tablet has been discovered in Phaistos, two have been found in the palace of Malia, and two in the Hieroglyphic Deposit at Knossos.
Clay bars are more numerous. One is three-sided, and the rest are four-sided (all of these sides are inscribed); some bars are pierced. The type of information on the bars resembles that inscribed on the tablets, with sign groups, sometimes also logograms and numerals recorded (Karnava 2006), but their function appears to be different. Olivier at first suggested that pierced bars with high numbers and no logograms were population census records, strung together and filed as a homogeneous document. Later on, he agreed with Godart’s suggestion that these high numbers probably refer to livestock (Olivier 1994–1995, 266–67).
Two-sided bars (lames à deux faces) are smaller than three- and four-sided bars. They are oblong, pointed and pierced on one end, and inscribed on one or both sides. Piercing suggests that they were designed to be attached to another object.
Medallions are small clay disks, pierced and often inscribed on both sides with sign groups, logograms, and numerals. Again, their piercing suggests that they may have been fastened to something.
Finally, two nonpierced but hollow inscribed cones have been discovered. Several inscribed clay pots have also been found, but it is less certain whether the inscriptions on the pots were of an administrative nature as well.
Sealed Documents
In addition to the documents that were only inscribed, Cretan Hieroglyphic employed a wide range of those that could be both inscribed and sealed or only sealed. Altogether, this group consists of ca. eighty documents.
The most numerous type of document in this category is the crescent. Due to its shape and traces of a string, this type was at first seen as a predecessor to a Linear A two-hole hanging nodule (Weingarten 1986a, 295, n8; Hallager 1996, 38). However, recently discovered Cretan Hieroglyphic documents at Petras make this hypothesis less plausible. As to its function, the crescent may not be related to day-to-day administrative business but to a single, specialized activity, perhaps tax or tribute payments (Weingarten 1995, 308).
Other types of Cretan Hieroglyphic documents that belong to this group, although represented in smaller numbers, are combination nodules, irregular string nodules, noduli, flat-based nodules, roundels, and direct object sealings. Whereas the crescent is typical only of Cretan Hieroglyphic, the combination nodule (i.e., a document that is both pressed against an object and secured with a string inside the lump, resulting in a combination of a direct object sealing and a string nodule) and the irregular string nodule (see later), attested in the Petras deposit, are shared with the Linear B system (Tsipopoulou 1998, 437; Hallager 2005, 253). The other document types are also characteristic of the Linear A system and are addressed in more detail later. Several clay pots and a loomweight with hieroglyphic seal impressions have been found as well.
Most of the seals used for stamping these documents contain engraved Cretan Hieroglyphic signs. So far, some 140 such seals have been discovered. In addition to more elaborate forms of signs on them, they differ from Cretan Hieroglyphic incised inscriptions primarily in their lack of numerals. Although the meaning of engraved sign groups is not yet well understood and some scholars actually believe that these seals do not represent writing stricto sensu but are perhaps ornamental writing, they played a vital role in administration, having been used for stamping clay documents (Olivier 1981, 2000; Poursat 2000). Apart from a few rare exceptions, seals and seal impressions with signs of the script are absent from Linear A and B systems and are therefore principally characteristic of the Cretan Hieroglyphic system. Some take this as an indication of a more widespread Cretan Hieroglyphic literacy (Weingarten 1995, 302).
Linear A Documents
Although fewer types are identified, the total number of extant documents with Linear A, as well as the amount of information recorded thereon, significantly exceeds those with Cretan Hieroglyphic. They can be again classified into nonsealed and sealed groups (figure 26.2).
Nonsealed Documents
The only nonsealed type of Linear A document is a clay tablet. A total of some four hundred such tablets have been discovered, although many are in a fragmentary state. Unlike Linear B, which used two shapes of tablets (page shaped and elongated), page-shaped tablets were primarily used in Linear A, whereas elongated tablets were discovered only in small numbers among the MM IIB documents in Phaistos. As is the case with Linear B as well, tablets with Linear A contain more substantial textual information than do any other types of documents with Linear A.
Sealed Documents
In addition to tablets, a wide variety of sealed documents was used, some inscribed in addition to being sealed (for the nomenclature and classification of Linear A documents see Hallager 1999; for an overview of sealing types and their find-spots, see Krzyszkowska 2005, 154–92).
With nearly a thousand examples, the single-hole hanging nodule is the most numerous type of Linear A document and can have both an inscription and a seal impression. Most of the inscriptions consist of a single sign (only occasionally is more than one sign present), usually syllabic, whose meaning is still unresolved (some possibilities are suggested in Weingarten 1986a, 288–89; Palaima 1994, 315). The document obviously hung from something, possibly papyrus rolls. According to its shape, it is divided into five subtypes: pendant, pyramid, cone, dome, and pear (Hallager 1996, 162–6 3, 198–99). The document is unique to the Linear A administration.
Figure 26.2. Linear A documents: (a) tablet; (b) single-hole hanging nodule (subtype: pendant); (c) flat-based nodule (subtype: recumbent); (d) roundel; (e) two-hole hanging nodule; (f) nodulus (subtype: dome); (g) direct object sealings on a stirrup jar (clay stopper). Arrows indicate the position of seal impressions (drawings by K. Rončević, based on images from GORILA; Fiandra 1968, 1975; Hallager 1996, 2001).
Flat-based nodules are rarely inscribed but are regularly sealed. They appear in two different shapes: standing and recumbent. This type of document serves as the best evidence that material other than clay was used for certain Minoan administrative records, for flat-based nodules often have, on their flat undersides, impressions of folded parchment held by a string. Once attached, it was impossible to unfold the parchment without breaking the seal, which prevented unauthorized viewing of the document (Hallager 1996, 135–45). Some flat-based nodules have been found in the Hieroglyphic Deposits at Knossos and Malia (Pini 1990, 39–40; Weingarten 1995, 296). With several examples, this type of sealing appears among the earliest of the Linear B documents as well, namely those from the Room of the Chariot Tablets at Knossos (Driessen 1990, 64; Hallager 2005, 252).
The roundel is a round clay disc with seal impressions along the edge and, in most cases, an inscription on one or both sides. These inscriptions sometimes consist of sign groups but are usually logograms; in a very few cases, numerals are also inscribed. It has been convincingly argued that an inscribed logogram stands for a commodity, while seal impressions represent units of a commodity: each impression equals one item or unit. Hallager argues that the roundel probably functioned as a receipt that was issued and kept by palace officials upon dispatching commodities from the storerooms (1996, 116–18). Until recently, the roundel was considered a document unique to Linear A, but the discovery of a roundel at Petras has now changed this picture (Hallager 2000, 101–103).
Two-hole hanging nodules were probably attached to commodities as labels (Hallager 1996, 36). They are regularly sealed but rarely inscribed. Their name was initially applied to the most common Linear B type of sealing. Hallager, however, rightly points out that in their nature the two are quite different (the latter is, for example, regularly inscribed). This is why he has introduced a new name for the Linear B documents—string nodules—and divided them into two subtypes: regular and irregular (Hallager 2005, 253–58). Similar-looking Cretan Hieroglyphic documents in Petras were also initially described as two-hole hanging nodules (Hallager 2000, 100), but with further studies they were renamed irregular nodules (Hallager forthcoming). Thus the document called a two-hole hanging nodule now remains unique to Linear A.
The nodulus is the most widespread Aegean Bronze Age document, both geographically and chronologically. It is one of the rare types of document that is present in all three Cretan administrative systems. The document appears in two shapes: dome and disk. Many noduli were not inscribed but only sealed. They functioned either as dockets (i.e., receipts for work accomplished, which may have been exchanged for goods as wages) (Weingarten 1986b, 17–21) or as receipts given to individuals for goods delivered to storerooms (which is why we often find them in private houses) (Hallager 1996, 132). It has also been suggested that some noduli functioned as tokens and were exchanged for goods or services (e.g., food, accommodation), while their initial possessor was traveling (Weingarten 1990, 19–20).
The last document type that belongs to this group is the direct object sealing, probably the simplest type of an administrative document. This is a lump of clay placed directly onto objects, such as pithoi covered with cloth or reed mats, jars and other vases (clay stoppers), chests and containers, leather sacks, or door pegs; imprints of all of these materials are preserved on the reverse of the sealing. Direct sealings are never inscribed but only sealed. Such seal impressions were meant to prevent unauthorized access to the sealed container or room; thus, they had a twofold function: control of movable goods and control of centralized storage (Fiandra 1968). Direct sealings were generally an MM II feature, and nearly disappeared thereafter, only to reappear in Linear B administration (Weingarten 1988, 6–7). Direct sealings were abundantly present in MM IIB contexts, with some sixty-five hundred examples at Phaistos alone (Levi 1958; here they were found together with Linear A tablets and inscribed sealings, which is why they are included in this overview of Linear A documents although they are uninscribed). Further MM IIB examples come from Monastiraki (Kanta and Tzigounaki 2000).
As we have seen, apart from tablets, six other types of administrative document were widespread in the Linear A system. Understanding the correlation between Linear A sealings and tablets is problematic. In Linear B we have clear evidence that sealings served as primary documents whose data were thereafter summarized on page-shaped tablets (see discussion in Driessen 1999, 207–208). In Linear A, on the other hand, there is no evidence that tablets summarized records from sealings (Schoep 1996–1997, 412–15; for a single possible exception, see Palaima 1994, 317; Hallager 2002), which is why it has been suggested that information from Linear A sealings was summarized directly onto perishable material (Hallager 1996, 225). This means that Linear A sealings did not necessarily precede tablets in the information cycle, as is the case in Linear B.
CONCLUSION
Although Linear A is, like Cretan Hieroglyphic Script, still undeciphered, a larger number of documents offers better grounds for contextual comparisons, the result of which is a basic understanding of Linear A administrative texts (most thoroughly achieved by Schoep 2002). The meaning of two Linear A sign groups has been established: KU-RO ‘total’ and PO-TO-KU-RO ‘grand total,’ while the sign group KI-RO may stand for ‘deficit’ (see individual discussions in Schoep 2002, 160–64). Comparisons with similarly organized Linear B texts on tablets suggest that most other sign groups are probably toponyms and anthroponyms, followed by logograms (a significant number of which have been understood) and numerals. All of this clearly shows—at least from our current stage of knowledge—that the Linear A script was mostly used to record transactions of administrative centers.
As already pointed out, the coexistence of Cretan Hieroglyphic and Linear A resulted in exchanges of scribal features and common types of documents. As a result, it is sometimes difficult to distinguish Cretan Hieroglyphic from Linear A inscriptions; in some cases an inscription has initially been interpreted as one script, only to be reinterpreted later as the other (CHIC, 18). It is therefore impossible to regard Cretan Hieroglyphic and Linear A as two entirely separate systems; although they are usually separately dealt with, the links described must always be kept in mind.
In addition to mutual influences, similarities between Cretan Hieroglyphic and Linear A have been explained as a consequence of having a common ancestor. If this is the case, then it is possible that political fragmentation on the island resulted in the use of the two systems (Schoep 1999, 267). Political reasons may have also caused the disappearance of Cretan Hieroglyphic in MM III and brought about its replacement by Linear A, just as sometime later Linear A was for cultural and/or political reasons replaced by Linear B (Palaima 1988; Driessen and Langohr 2007, 187–88; Schoep 2007b, 59–60; Bennet 2008, 19–22).
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LINEAR B
THOMAS G. PALAIMA
LINEAR B is a Late Bronze Age (ca. 1500–1200 BCE) writing system within the distinctive tradition of Cretan and Cretan-inspired scripts (Cretan Hieroglyphic and Linear A, Cypro-Minoan, and Cypriote Syllabic) that spanned nearly two millennia (ca. 2100 to ca. 225 BCE) (Bartoněk 2003, 16–49; Chadwick 1987; Duhoux 1989; Palaima 1989, figures 4 and 9; Olivier 2008). It is an adaptation of the earlier (ca. 1900–1450 BCE) Linear A, with which it shares peculiarities in the use of both the signs that represent sounds (phonograms) and the signs that represent objects (ideograms) or the words for those objects (logograms) (Duhoux 1985; 1989, 63, 72–76).
Unlike the other Bronze Age scripts in this tradition (Cretan Hieroglyphic, Linear A, and Cypro-Minoan), Linear B has been deciphered—by British architect Michael Ventris. Ventris announced his achievement for the first time in personal handwritten letters of June 18, 1952, to two close collaborators, Emmett L. Bennett Jr. and Sir John L. Myres (Robinson 2002, 102–106; Palaima, Pope, and Reilly 2000). The primary language in the preserved Linear B texts is Greek (Ventris and Chadwick 1953), as it was developing in the 14th and 13th centuries BCE. Like the historical Greek lexicon, the lexicon of the Linear B texts (Ventris and Chadwick 1973, 527–94; Aura Jorro 1985, 1993) contains loan words that come from the languages of the many cultures with which first the Minoans during their two palatial periods (MM II—LM IB) and then the Mycenaeans during their palatial period (LH II—LH IIIB) were in contact. This includes the languages of the so-called substrate cultures with which the Greek speakers interacted when they entered the Balkan peninsula and as they then spread out over the Aegean area (Brown 1985, 1–19; Hester 1968; Renfrew 1998).
The Linear B texts, therefore, give us information about an important formative stage of the Greek language and how it was affected by language contact with surrounding cultures. They also provide our earliest primary written evidence about all facets of Mycenaean palatial civilization. Finally, because what we call the Mycenaean Linear B script is an adaptation of Minoan Linear A, Linear B texts give us insights into how speakers of the still undeciphered Minoan language(s) and of early Greek analyzed spoken language and how they represented it in writing as ‘visible speech’ (Sharypkin 2008; Woodard 1997; Palaima and Sikkenga 1999).
THE DISCOVERY AND PUBLICATION OF TEXTS
The first scientifically excavated Linear B tablets were uncovered by Sir Arthur Evans at the site of Knossos on Crete on March 30, 1900 (Evans 1900, 18, 55–58; MacGillivray 2000, 177–78, 181–85). Many more texts were uncovered in the succeeding years of excavation. There are now about forty-two hundred texts from Knossos, many of which are small fragments (Shelmerdine 2008b, 18n33; Bartoněk 2003, 30).
Evans was the first great scholar of Aegean writing systems (Palaima 2000a). The adjective ‘great’ is no exaggeration. In fact, Evans’s interests in early writing systems are what led him to become an excavator (Myres 1941). Evans devised the first typology of Bronze Age Aegean scripts in Scripta Minoa I (Evans 1903–1904, 1909) and then turned his attention to other matters (e.g., reconstruction of the Knossos site and full, synthetic publication of its excavation [Evans 1921–1935] and even Balkan diplomacy in the aftermath of World War I).
Consequently, Evans’s planned companion volume on Linear B, Scripta Minoa II, was published only in 1952. It was a major reworking of the manuscript he left at his death in 1941 to the care of Sir John L. Myres. Myres, who was not a specialist in scripts, first enlisted in 1947 major help from Alice E. Kober, arguably the foremost scholar working on Aegean writing in the 1940s. After Kober’s death in 1950, Myres received help from Emmett L. Bennett Jr., whose work on the Pylos tablets had been interrupted by his service analyzing Japanese encoded texts during World War II. The only other scholar who did sustained and consistently sober analytical work on the linear scripts before 1941 was Johannes Sundwall of Finland (Sundwall 1920, 1932, 1936).
Scripta Minoa II (Evans 1952), however, was prevented from becoming the fully scientific publication that Alice Kober wanted it to be for two reasons. First, dire postwar economic conditions made it necessary for the Clarendon Press to use plates and fonts (for charts of signs and drawings and transcriptions of texts) that had been produced for Evans when Scripta Minoa I and Palace of Minos were published. Second, Myres viewed it as his obligation to publish a faithful edited version of the book that Evans had partially written, not the up-to-date scientific study that Kober and Bennett were capable of producing. Scripta Minoa II, when it appeared, was already a fossil.
In the decades after Evans’s initial finds at Knossos, there were two major impediments to further progress on Linear B: Few of the nearly eighteen hundred tablets that Evans had uncovered from Knossos were carefully published and available to scholars, and there were no further discoveries to add to the variety and quantity of the Linear B data. The problem with nonpublication of the Knossos material was partly remedied when Palace of Minos, volume IV, appeared in 1935 (Evans 1921–1935). It presented a selection of tablets with learned commentary. Significant help with the second problem came when Professor A. D. Keramopoullos at Thebes in 1921 began his discovery of a large deposit of transport stirrup jars, twenty-eight of which bore painted Linear B inscriptions (Wace 1921, 272–73).
The other important predecipherment discovery of tablets was made by Carl W. Blegen in 1939, when excavating at the site of Pylos in Messenia in the southwest Greek mainland (Blegen and Kourouniotis 1939). The advent of World War II delayed the publication of these 636 tablets, but in 1951 they were given to the scholarly world in a careful, regularized transcription by Emmett L. Bennett Jr. (Bennett 1951), based upon his equally painstaking work on the forms of signs of the syllabary in his earlier dissertation (Bennett 1947).
NUMBERS AND GENERAL TIME PERIOD OF TEXTS
In the fifty-six years since the decipherment of Linear B, the corpus of Linear B inscriptions has greatly expanded. We now have more than five thousand inscribed clay records from Khania and Knossos on Crete and from Pylos, Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, and Thebes on the mainland (Bartoněk 2003, 30; Del Freo 2008, 213–22). The limited numbers of clay records are explained by the fact that they are preserved only when accidentally fired in the destruction of the buildings in which they were located. The rule is: no fire, no tablets.
This also severely limits the coverage that these economic documents provide of human economic, political, religious, and social activities. The Linear B texts were never intended to be long lasting. They were written, stored, and consulted in connection with the administrative year in progress. They look back at the year past and ahead at the year coming. There is no system in the tablets equivalent to the historical Greek practice of dating decrees or other inscriptions by reference to eponymous magistrates (archons), priests, or priestesses. We have evidence for only one or at most two or three randomly selected and undated years at any given Mycenaean site. Thus, we have little way of reconstructing trends, beyond a single year, over time. There has been, however, some attention paid to the chronology of texts within a given administrative phase (Palaima 1995).
In addition, painted inscriptions on ca. 160 transport stirrup jars are known from five sites on Crete (Malia, Knossos, Armenoi, Khania, and Monastiraki) and seven sites on the Greek mainland (Tiryns, Midea, Mycenae, Eleusis, Kreusis, Thebes, and Orchomenos) (Van Alfen 2008). There is also a single stone ‘parallelepiped’ from the important northern site of Iolkos, which was identified long ago by Nilsson (1932) as a potential major palatial site. It has three signs inscribed into it (Del Freo 2008, 215–16 and note 82).
All of the inscribed material comes from the 14th and 13th centuries BCE (at Pylos the transition into the 12th), and all of it comes from the environs of significant settlements (Driessen 2008). We have no good evidence yet that Linear B was used at the smaller settlements within the structure of regional organization in Mycenaean palatial territories that are called second- or third-order centers (Bennet 1990, 1998).
AN UNLIKELY INSCRIBED PEBBLE
It has been proposed that our earliest Linear B text is an inscribed pebble from an insignificant Middle Helladic settlement in the district of Elis, found supposedly in a mid-MH III (i.e., ca. 1650 BCE) context (Del Freo 2008, 216–17). Here follow the many reasons to reject this proposal (as argued fully by Palaima 2006b).
The very status of the site where it was found makes it highly dubious, as does the fact that the galet, as it is known in Mycenological circles, was discovered on April Fool’s Day (April 1, 1994). Also humorously suspicious is the inscribed image of a double ax surrounded by cartoonlike rays (completely unparalleled in Minoan or Mycenaean art). As regards writing style, the Linear B signs are not early prototypical forms that we would expect in 1650 BCE, but they are in the style of the main scribe at Pylos ca. 1200 BCE (450 years after the date of the pebble). When the sign groups are read, they give the names and nicknames of the son of the excavator and possibly his father. It is surprising that this object has been published as a genuine inscription and almost unconscionable that it is now being cited, whether uncritically or with reservations, in handbooks and discussions of the history of Linear B (e.g., Bartoněk 2003, 73–7 4; Driessen 2008, 76).
TYPOLOGY OF CLAY DOCUMENT INSCRIPTIONS
Even before the decipherment, Kober and Bennett exploited the typology of the clay inscriptions in Linear B as a means of studying their texts. All Linear B tablets are devised so that they can be held in one hand, while writing with the other. We even find the finger impressions of scribes along the edges of the texts where they gripped the tablets (Palaima 1988).
The two main shapes are (1) long, narrow tablets that Evans called leaf shaped because they reminded him of palm-leaf documents from south Asia; and (2) rectangular, page-shaped texts (Palmer, 2008a, 61, figure 2.1). The leaf-shaped tablets are used mainly for documents focused on discrete records within larger bookkeeping assignments. Good examples are the inspection inventories of individual sets of armor (and helmets) in the Pylos Sh series (Palaima 1996a); ration allotments to dependent women work groups in the Pylos Aa, Ab, and Ad series (Chadwick 1988; Palmer 1989); the receipts of six taxed commodities in the Pylos Ma series, which the principal districts making up the territory of the palatial state of Pylos each have to give (Ventris and Chadwick 1973, 289–95, 464–66); honey being shipped to the sanctuary of Zeus specifically for Zeus and Dionysos in Khania Gq 5 (Palaima 2004a, 448); and the assignment of armor, a chariot, and a pair of horses to individual warriors in the Room of the Chariot Tablets at Knossos (Driessen 1996).
Page-shaped tablets are used to compile and summarize the information that might originally have gone on a number of leaf-shaped documents or to record the responsible parties involved in transactions and activities involving large numbers of individuals, localities, or institutions. These tablets generally are records of distribution, delivery, collection, mobilization, inventory, or census. Good examples are a simple record of rowers of a single ship coming from five communities in Messenia (Pylos An 1: Killen 1983); bronze allocation to groups of smiths (Pylos Jn series: Smith 1993); the mundane daily allotment of grain to individuals and workers who perform different services within the palatial system (Thebes Fq series: Palaima 2006a); and the list of human beings connected with organizations involving the lawagetas and the basileus (KN As 1516: Driessen 1985).
Clay is used in Mycenaean administration also for nodules. These are small lumps of clay molded around knotted string and impressed with a seal (Hallager 1996, 31–38; [Palmer, 2008a, 61, figure 2.1]). Linear B—inscribed nodules usually serve as records of single transactions (Palaima 1996b, 2000b). The best example here is the set of sixty-one such devices (fifty-six inscribed) discovered at Thebes and dealing with animals being provided for a sacrificial feast (Piteros, Olivier, and Melena 1990). The inscriptions and seal impressions in the Theban nodules identify responsible parties, place names (including Thebes itself and Amarunthos and Karustos in Euboea), the kinds of animals, and the conditions under which these contributions are made (whether ‘paid’ as a kind of religious obligation or ‘finished off,’ i.e., brought into a state fit for sacrifice) (translation and discussion in Palaima 2004b, 220–21, 225–28, 237–39).
Finally, clay was pressed flat against the outer surface of transport baskets made of woven, pliant plant fiber (generically ‘wicker’). These ‘labels’ were then inscribed with brief descriptions of the tablets that were placed inside the baskets. The baskets were carried from one location to another. The labels from Pylos all come from the centrally located Archives Complex.
GENERAL TECHNIQUES OF ANALYSIS
A key resource in interpreting the Linear B documents is palaeography (Palaima forthcoming), literally the study of ‘old writing.’ Many of the common signs of the Linear B script are complex in form, with lines crossing or running into one another. Moist clay generally preserves a clear record of the habitual order in which individual tablet writers made particular signs and the peculiar ways they drew component elements. This and other idiosyncratic features, such as tablet layout, vocabulary, subject matter, and spelling variants, have made it possible to identify ‘scribal hands.’ By studying their work, we can reconstruct, at least partially, the administrative systems (including central archives) in which the tablet writers functioned (Palaima 2003a).
Three specialized studies (Olivier 1967, Palaima 1988, Driessen 2000) of scribes and their work have been crucial in determining how to interpret sets and other groups of tablets from Knossos and Pylos and even how to establish the relative chronology of the tablets from a particular site. The study of traces of palmprints on tablet surfaces, made, it seems, by young apprentices and older retirees who assisted the tablet writers in their work (Sjöquist and Åström 1985, 1991) has also added to our understanding of how tablet writers interacted with each other.
A major recent advance is the application of phylogenetic systematics to the palaeographical data (Skelton 2008). Skelton has used this biological research method to determine the most probable line of chronological development of the styles of the identifiable scribal hands and to trace possible affinities among tablet writers. Significantly, Skelton’s study independently isolated the same groups of texts that scholars of palaeography had considered somehow problematical or anomalous. The phylogenetically determined chronology is right in line, too, with the relative chronology devised by palaeographers. It also puts the forgery (see earlier) known as the Kafkania galet where it would belong stylistically, 1200 BCE, if it were genuine.
CHRONOLOGY OF THE TABLETS
The Linear B tablets have a chronological range. Most problematical, as might be expected because scientific methods for the control and recording of data were not very advanced at the time, are the earliest excavated tablets from the site of Knossos, specifically those that come from the Room of the Chariot Tablets (RCT). Driessen (2000, 2008, 70–72) has argued convincingly on the basis of text typology, small linguistic peculiarities, the discovery among these tablets of ‘transitional’ types of clay sealings, palaeographical singularity, and the decided lack of any prosopographical connection between the RCT texts and the rest of the Knossos tablets, that the RCT tablets are earlier than other Knossos tablets. The RCT tablets may be dated to LH IIIA1 (ca. 1390–1340 BCE).
In spring 1990, three tablets were discovered at the Khania site in a secure end of LH IIIB1 context (early to mid-13th century BCE). The handwriting and formatting style of these tablets was very similar but not identical to that found on the tablets of Scribe 115 at Knossos (Olivier 1993, 1996; Palaima 1993). This suggests that at least some of the remaining Knossos tablets should be dated to this phase.
On the mainland, tablets from the so-called houses at Mycenae and various locations on the citadel of Thebes, as well as from Midea, Tiryns, and the major destruction phase at Pylos, date from mid- to very late LH IIIB, even transitional into LH IIIC (ca. 1250–1190 BCE). Exceptions are a few contextually isolated tablets from Pylos that also show palaeographical and lexical peculiarities. These may come from LH IIIA (Driessen 2008, 73). A tablet from Petsas House at Mycenae (Shelton 2003) comes from an LH IIIA2 context.
THE STRUCTURE OF THE LINEAR B SCRIPT
Even before the decipherment of Linear B, scholars like Bennett, Evans, Kober, Sundwall, and Ventris could distinguish within the Linear B texts signs that represented words through their phonetic parts (phonograms) and signs that stood for objects (ideograms) or the whole words (logograms) for those objects. For these components and how they work separately and together, see Duhoux (1985, 11–19) and Palmer (2008a, 31–35).
As mentioned earlier, Linear B has a set of phonograms (see figure 27.1) that represent discrete elements of sound (pure vowels [V] or open-syllabic combinations of consonant plus vowel [CV]). There are about eighty-seven such signs now identified. About seventy-five of these have been given secure or very probable values. The ‘spelling rules,’ we have lately come to think, reflect the natural ways in which native speakers of Minoan and Greek, or bilingual Minoan/Greek speakers, conceived of words. For example, writers of Linear B spell the later Greek word for ‘human being’ anthrōpos a-to-ro-kwo, where both the n that precedes the later Greek theta /th/ and the final s are not written; the aspiration of the /t/ is not written; the length of the first /o/ vowel is not represented; and the sequence thr is written to-ro with what is called a ‘dummy vowel’ taken from the syllable that this sequence of consonants begins. Finally, the last syllable in this example begins with a consonant called a labiovelar (a combination of a palatal stop and the glide /w/ treated as a basic sound, or phoneme, in the language). Labiovelars in specific environments develop into various simple consonants in historical Greek (i.e., they disappear from Greek speech).
In order to represent the peculiar features of the Minoan language, Linear A script used a set of syllabic signs that stand for combinations of stop consonants (e.g., /t/ and /d/) and palatal and labial glides (/y/ and /w/) plus, of course, vowels. Linear B preser ves some of these sig ns as holdovers (Duhoux 1985, 41–48). So, for example, the word in the sphere of chariot wheel construction that means ‘provided with a termis’ (referring to a kind of insertion technique used at the points on wheels where the spokes met the rims) is spelled alternatively te-mi-de-we-te and te-mi-dwe-te. In both of these spellings, the /r/ that precedes /m/ is not represented. However, in one spelling the consonant sequence arising in word formation from suffixation (termid-went-) is treated as a sequence of two consonant sounds (de-we), while in the other spelling, this consonant cluster is heard and represented in a Minoan way—almost as a single phoneme (dwe). ‘Extra’ signs, like dwe, which are useful but not necessary, and the ‘partial spellings’ we just looked at give the Linear B syllabary a look of inefficiency, especially in contrast with the later Cypriote syllabary (Olivier 2008). However, they are rightly explained as good evidence for the continuing influence of Minoan culture within Mycenaean culture. Several hundred tablet writers had no difficulty using the script effectively and routinely on a daily basis.
Figure 27.1. Linear B phonograms classified by their phonetic values (based on images from Duhoux and Morpurgo Davies 2008; courtesy of Ruth Palmer).
Figure 27.2. Selected Linear B ideograms according to category (based on images from Duhoux and Morpurgo Davies 2008; courtesy of Ruth Palmer).
One final way that we can trace Minoan elements in the Linear B script is among the ideograms (see figure 27.2). The ideogram for ‘figs’ in Linear B is also used as the phonogram for the phonetic value /ni/. Greek used the loan word sukon for ‘figs,’ with initial syllable /su/, so we assume that /ni/ in Linear A was the initial syllable of the Minoan word for ‘figs.’ This is confirmed by a lexicographical entry that tells us that the word nikuleon is the Cretan word for ‘figs’ (Duhoux 1989, 71). There are several other such examples.
In the repertory of Linear B signs for objects, many of the signs for military equipment, vessels, and cloth are representational. We can immediately see that a sign represents a tripod, a chariot chassis, or fringed cloth. The sign for ‘horse’ is clearly a horse. Other signs have been made more abstract by their long history in Cretan writing, which goes back to the earliest period of Linear A economic records. Thus, whether signs *120 and *121 represent ‘wheat’ and ‘barley’ or vice versa (Palmer 2008b) is a controversial issue that has to be decided on the basis of their occurrence within specific Linear B texts and sets of texts and not on the basis of their appearance.
EDITIONS AND OTHER TOOLS OF RESEARCH
An extensive, up-to-date list of research tools is provided by Palmer (2008a, 51–55), so it need not be duplicated here. Nonetheless, some commentary and slight supplementing are in order.
All but the most recently discovered Linear B tablets are now published in official corpus editions or carefully edited volumes of transcriptions. However, these editions are designed for the handful of specialists who have learned how the script works, mastered the technicalities of language, and learned enough about the archaeological and historical background of the texts to be able to work firsthand with the tablets and their transcriptions and propose interpretations of their texts that fit what we know about Greek in the late Bronze Age and the protohistorical contexts of the records.
Special collections of tablets, like the inscribed sealings from Thebes, perfumed oil tablets, or the tablets from the RCT at Knossos, have had comprehensive studies published. Arguably the greatest aid to interpretation is the publication by a single scholar, Francisco Aura Jorro, of a bibliographically comprehensive, two-volume lexicon of Mycenaean Greek (Aura Jorro 1985, 1993). There has been no new full grammar of Linear B since Vilborg (1960).
The main general handbooks (Ventris and Chadwick 1973; Hiller and Panagl 1976; Hooker 1980; Morpurgo Davies and Duhoux 1985) that offer translations and interpretations of selected documents are now supplemented (Ruipérez and Melena 1990; Barton ěk 2003; Bernabé and Luján 2006; Duhoux and Morpurgo Davies 2008). A multiauthored update of Ventris and Chadwick (1973) is well under way, as is another systematic survey of textual evidence for themes in Aegean prehistory that Italian scholar Massimo Perna is editing. Descriptive analytical bibliographies of specialized work connected with the Linear B texts also appear regularly in Studies in Mycenaean Inscriptions and Dialect (SMID), now published by the Program in Aegean Scripts and Prehistory at the University of Texas at Austin and available online at http://paspserver.class.utexas.edu/index.xhtml.
Finally, Mycenological specialists hold a major international conference about once every five years. These provide a fairly comprehensive look at advances and trends in the field over time.
There are two final points to make about scholarship surrounding the Linear B texts, one positive and one a warning. First, the focus of the field has shifted away from the originally inevitable (in the twenty-five or so years after the decipherment) concentration on publication of the documents and interpreting the language of the texts and the specialized semantics of their vocabulary. All of the general studies of aspects of the Mycenaean palatial period now include specialist articles and chapters that give state-of-the art looks at what the tablets tell us and, even more important, what they do not tell us (i.e., the limitations that we have to impose on speculation).
Second, because interpretation of these texts requires such an array of scholarly skills, the interpretation of newly discovered tablets has until recently involved extensive informal collaboration during a period of intensive preliminary study. It is necessary to say that the interpretation of the most recently discovered Thebes tablets did not follow this practice. Many radical and outright wrong ideas were put forward in the first official publication of the texts. Unfortunately, specialists in other areas, without any way of judging, may use these ideas as definitive explanations of the texts and what they mean. Reviews (Palaima 2003b) and special seminars have tried to correct this anomaly (Deger-Jalkotzy and Panagl 2006). Caveant lectores.
WHAT THE TEXTS TELL US
A survey of the ideograms and the numbers associated with them gives us a general sense of the main focuses of the economies of Mycenaean palatial territories.
Basic agricultural ideograms (grains, figs, olives, olive oil, wine) are standard in Linear A and Linear B. Linear B tablets from Knossos give us records of major harvests. One Knossos tablet records about a million liters of grain as a harvest (amā) at the site of da-wo in the Mesara. Other texts give us terminology for agricultural specialists (e.g., ‘overseers of figs’ opisūkoi; ‘overseers of digging’ opiskaphēwes; ‘winnowers’ *akhnēwes). Food and land parcels on which food crops could be grown are the major ways palatial centers and village communities compensated individuals for labor and other services. In each locality, the apportioning and use of communal land was overseen by a dāmos, a collective group, presumably of elders, which is etymologically connected with the idea of ‘apportioning.’ The ‘holding’ of land parcels brought with it obligations, and it was often a reward for services rendered to local communities or the palatial centers.
There are extensive land tenure series at Pylos (Ventris and Chadwick 1973, 252–74, 443–56) involving individuals termed ‘servants’—in what sense is hard to know—of the deity, specialist craftspersons of the wanax (‘king’), and individuals (again including work specialists) who are associated with the lāwāgetās (a military leader and official in charge of overseeing the role of ‘aliens’ in a palatial territory; see Nikoloudis 2006, 2008). Nonfood products like flax, terebinth, and wood are also carefully monitored because they were essential for vital palatial industries: flax in the manufacture of articles made out of cloth (in this case, linen), including sails; terebinth in perfumed oil production; and wood in the construction of ships, buildings, furniture, chariots, and weaponry.
Animals are also carefully monitored in texts that reveal how the palatial centers controlled economic activities and organized economic operations. The texts also give evidence of the degree to which the palatial system relied on (1) influential individuals (elites known conventionally as ‘collectors’ and also ‘followers’ of the king; and local ‘big men’ known as gwasilēwes); (2) institutions (especially councils of elders, geronsiai; collectives under the influence of gwasilēwes; and sanctuaries); and (3) locales that had status and power before the palatial centers came into existence and that continue to play a major role in controlling economic affairs.
Sheep were the focus of administration in the wool production industry (Nosch 2008). The Knossos tablets famously monitor a hundred thousand sheep in flocks controlled by collectors, sheep owners, and the deity known at potnia. However, sheep are also singled out as sacrificial offerings (sphaktēria) and listed as such on records of the resources assembled for commensal ceremonies. Likewise, bulls, goats, and pigs are listed as sacrificial offerings, but they are also recorded as economic items, used for their hides and other body parts. Male bovids are allocated in teams as draught animals, and we also have groups of cowherds listed together with wall builders on a major construction project. For all of these animals, words for specialized attendants (i.e., herdsmen, although the social implications of the modern equivalents are doubtless misleading) are attested.
Here we have already given the correct impression that the palatial centers constructed remarkably successful economic engines within their regions. The palatial system maximized productivity and made it possible for the Mycenaeans to compete in the international economy of the period (Palaima 2007). The picture the tablets give us of the successful mobilization of resources within regions is reflected in the archaeologically attested development (Bennet 2007).
Of primary concern, as Thucydides stresses in his survey of Greek prehistory and history, is military preparedness, which provided protection against attacks, whether from rival palatial territories or foreign cultures. These had the potential to disrupt and reduce the effectiveness of the exploitation of natural resources (foodstuffs and raw materials like timber) that were the basis of the palatial economies.
The Mycenaean military industrial complex, therefore, had a dominant position within the economy and society of the palatial territories (Palaima 1999). Nearly half of the definitive monograph on archaeological ideograms (Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979) is devoted to armor, weaponry, horses, chariots, and wheels. A single tablet from Pylos (Jn 829) records a prospective collection of recycled bronze (from sanctuaries and from officials overseeing agricultural labor) sufficient for 33,000 arrowheads or 142 spearheads. All of the sites except Midea (with very few tablets) attest to the production, refurbishing, and distribution of military equipment.
One tablet alone at Pylos lists 151 chariot wheels. The chariot force at Knossos in the period of the RCT texts numbers between 173 and 250 chariots with horses and accompanying sets of armor. Other Knossos records deal with the manufacture of swords. Of the four tablets from Khania, one fragmentary text records 10 pairs of chariot wheels. At Pylos, one recently interpreted record (An 1282) lists assignments of groups of men (broken down into groups of 18 and 36) assigned to work on chariots, chariot wheels, flint (for spear- or arrowheads), horse feeding sacks, and spear and javelin shafts. Pylos also has page-shaped tablets that track the assignment of large numbers of men to ‘coastal watcher’ contingents and to rowing groups. In the latter case there are explicit references to their obligation to row, to groups of men designated by foreign ethnics, and to the involvement of the lawagetas and possibly even the wanaks in the mobilization of these men.
There are some 5,000 persons listed in collective groups as dependent labor on the Pylos texts (Hiller 1988) and roughly another 800 or so of more elevated status, listed by personal name (Nakassis 2008, 560). Set against the estimated population of 50,000 (Whitelaw 2001, 64) for the entire region and keeping in mind the haphazardly incomplete nature of the texts that we have, the Linear B tablets from Pylos give us a good impression of successful state formation and relative prosperity in a region that in later historical times never reached such a level of general well-being. The texts help us to see that the palatial centers in the various regions of the Mycenaean world relied on their status, powers of coercion, control of religious ceremonies, manipulation of networks of social institutions, and continually renegotiated relationships with high-status individuals. All of these techniques are visible in the Linear B tablets. They give us good evidence of the general human instinct for what Thucydides and Aristotle call autarkeia, the self-sufficiency and self- determination that comes to Mycenaean palatial centers or historical Greek poleis only when they acquire, exploit, and protect the resources of their regions.
I dedicate this chapter to my friend and mentor Emmett L. Bennett, Jr., who turned ninety-one years of age on July 12, 2009, the birthday he is very pleased to share with Michael Ventris.
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CYPRO-MINOAN
NICOLLE HIRSCHFELD
THERE are approximately two hundred identified Cypro-Minoan inscriptions (excluding potmarks). Most are very short (one or two sequences totaling fewer than ten signs). They are impressed, incised, or painted on a variety of objects and materials in an assortment of lengths and formats and are found in a diversity of contexts widely dispersed across the island of Cyprus and at Ras Shamra-Ugarit on the mainland. They span the entire Late Bronze Age (16th–11th centuries BC) and perhaps continue into the very early Iron Age.
The earliest discoveries were made at the end of the 19th century; most recently, Cypro-Minoan has been recognized at Ras Shamra-Ugarit and perhaps at Ashkelon. The script has not been deciphered, and any claims to have done so are premature, for the extant corpus is too limited, and there is no bilingual.
A BRIEF HISTORY OF CYPRO-MINOAN STUDIES
A bronze plaque with a bilingual inscription discovered at Idalion in 1869 confirmed the existence of a distinctive Cypriote Iron Age script. The inscription was long enough to provide sufficient material in itself for a decipherment, and further discoveries of Cypriote inscriptions confirmed the hypothesis that Greek-speaking Cypriotes of the Iron Age often used an indigenous script (in several regional variations) to express Greek. The identification of an indigenous script raised the question of the date and circumstances of its origins.
Thirty years later, a British Museum expedition discovered Bronze Age writing in the form of short inscriptions cut into five small clay balls found at Enkomi and Hala Sultan Tekke, as well as similar marks cut singly into the handles of Mycenaean vases. However, it was Arthur Evans who, in his search to establish the broader context of his discoveries of the linear scripts of Crete, recognized the importance of the early Cypriote evidence and coined the term “Cypro-Minoan” to refer to the Bronze Age script of Cyprus (Evans 1909, 70–73).
For the first half-century of discovery, Cypro-Minoan inscriptions were recognized in short sequences, indeed even isolated marks, on a variety of media. This is reflected in the first systematic compilation of a Cypro-Minoan corpus, published by Stanley Casson in 1937. Although Casson listed separately the occurrences and media for each of the sixty-one signs of his corpus, he and his peers indiscriminately lumped together all of the available material—in part because it was so meager—in their studies of Cypriote Bronze Age writing.
It was John Franklin Daniel who, in his appropriately titled “Prolegomena to the Cypro-Minoan Script” (1941), established a sober methodology for progress in analysis and decipherment. Daniel advocated the consideration of an inscription within the context of its medium. He separated Casson’s agglomerative corpus and set specific criteria for reintegrating the signs of any particular object group into the Cypro-Minoan corpus. Unfortunately, Daniel died before the apogee of Cypro-Minoan discoveries, most significantly at Enkomi (where the first tablet and the first lengthy inscription were discovered in 1952) and Ras Shamra-Ugarit in the 1950s and 1960s, at Kition and Hala Sultan Tekke in the 1970s, and at Kalavassos– Ayios Dhimitrios in the 1980s.
Through her diligent inventory of much material from many sites, Emilia Masson is the scholar most responsible for advancing the study of Cypro-Minoan. Her 1974 synthesis, and in particular the table of signs published therein (Masson 1974, 13–15), still remains the standard reference (Olivier 2007, 21, 24). However, for several reasons this now needs to be changed.
The first reason is not Masson’s fault: Namely, the discoveries since 1974 need to be incorporated into the corpus. However, even as it stands, there are serious shortcomings. Masson’s tables of signs ignore Daniel’s precepts; they include without remark signs impressed, incised, or painted on a variety of object types. The lack of annotation makes it impossible to evaluate individually her reasons for identifying variants as alternate or as distinctive sign forms. Moreover, Masson’s initial readings have several times been fundamentally corrected or enhanced by a second set of eyes. Thus, for example, Smith saw that the texts on two of the cylinders from Kalavassos—Ayios Dhimitrios are palimpsests, a feature Masson did not notice or consider in her rendering of the signs from those inscriptions (Smith 2002, 23–25; 2003, 283–84), and Ferrara has further noted a three-sign inscription (not mentioned by Masson or Smith) on one of the flat surfaces of a third cylinder (Ferrara 2005, 199–200).
Cypro-Minoan studies have until very recently been piecemeal; the scattered and sometimes obscure publications have made access even to the primary material difficult except to the most determined researcher, and this, as much as the vicissitudes of archaeological discovery, has hindered progress in the analysis of the scripts. Two new publications now change this state of affairs. A recent PhD dissertation (Ferrara 2005) proffers an updated and comprehensive edition of the Cypro-Minoan corpus based on and accompanied by extensive contextual, epigraphic, and palaeographical analyses. The dissertation awaits publication and evaluation. Meanwhile, Olivier (2007) offers a welcome compilation of photographs, drawings, essential bibliography, and current provenance of 217 Cypro-Minoan inscriptions.
THE EVIDENCE
The corpus of Cypro-Minoan signs has yet to be securely identified. Masson (1974, 13–15) lists 125, whereas Ferrara (2005, 264–67) recognizes 84. The reduction in the sign list is due in part to the expanded corpus of inscriptions now available and in part to different readings by the different individuals. Both factors alter the identification of repetitive sequences that are crucial, in an undeciphered script, to recognizing variant sign forms. In addition to scribal idiosyncrasies, the variety of writing tools, media, and modes of inscribing attested for Late Bronze Age Cyprus produced a diversity of forms for each Cypro-Minoan sign.
The great majority of Cypro-Minoan inscriptions are drawn or impressed into moist clay. The most commonly inscribed objects are eighty-three small (avg. 20–22 mm) clay balls on which only a few (2–8) signs were written, frequently separated into two shorter sequences. The purpose of these balls and/or their inscriptions is not known. The variety of suggested functions—weights, taxation records, votive pebbles, gaming marbles, divination pieces, and identity cards—reflects the diverse archaeological contexts in which these balls were found (almost all were found at Enkomi).
A second ty pe of inscribed object is clay cylinders, one larger (4 cm. dia., 13 cm. H.) found at Enkomi and five smaller and mostly fragmentary from Kalavassos—Ayios Dhimitrios. These six cylinders, plus eight tablets (figure 28.1), preser ve the only long Cypro-Minoan texts, the longest consisting of fewer than five hundred signs. Like the cylinders, most of the tablets are heavily damaged. The tablets are all page shaped and thick, with one or both sides convex. Four were discovered in residential archives in Ras Shamra-Ugarit; the rest were found in various secondary contexts at Enkomi.
Many short inscriptions are cut or stamped (and there is at least one painted example) into hard materials (ivory, metals, stone, fired clay) fashioned into an assortment of forms: bowls, tools, perhaps obeloi, rings, ring stands, (miniature) ingots, pithos lids, spindle whorls, weights, labels, a wall plaque, basin, votive kidney, pipe, rod, Bes plaque, bull figurine, and more than two dozen stamp and cylinder seals. Almost half of these inscriptions consist of a single sequence; the great majority of Cypro-Minoan inscriptions consist of only one or two sequences.
Figure 28.1. Enkomi tablet 1687 (obverse) (photograph courtesy of Joanna Smith).
There are many objects with single marks, and Cypro-Minoan studies (with the notable exception of Daniel 1941) have conventionally included most of these, especially potmarks. This is partly because it was certainly Cypriote practice occasionally to incise inscriptions on the shoulders and handles of plain jugs and pithos rims. More often, single marks were incised into the same features of those same kinds of vases, and those single marks are sometimes identical to or reminiscent of the signs found in “true” inscriptions. Thus, it is reasonable to consider such marks as possible signs of writing.
Second, marks incised into the handles of Mycenaean containers were among the discoveries noted by the earliest archaeological expeditions to the island, in an era when decipherments of hieroglyphs and cuneiform and the discovery of Cretan linear scripts encouraged identification of writing systems. The mindset of seeing potmarks as evidence of writing was bolstered by subsequent discoveries of definite inscriptions on vases, and thus today potmarks are still regularly cited as evidence for Cypro-Minoan writing.
To what extent this is true is crucial to Cypro-Minoan studies because the number of marked vases found on Cyprus and marked Cypriote vases found abroad has the potential to contribute significantly to defining the corpus of Cypro-Minoan signs and to establishing the geographical and chronological boundaries of its use.
DISTRIBUTION (CYPRUS)
The greatest concentration of Cypro-Minoan writing has been found at Enkomi. This site has produced the earliest extant examples of Cypro-Minoan, referred to as “Archaic CM,” and is the only place on the island where Cypro-Minoan tablets have been discovered. Clearly this was an important site in the history of Bronze Age writing on Cyprus, but whether its centrality is in whole or in part magnified by the relatively extensive excavations of the site remains to be ascertained. It is particularly frustrating that many of the inscriptions found at this site either have no recorded context or are from secondary deposits.
Cypro-Minoan inscriptions have been found at the other important coastal urban centers, though in much smaller quantities (figure 28.2). For example, in contrast to the more than one hundred inscriptions discovered at Enkomi, the wealthy and cosmopolitan settlements ringing Larnaca Bay (Kition and Hala Sultan Tekke) yielded altogether perhaps thirty inscriptions. The Cypriote hinterland is less well explored, but here, too, sites excavated to any significant extent have produced Cypro-Minoan inscriptions (usually only one or two), and these are often on objects that may well have been imported to the site. If “Cypro-Minoan” potmarks are accepted as signs of writing, then the argument for some level of participation in a literate administrative system by inhabitants of rural manufacturing or agricultural sites is greatly increased, for “Cypro-Minoan” potmarks are almost always found even at these sites (albeit usually in very small numbers).
No adequate study of the distribution patterns of Cypro-Minoan has yet been published (though see the excellent initiation in Ferrara 2005, 48–136, and supporting appendices and plans). Although writing is cited as a defining feature in currently proposed models of site hierarchies in Late Bronze Age Cyprus, a study that considered all aspects of the inscriptions—the inscribed objects and their archaeological contexts, as well as the paleographic and epigraphic features of the inscriptions themselves—would contribute significantly to the discussion of political, economic, or other interrelationships among the coastal centers or between a coastal center and its hinterland.
The corpus of Cypro-Minoan inscriptions is too small and varied to enable us to define regional differences. This is further complicated by the comparative lack of published material from the northern third of the island.
Figure 28.2. Distribution of Cypro-Minoan inscriptions (after Ferrara 2005, plan 2).
DISTRIBUTION (BEYOND CYPRUS)
Outside the island, Cypro-Minoan was certainly in use only at Ras Shamra-Ugarit. The corpus is at first glance small (eight objects), but this is comparable to the quantity found at Kition and Kalavassos—Ayios Dhimitrios, and Ugarit is the only site other than Enkomi to have yielded tablets (one complete and fragments of three others). In other words, Ugarit is one of the primary sources of Cypro-Minoan texts. The circumstances of Cypriote writing at Ugarit are a topic of both acute interest and profound enigma. Were they written at Ugarit or sent from Cyprus? Who in Ugarit could read (write?) these texts? For whom and what purpose were they intended? Masson, in her primary publication of the tablets and a silver bowl (Masson 1974, 18–46), focused especially on their lexical features for the purpose of defining the content or even reading (sections of) the inscriptions. Current scholarship is reconsidering in greater depth aspects Masson discussed only briefly: palaeography, formatting features, the tablets’ physical characteristics, archaeological context, and archival context (Smith 2003, 284; Ferrara 2005, 123–33).
Potmarks may indicate a wider foreign familiarity and perhaps use of Cypriote Bronze Age writing. I have argued that a Cypriote marking system, partially based on Cypro-Minoan signs, is evident in most of the marks incised into the handles and painted under the bases of exported Mycenaean fine wares and Minoan coarse-ware stirrup jars (Hirschfeld 1993). Thus, these characteristic marks found on Aegean vases deposited at sites along the shores of the eastern Mediterranean, as far west as Sicily, north to Troy, and south to Egypt and Libya, are evidence of handling by individuals who used Cypriote bureaucratic methods to keep track of their wares.
The most recent discoveries of Cypro-Minoan, if the identification is accepted, would significantly extend the geographical and temporal range of this script in foreign contexts. Cross and Stager (2006) claim that one ostracon with a painted inscription and twelve inscribed jar handles found in levels from the 12th–11th century BC are evidence that the Philistines of Ashkelon had appropriated and modified the Cypro-Minoan script for local use. I do not consider those claims to be adequately substantiated by the evidence presented (Hirschfeld 2007; Olivier 2007, 21n5, is neutral), although I do not discount the possibility of a Cypro-Minoan afterlife on the Levantine coast.
CHRONOLOGICAL DISTRIBUTION
Cypro-Minoan is first attested at Enkomi in Late Cypriote IA levels (ca. 1600 BC). It was in its floruit throughout the LC IIC—IIIA periods (LH IIIB—early LH IIIC1 in Aegean terms). Its continuity into LC IIIB is attested only at Enkomi and Kition.
How long Cypro-Minoan lasts on Cyprus is unclear. Partly by coincidence and partly by agenda, archaeological investigations have straddled either side of the Cypro-Minoan/Cypriote Syllabic transition, sometime in the Cypro-Geometric period (11th century BC). That lacuna is now beginning to be addressed, and those studies hold great interest for students of Cypriote script. Meanwhile, it is a matter of debate where in the Cypro-Minoan/Cypriote Syllabic spectrum the two obeloi and two stone blocks found in association with a Cypriote Syllabic obelos in an 11th-century tomb at Palaepaphos-Skales should be situated.
CYPRO-MINOAN AND OTHER SCRIPTS
Cypro-Minoan characters are morphologically closest to Linear A (Palaima 1989, 136–38), but it has also been observed that the earliest Cypro-Minoan text, a tablet found at Enkomi, was written in a cuneiform style, the characters punched and bent rather than drawn (Godart and Sacconi 1979; Smith 2003, 281). The cuneiform influence makes sense, given the island’s geographical situation and archaeological indications of close connections with a literate mainland. The Cretan element is surprising in light of the otherwise limited evidence for Minoan presence on Cyprus (or vice versa) at the time when transmission must have occurred. Here is a clear instance of text trumping archaeology. Why Minoan? Palaima suggests that the Aegean linear script was much easier to learn than Akkadian/Sumerian cuneiform (Palaima 1989, 161–62, but see Ferrara 2005, 64–66).
The hybridization of Cypro-Minoan continued throughout its history, certainly in terms of sign form and ductus (the manner of its writing), perhaps also in its vocabulary and dialects (mentioned later). Characterizations of the script have in the past not taken full account of the scale, materials, and writing implements of an inscription, but that is now being remedied (Smith 2003; Ferrara 2005, 25–29).
Sometime in the 11th century BC, the Greek language began to be written on Cyprus. However, rather than adapt the alphabetic script employed by the Phoenicians, as the Greeks would later do, in the 8th century, the Cypriotes continued to use a syllabic writing system reminiscent of Cypro-Minoan but now with morphological and phonological affinities to Linear B (Palaima 2005, 36–38). The complicated transition from native Bronze Age script to native Iron Age script has yet to be understood.
CYPRO-MINOAN SCRIPT SYSTEMS
There is general agreement that the earliest Cypro-Minoan texts—a tablet and a weight (?) from Enkomi—exhibit a somewhat different, perhaps experimental, form of Cypro-Minoan.
In her seminal publication, Masson (1974, 11–17) divided developed Cypro-Minoan into three subcategories on the basis of epigraphic and paleographical observations, geographical distribution, and (postulated) language differences:
• CM 1, the “standard,” is the most common; it appears islandwide on a variety of objects;
• CM 2 comprises only the tablets from Enkomi, written by an ethnic group newly settled on the east coast of Cyprus who adapted CM 1 to their language;
• CM 3 is the form of the script extant only on two tablets and a cylinder seal found in Syria.
Although Masson subsequently refined details of these classifications, she has consistently maintained their essence (most recently Masson 2007); they have been generally quoted and are accepted with minor qualifications in the recent corpus (Olivier 2007, 21).
Nonetheless, there is increasing unease with Masson’s tripartite division. Palaima (1989, 152–62) has presented the most detailed argument to date for dismissing Masson’s divisions as artificial; Ferrara (2005, 209–281 and supporting appendices) has taken up his challenge and presented a wholesale reappraisal.
DECIPHERMENT
Fewer than three thousand signs in total constitute the entire corpus of Cypro-Minoan inscriptions (excluding potmarks). In other words, the corpus is too small to support decipherment methodologies. Decipherment is not possible unless substantial archives are uncovered or a bilingual is discovered.
Of course, those facts do not hinder attempts at decipherment, which generally are based on some combination of assuming Cypriote Syllabic or Linear B values, proposing a language based on historical probability, observation of character frequencies, sequence repetition, text layout, and archaeological context. Hiller (1985) presents a thorough treatment of the various efforts; only Faucounau (2007) actively continues.
It is possible in some cases to make reasonable inferences about the content of an inscription based on observation of the sign patterns, formatting, and context (object, archaeological) of the inscription. For example, there are the five inscribed cylinders, all found in the same context at Kalavassos—Ayios Dhimitrios. Masson suggests that they were foundation deposits, based on a comparison of their form to cylindrical Mesopotamian building deposits and the observation that the first line of each inscription begins with the same word, which Masson has interpreted as indicative of formulaic dedications (Masson 1983, 139). Smith proposes instead that the cylinders had an administrative function and bases her argument on reevaluations of the comparanda and the archaeological context and exact observation of the traces of writing (Smith 2002, 21–25). She demonstrates that Masson had missed the fact that some of the texts were palimpsests and that her “formulas” were based on reconstructions and normalizations of signs. Both arguments demonstrate how much can be extracted by a holistic approach to interpreting the texts; Smith’s counterargument illustrates the necessity of firsthand examination or, at the very least, accurate representations of the texts.
THE (FORESEEABLE) FUTURE OF CYPRO-MINOAN STUDIES
Even lacking new discoveries, Cypro-Minoan research is making positive and significant headway in two directions: refining the signary and vocabulary and contextualizing Cypro-Minoan writing.
As discussed earlier, the signary published by Emilia Masson needs to be updated and annotated, and its tripartite division should be scrutinized and probably eliminated. Ferrara has taken on the challenge of establishing a revised corpus; the forthcoming book based on her 2005 dissertation will likely replace Masson’s 1974 signary as the standard reference. The detailed observations that form the basis of Ferrara’s corpus will, in turn, need to be evaluated. In addition, close reexaminations of the inscriptions are leading to revised vocabulary lists and observations about sign patterns and syntax.
More eyes looking at the original texts are resulting in increasingly nuanced observations about the different writing styles and perhaps even the identification of individual hands. Smith has demonstrated that the identification of multiple writing traditions has important implications for our understanding of the adoption and transmission of Cypro-Minoan (2003). Ferrara’s identification of hands in the corpus of Enkomi clay balls has great significance for discussions of scribal organization, literacy, and especially the Late Cypriote IIC/IIIA transition (Ferrara 2005, 173–78). The groundbreaking paths of these two studies need to be extended.
The contexts of writing on Cyprus need and can be investigated more thoroughly. Smith’s restudy of the cylinders from Kalavassos—Ayios Dhimitrios and Hirschfeld’s continuing studies of potmarks have already been mentioned. A third example is Ferrara’s reexamination of the inscribed Kition ivories, in which equal attention is paid to inscription, object, and archaeological context, leading to a preliminary understanding of the group’s functions and the role of its inscriptions (Ferrara 2005, 156–60).
On a broader scale, the role of Cypro-Minoan within the increasingly broad spectrum of the excavated Cypriote Late Bronze Age landscape requires evaluation. It is gradually becoming possible to evaluate the use of Cypro-Minoan in terms of models of hierarchical systems within a valley system, within a region, and between regions.
Finally, the forms and contexts of Cypro-Minoan writing can already and should be more thoroughly placed within the greater context of contemporary writing and administrative systems in the Aegean, the Levant, and Egypt.
In summary, the groundwork is currently being laid for a methodologically sound presentation of the evidence for Cypriote Bronze Age writing. The discovery of an archive is a desideratum, but in the meantime it is still possible to make substantive progress.
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Material Crafts
MATERIALS AND INDUSTRIES
DONIERT EVELY
GREECE is adequately endowed with stones (nonprecious), clays, timber, and plant products; metals are somewhat more localized, indeed effectively lacking in Crete (Dickinson 1994, 23–29; Higgins and Higgins 1996; Rackham and Moody 1996). Overseas contacts, thus, were always crucial; ‘trade networks’ catered to the material needs in the more complex societies and developed periods but arguably existed in less centralized forms long before (Laffineur and Greco 2005). The roots of such procurement and the fundamentals of all crafts utilizing local products reach down into the Neolithic period; the utilization of obsidian is a clear case, but, as is becoming ever more apparent, so is metalworking. The factors behind increased use and acquisition/dissemination of materials, skills, and knowledge have varied; the establishment in EB I/II of settlements with Cycladic links on the north coast of Crete and the east seaboard of the mainland is quite possibly how the early exploitation of copper/bronze and silver/lead was carried forward; the later Minoan ‘colonies’ on the Asia Minor coastline could have tapped into the resources of the hinterland or existing trade routes—the lack of a translator knowing ‘Minoan’ is referred to in the tin trade. The same root cause is true for Mycenaean contacts with Italy.
‘Tribute scenes’ involving Aegean peoples and copies of their textiles, both depicted in New Kingdom Egy ptian tombs (Barber 1991, 338–51; Dziobeck 1994; Evely 1999, 137), demonst rate how raw materials and finished goods circulated in more complicated times. Craftsmen, too, may have traveled, as the Minoanizing frescoes at the Hyksos city of Avaris or at Alalakh both arguably reveal (Niemeier and Niemeier 1998). The Uluburun shipwreck (of ca. 1300 BC) illustrates actual transportation of a wide range of exotics and valuables of a decidedly international flavor (Bass 1986, 1991; Pulak 1988); the contemporary Gelidonya wreck carried a less extensive but still expensive cargo of metals (Bass 1967). Alongside physical items went ideas and words: A Minoan (Keftiu) incantation against sickness is referred to in Egypt (Kyriakidis 2002, 213–16).
Emporia, in the Aegaeum series, has plenty of discussion on matters mercantile, overseas contacts, and the movement of materials (Laffineur and Greco 2005). Localized trading exists in all periods (e.g., in LBA, andesite from Aegina [ Runnels and Evely 1992 ]; lapis lacedaemonius from near Sparta [Warren 1969, 132–33]).
Investigation into the workings of crafts is extensive; far less research is done on the individual tools, assembled toolkits, and their particular usage. Evely has attempted an overview for Minoan Crete (Evely 1993 and 2000); Tournavitou writes on the Mainland (Tournavitou 1988, 1997); and numerous other accounts exist for this or that tool type (note Catling 1964, for Cyprus as a good example). An exception to this empirical approach is made for obsidian and ground stone tools in Carter’s work: Based on a thorough study of the data, the deductions are constantly given a social perspective (Carter 1994, 1998 , 2004).
Few archaeologists are, or know, skilled craftsmen. Mental efforts and library reading certainly help comprehension, but ultimately ideas need to be tested practically. Experimental archaeology is time consuming and often expensive: Skilled specialists may work with societies outside the Aegean BA time frame. Recent work that applies to Bronze Age Greece includes Minoan potters’ wheels and kilns, Mycenaean ceramics, Minoan crucibles, Aegean plaster production and painting, Minoan faience and glasswork, Minoan obsidian blades, and Mycenaean ship construction.
Insofar as one can generalize, recent academic tendencies (e.g., Day and Doonan 2007), while still producing and building on fundamental typologies and categories, are increasingly concerned with the human ‘why’ rather than the material ‘how’ or ‘what.’
Several crafts made extensive and fundamental use of fire and/or heat in the transformation of their raw materials into finished products: metalworking, pottery making, and the production of faience and glass items.
The working of metals is rooted in the later Neolithic into EB I (e.g., Petras, Crete, and Attica [ Kakavoianni 2005; Papadatos 2007; Zachos 2007]). Exploitation of these practically useful and socially desirable materials continued most spectacularly where and when the elites could organize matters. Literature detailing the range, typology, and fortunes of object types is extensive (e.g., Branigan 1974; the Praehistorische Bronzefunde series); more insights are continually being gained through excavation (e.g., Palaikastro, Crete: Hemingway 1996, 213–52).
For metals of utilitarian usage (copper/bronze), the evolutionary model of their discovery and usage is as follows: native copper/simple ores > arsenical copper > tin bronze, with the superior qualities given by each subsequent alloying process leading to its preferment. This still has some essential truth in it, as copper items that contain arsenic exist before the widespread adoption of tin bronzes. Recent work has suggested that at least some arsenical coppers were produced deliberately (Doonan, Day, and Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki 2007, 111–13) by adding an arsenic-rich mineral in the smelting process (as opposed to using ores that contained arsenic minerals naturally) in full cognizance, sooner or later, that a more useful product resulted. The deliberateness of later alloying techniques with tin (and at times lead) is clear. Such ‘advances’ are not necessarily uniformly adopted everywhere and at the same time: Neopalatial products from Palaikastro (east Crete) have a larger presence of arsenic (perhaps from a greater recycling of earlier metal pieces) than do those at Knossos, where tin was more readily available (Evely and Stos 2004, 269–71). One cannot be sure that practical concerns were always uppermost in determining choices or habits.
In the EBA (3500–2000 BC), copper and its arsenical version were used mostly for a range of relatively small and simple objects: Some are tools, while others have to do with demonstrations of power and personal appearance (see Evely 2000, 323–97 generally for Crete). The importance of the Cyclades in the spread of these metals and their working has been emerging for a while. In the islands themselves, sites employing varying metal-extracting techniques are known from Kythnos, Syros, and Seriphos among others, and where specific surveys have been carried out (e.g., Kythnos: Bassiakos and Philaniotou 2007), their numbers grow. Along the eastern seaboard of Greece (at Manika and Aghios Kosmas) and the north coast of Crete (Aghia Photia and Chrysokamino to the east; Gournes and Poros from the Herakleion area at the center), sites that look to have deliberate connections with the Cyclades, as early as EB I and II, have been found (Sampson 1988; Mylonas 1959; Davaras and Betancourt 2004; Betancourt 2007; Catapotis and Bassiakos 2007; Galanaki forthcoming; Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki, Wilson, and Day 2007): metalworking approaches that were part of the cultural assemblage of these newcomers are observable.
Smelting could be undertaken in tapering cylinders of clay, aerated by natural breezes and drafts from bellows (figure 29.1; Bassiakos and Philaniotou 2007, 46; Betancourt 2007, 63; Catapotis and Bassiakos 2007, 76). Fluxes are likely to have been a regular addition to the ore and fuel charge: calc-ferrous at Chrysokamino, Crete. The metals produced sank to the base, where they could have been tapped or allowed to collect in a scoop. Some, trapped as prills in the slags produced, were released by pounding with stone hammers or were even ground out. The subsequent melting and casting processes are better represented: Crucibles are essentially clay bowls on low stems, pierced through to permit a stick, say, to be inserted to aid manipulation (e.g., Betancourt and Muhly 2007); tongs or paired withies as depicted in Egyptian scenes were needed, too. The ceramic technology to make such—and indeed the furnaces, bellow’s nozzles, and tuyères—was developed in tandem with the alloying and so on. Here is an early example of one craft’s awareness of and indebtedness to another: namely the production of ceramic cooking utensils that also had to withstand thermal shocks.
Casting processes are simple: The existence of an open or single-piece mold of stone or clay is witnessed in the sorts of objects produced, as well as by actual surviving items. The recovery of a two-piece mold of copper in an apparently EM context at Vasiliki suggests that this comprehension may be skewed and oversimplistic (Evely 2000, 358). Such molds, as well as the lost-wax and sand-casting procedures (Fri 2007, 70–72), were made more use of in subsequent phases (MB and LB).
Figure 29.1. Smelting copper at Chrysokamino, Pre-palatial Crete: (a) and (b) the smelt; (c) preparing the furnace (all courtesy of the copyright of Oxbow; Day and Doonan, eds., 2007; [a] and [b] by M. Catapotis, [c] drawing by L. Brock, courtesy of P. Betancourt).
Following the millennium-long development of the EBA, a crucial stage was reached with the rise of the First or Old Palaces on Crete (ca. 2000–1700 BC). This watershed applies to most crafts—on Crete and through it the rest of the Aegean—but can seldom be properly understood. The social changes and stimuli operating seem to have allowed the mastering, within the three centuries involved, of most of the techniques that any craft required; of course, both fashions and the products alter thereafter. The more significant developments were the wider exploitation of metal sources within (e.g., Lavrion) and without (e.g., Cyprus for copper; tin via the Near East) the Balkans and an increased movement of prepared metals as ingots as opposed to raw ores. Changes in foundry furnishings also occur, if gradually: hemispherical crucibles, at first with a groove on the underside to facilitate handling, improved bellows, tuyères, and so on (Crete: Blitzer 1995, 500–508; Evely forthcoming); a full range of mold types; and the beginning of wider adoption of tin bronze. Now, too, the Minoans first established a network of overseas settlements to secure access to all sorts of materials (Dickinson 1994, 243).
The role of Lead Isotope analysis in establishing the provenance of copper (and silver/lead) has proven vital (Gale and Stos-Gale 2002); chemical analysis of the individual elements within the makeup of an item provides other insights. As with all such scientific advances, initial hopes will always be tempered as the complexities of realities become appreciated (e.g., tin isotopes: Gillis et al. 2003).
As in other crafts, all such fundamental matters become greatly intensified within the time of the so-called Second or New Palaces on Crete (1700–1425 BC). Increasingly, the mainland sphere (the Peloponnese and central Greece at least) borrows the trappings of Minoan finery and knowhow, either directly or through the Cyclades. Around 1450 BC the mainlanders emerge as the dominant force within the Aegean: Crete remains an integral part of this until the loss of the final palaces there by 1300 BC, after which the island’s role declines. Now and in the ultimate Postpalatial phase (down to 1050 BC), a still wider search for metal sources deserves attention: Copper from Sardinia is part of the new Mycenaean interest in the West, while Cypriot mines are tapped more than ever before (Gale and Stos-Gale 2002). Aegean groups begin to settle and roam the east Mediterranean, some in the guise of the Sea Peoples.
The replacement of copper and bronze by iron is a complex issue and still not well understood. Present thinking can be summarized thus: The standard model (Snodgrass 1980) sees 12th-century BC shortages of tin leading to a growing appreciation of iron, whose ores were in any event more widely available. This postulated lack of bronze is questioned. Sherratt (1994) argues that Cypriot entrepreneurs began to market iron, which can be regularly produced in small quantities as a byproduct in copper smelting. Haarer (2001) sees a deliberate development from a still broader, Near Eastern use of iron in the Bronze Age.
For precious metals (gold and silver), the cupellation of silver and lead late in the Neolithic and the start of the EB (see earlier) marks a significant discovery beyond what scholarship had earlier deemed likely. Lead Isotope work has assisted with the provenancing of silver, but little yet can be done with gold—and may never be possible, given its ready reuse and mixing. Otherwise, advances are mostly in the realm of technical appreciation, for instance, the manufacture and use of granulation (Politis 2001).
The increasing sophistication and levels of skills within the EBA have long been appreciated (e.g., an early reliance on inserting, folding, and twisting as the means of assemblage starts to give way by EB III to fusing and soldering inasmuch as the development of colloid hard solder allows great subtlety of handling). By MB in Crete, all of the required processes were in place; thereafter, advances were again more in the nature of design and complexity in assembling component parts. The creation of the gold bezel rings (requiring both three-piece and lost-wax molds; chasing and engraving; at times inlaying) demonstrates the mastery attained. Comprehension of their manufacture has been aided by the recent use of X-ray photographic techniques and ultrasound (Müller 2003a, 147–50; 2003b, 475–81). In contrast, the gold foil beads of the LB are made in molds in numbers that speak almost of mass production (Boulotis 2000). The exploitation of niello (Boss and Laffineur 1997) recalls the interest in developing manufactured compounds, elsewhere most readily seen in faience/Egyptian blue.
The handling of fine sheet, foils, granules, and wires was developed particularly by this side of metalworking (Evely 2000, 401–44 generally for Crete), but developments ran broadly in parallel with the utilitarian, which is not surprising as the skills of each are frequently found combined on the one object (swords in particular).
In ceramics, interest has focused mostly upon provenance/trade and the technology of manufacture (Evely 2000, 259–322); deductions made from these have permitted speculation on social dimensions. Crucial to all has been the expansion of fabric analyses, departing somewhat from the strictly chemical-based approaches in favor of categorizing the physical makeup and components of the paste (see much of the work by Day, e.g., Wilson and Day 2000). Typical conclusions so reached have indicated Early Neolithic sites outside Knossos in the Mirabello area (Tomkins and Day 2001) and allowed the appreciation of the extensive degree of local production in EM Crete and accompanying movement of vessels within the island (Whitelaw et al. 1997). Quite subtle conclusions are possible now as the reference collections expand.
Information is also obtainable on and through manufacturing techniques. The recognition of an unusual combination of different clays for different parts of the body in some Mesara EM wares not only demonstrates the existence of a local tradition well removed from, say, that of contemporary Knossos but also shows the strength or conservatism that may operate regionally (Todaro, pers. comm.). In turn, the identification of such regional patterns (a combination of clay, manufacture, shapes, and decorative finishing) has been offered as a potential indicator of thegrowth of social identities, groupings, and even ‘states’ (Cadogan 1994; Knappett 1997). Xeroradiography and kindred techniques help reveal how a vase was formed (Müller 2003a, 150–51; the research project of Berg at Manchester University): The focus here is often on questions of hand- versus wheel-made pieces. As well as illuminating local traditions again, potential insights are offered into matters such as the adoption of the wheel. Were such, for example, taken up first and most fully under the stimulus of elite groups? Experiments assist greatly: The physical form and capabilities of the Minoan wheel are now better appreciated (figure 29.2; Evely et al. 2008), and kiln firings, too, help comprehension of the controlling of temperature and atmosphere critical to such as the mottled Vasiliki and Urfinis wares of the EB and the Kamares pottery of MM times (unpublished experiments by both Moody and Politis on Crete).
In the EB period, pots were handmade: Leaves, basketry mats, and clay discs provided the moveable bases for the smaller and medium vessels, as imprints on their bases show. Coil production is the approach most commonly recognized, though slab and paddle-and-anvil techniques sometimes occur. An interest in decoration—in paint (contrasting with the fabric’s color) and burnishing—is manifest from the start; in this both regionalism and an overarching awareness on a broader scale are noted (Betancourt 1985; Wilson and Day 1994; Momigliano 2007). Firing techniques were controlled and sophisticated enough to produce the Vasiliki and Urfinis wares, as were others when a reducing atmosphere and gray finish were desired. These achievements all argue for the existence of kilns proper, which is no surprise, given what metallurgists did regularly in smelting furnaces. In early MM times this promising start was taken further on Crete, where the best of the Kamares wares combine exquisite control of the fabric to produce eggshell thin wares, of a wide range of pigments and their application in complex patterns, and of the controlled kiln firing, which produced the semiglaze effects in the black iron-rich background coloration (Evely 2000, 291; Faber et al. 2002). The wheel, too, now gains ground, but coils were now and later always used for larger vessels. The LB period sees the decorative aspect reach its zenith first on Crete and then in the hands of the mainland Greeks, whose technical skills produced harder-fired fabrics. The kiln types evolve: The short-lived, channeled kiln of Neopalatial Crete is replaced by the updraft version of probable mainland development (Evely 2000, 300–11). Unlike many crafts, ceramics was not especially depressed by the demise of the palace-centered lifestyles at the end of the BA (less time was spent in decoration), a fact that demonstrates both its central role and widely dispersed distribution.
Figure 29.2. Experiments with a Minoan potter’s wheel (courtesy of the author).
For the last of this pyrotechnical trio, namely faience and glassmaking, research has built on the like of Foster’s account (1979), largely of late concentrating on faience. As well as seeking to analyze and define more accurately the composition of cores (and thus distinguish between different approaches and times), effort has gone into elucidating possible manufacturing techniques by using analytical and macroscopic avenues (Panagiotaki 2005). Insights so obtained have guided choices of raw materials and preparation procedures in experimental work (Sklavenitis 2007).
A ‘high-tech’ pair of crafts (Evely 2000, 445–69), that of faience, was introduced first into the Aegean from the Near East in the EBA: only small pieces, often simple jewelry, were first manufactured. The Minoans made the most of this in the MM and early LM periods by extending the polychrome potentials. Blue frit (Egyptian blue), a material intermediate between faience and glass, is an example of a purely synthetic substance. (The short-lived trial in EM Crete with the ‘white pieces’ appears to be a comparable venture into synthetic substances: Krzyszkowska 2005, 72–74.) Glasses (and related enamels) were more to mainland tastes and a later development. At present it is not clear whether glass was itself manufactured in the Aegean as opposed to being imported in ingot form for remelting.
Both substances rely first on a proportional preparation of the ingredients, frequently on molding techniques and then the application of heat. The items produced in faience in MB and LB times were often still small in size but intended for inlay on a grand scale (e.g., the Town Mosaic of Knossos); such may closely recall the products of ivory/bone working. Larger composite pieces in the round, such as the Snake Goddesses from Knossos, can also share features of concept and preparation with that same craft. The mold-made glass beads of the LBA are the equivalent of the gold-foil ones mentioned earlier: every bit as much production on the grand scale. Whether glass vessels were made in the Aegean is uncertain.
As a postscript come plasters and frescoes. The role of fires and furnaces is here limited to the initial production of the raw material, which when slaked makes the basic plaster. Earlier art-historical approaches always considered the workings of the societies depicted in them, but they have now been linked to scientific analyses of the pigments and the actual makeup of the plaster (Cameron 1975; Evely 1999, 2000; Morgan 2005; Brysbaert 2009). The recovery of Minoan-style/executed frescoes in the Near East and Egypt have opened up the possibilities of traveling/loaned craftsmen, a phenomenon that certainly occurred in the Near East (Bloedow 1997; Niemeier and Niemeier 1998, 2000; Boulotis 2000).
Plasters (of mud) were well exploited in the Neolithic period, and this basic use was never lost in the Aegean. Within the EBA, the earliest lime plaster is adulterated with clays and coarser aggregates; decoration is simple in range and manner. The next step is associated with the palatial structures on Crete; gradually improving in the lime percentage, by the Neopalatial era, plaster regularly attains at least a 90% level in lime (Brysbaert 2004; Jones 2005). Similar plasters may be used from floor to ceiling (with especially durable admixtures containing small pebbles developed for floors): All may be painted, and some can incorporate low relief work. Methods of application (pegs, trowels, floats, and burnishing tools) and of the layout of the decorative techniques (strings, rulers, sketches in ink or with a point) are often detectable (Evely 2000, 471–84).
At its zenith between 1700–1500 BC, fresco painting was undertaken all over the Aegean and attained exquisite levels within the elite buildings. Akrotiri, on Thera, is proving the best source for understanding all aspects of this craft, as well as being a constant source of visual pleasure (Morgan 1988; Sherratt 2000). Though the ‘buon fresco’ technique is well attested from the malleable state of the plaster, ‘secco fresco’ was also likely known; indeed, the two can be found on the same wall. The pigments were prepared from naturally occurring soils (many involving iron compounds), with blues alone being a synthetic compound; mixing gave a wide range of hues. The overall effects are to encompass the viewer in a total visual effect; stories are being referred to (social events; scenes set in the natural world)—it is never just wallpaper. With the loss of such patronage, matters reverted fairly swiftly to fundamental and practical standards of lime and mud plasters.
Working in stone followed two main and distinct paths. The first, not discussed here, is concerned with architecture and engineering, some of which works were on a monumental scale—tombs, fortifications, and aspects of land reclamation and water control (Knauss 2005; Palyvou 2005). Occasional pieces of associated ornament are also on the large size. Otherwise, the two main focuses are smaller items: stone vases and again seal stones and jewelry elements. In both cases, scholarship has concentrated mostly on questions of technology and categorization, though work by Bevan and Krzyszkowska introduces the social, too (2007 and 2005, respectively).
Stone vases have a link to the Neolithic past (Devetzi 2005). The traditions of the EBA emerged most strongly on both the Cyclades and Crete, with an initial emphasis on a relatively small size. On Crete, the toolkit first included chisels, blades, saws, hammers, and abrasives, and only later did drilling become a standard and important practice (Evely 1993, 172–94 generally). Once conversant, the Minoans produced works of a startling quality and in quantity; making use of imported materials alongside native ones, they practiced their craft at many sites, combining appreciations of form, color, and patterning every bit as complex as those seen in ceramics (Warren 1969). The relief vases contain valuable renditions of events of daily and ritual nature/occurrence (Warren 1969, 174–81). With the emergence of the mainlanders in the LBA, this craft largely went into recession. Vases continued to be made—some indeed elegant and ornate (Sakellarakis 1976). However, the range of products collapsed; softer stones were again employed for a while. This pattern indisputably reveals how much an ‘elite’ craft this had become and in this case especially connected with Minoan Crete.
Seal stones are valuable evidence today for understanding spheres such as administration and economy, whose role in the past was more personal but also connected with status. Neolithic stamps (pintaderas) belong to the peripheries of the Aegean and do not obviously connect with what arises in the EBA. At that time the mainland and Crete pursue different trajectories, but both produce complex pieces of aesthetic merit (Krzyszkowska 2005). Cretan evidence is far fuller and seems to cover a wider range of materials. Common to both are soft stones (wood, too, may be assumed); the mainland has clay in addition, while Crete utilizes bone, hippo ivory, and the ‘white pieces’ (see earlier). Knives, burins, and handheld drills are the basic toolkit (Evely 1993, 146–71 generally). By MM II, hard semiprecious stones are worked alongside the softer; new tools (bow-driven drills and cutting wheels; emery abrasives) were the secret of these often bravura treatments in miniature. Numerous styles are recognized, and attempts to divide the corpus up, à la Beazley, abound (e.g., Boardman 1970; Yule 1980; Betts 1981; Younger 1983). The mainland adopted all of this early in the LBA, though eschewing the softer stones at first. After LB IIIA, a shift occurs in both regions, perhaps again indicating the prime position of Crete in this craft. New Cretan production is limited, while the mainland adopts softer materials to satisfy its still considerable need for seals. The eventual demise of the palaces left only older pieces in circulation, sometimes for centuries.
Ivory/bone and shell working is a long-lived craft whose Neolithic antecedents are largely domestic in nature but also involved the decorative (figurines). Monographs by Poursat, Sakellarakis, and Krzyszkowska cover many aspects of BA typology, manufacture, and development, both utilitarian and ornamental (1977, 1979, 1990, respectively). Experiments on the toolkit have been made by Evely (1992, 1993). Since ivory was always imported, it serves as another indicator of trade and contacts. The craft as a whole acts as a mirror for comparable work in wood and has ties, too, with stone working on a smaller scale.
In addition, EBA production involves small-size pieces. The Cyclades continued in particular to exploit a source of Spondylus shell; the Minoans worked in all classes (note that of the ivories, only hippo is known at first: Krzyszkowska 1988) and produced mainly seals outside the domestic range of items (Evely 1993, 219–56; 2005). As metal tools became more common, the potential for small-scale inlay, as well as pieces in the round (figurines), was advanced in MM Crete (local preferences/availabilities are evident: Malia makes more use of shell than Knossos). Saws, chisels, blades, drills, and abrasives have all left their traces. With the Neopalatial era and the regular availability of the larger elephant ivory tusks, the quantity and physical size both increased. The Minoan composite figurines are justly praiseworthy: The Palaikastro ‘kouros,’ with its combination of hippo ivory with serpentine, rock crystal, gold, a blue pigment, and probably wood, is a prime example (MacGillivray, Driessen, and Sackett 2005). Indeed, this admixture with other substances (faience, silver, and other stones and pigments are also represented) is a hallmark of the craft now. A craftsman’s house at Knossos yields a rounded picture of the production sequences (Evely 1992).
The mainlanders continue much of this in the LB (e.g., Tournavitou 1995, 123– 206); figurines drop from the repertoire, but other items were developed (e.g., mirror handles). Inlaid furniture is a favorite. Their aesthetic style alters (as is evident in pottery and frescoes, too), with a stiffer, more grandiose, and even overly ornate feel prevailing. Certain materials and object types of local origin circulate in the Aegean now—often utilitarian in character: The possible spatula made of red-deer antler can be placed alongside the tripod mortars of volcanic stone and the clay ‘spool.’
The remaining crafts can be categorized as perishables. Inevitably, only rather indirect lines of inquiry now exist. For woodworking, any evidence of major concerns such as shipbuilding will come only from shipwrecks (Uluburun, for example), though the recent discovery of shipsheds in Herakleion may add ancillary details. Here, too, experimental work is adding a further dimension (Kamarinou and Baika 2005). Though the Linear B tablets record wide and subtle appreciation of different timbers and their uses, only Thera regularly provides examples (in negative, by means of plaster casts) of actual furniture (beds, stools, and such: Speciale 2000; Polychronakou-Sgouritsa 2001). Work on a smaller scale can be more directly surmised from such as ivory inlay work; the toolkit is well represented with some impressive pieces in recovered bronze, such as the two-man saws (Evely 2000, 528–37).
Perfumes are served slightly better. A considerable body of receptacles for burning aromatics, of largely later MBA and LBA date, has been collected (Georgiou 1980). Two other avenues exist; the first concerns references in Linear B tablets from Crete and the mainland (Knossos and Pylos), which detail aspects of land usage and the harvest size expected, and also lists of ingredients that could be so utilized (Enegren 2000, 33–34; Shelmerdine 1985). The second approach is through analytical archaeology (organic residue, still a much-debated process): From the cemetery of LM Armenoi, traces of an oil allegedly derived from iris was recovered from fireboxes, themselves decorated with iris flowers (Tzedakis and Martlew 1999).
Finally come textiles. Well enough served as this topic is, if indirectly, by the evidence of frescoes, by innumerable loomweights of clay, and occasionally by other weaving apparatus (also by experimental work: Andersson and Nosch 2003), yet nothing much else remains (Evely 2000, 485–510; Tzachili 2005). Rather it is the unraveling of the tablets’ cryptic listings by Linear B specialists that represents a triumph, thereby revealing the organization of the breeding of sheep, the collection of their wool, and its subsequent transformation at the hands of labor forces and specialists, usually supported on rations (Killen 1964). The evidence is most extensive for the period of mainland control at Knossos (1425–1350 BC): The social aspects of the labor force, the systems of exploitation, and the degree of control exerted by the elite are remarkably apparent.
As has been touched upon throughout, the drawing out of social insights has been a major concern of recent research. The evidence presented by Linear B assists greatly in this endeavor (Documents in Mycenaean Greek, new edition forthcoming); it encompasses, most obviously, simple names of craftsmen (e.g., kowirowoko: seal engravers; kuwanowokoi: glassworkers), products (erepatejo: of ivory; eteja: a type of oil; topeza: a table), and the system that ran it all (tarasija: the standard work cycle). The teasing out from the tablets of such sets of information as the textile production at Knossos or the bronze working and perfume making at Pylos represent major achievements (also Shelmerdine 1987). Outside this window of literacy, the view of necessity remains stubbornly obscured. The degree to which one now ventures into the realms of supposition, analogy, and metaphor to seek explanations will depend on the individual scholar’s proclivities and character.
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MINOAN POTTERY
BIRGIT TA HALLAGER
ALTHOUGH major subsequent modifications and revisions have been made to Arthur Evans’s pottery sequence, his suggested tripartite division of the Neolithic and the Minoan period is still by and large in use. Most scholars are also using a parallel, broader, and more simplified division of the Minoan era: the Prepalatial (EM I—MM IA), Protopalatial (MM IB—MM IIIA), Neopalatial (MM IIIB—LM IB), Final palatial (LM II—LM IIIB1) and Postpalatial (LM IIIB2—LM IIIC/Subminoan) periods.
Only the most important novelties and characteristic traits in each period are highlighted in this chapter, and it must be emphasized that “a specific period is defined not only by the exclusive presence of certain features but by the fact that some wares are common while others are just beginning or ending their periods of greatest popularity” (Betancourt 1985, 21). References to sites with pottery characteristic of the different periods can be found in Betancourt (1985) with additional new sites in Momigliano (2007b).
NEOLITHIC
Evans divided the Neolithic period into Early, Middle, and Late periods. Subsequently, the Early Neolithic has been subdivided into two phases (Furness 1953; J. D. Evans 1964) and the Late Neolithic period into three phases: Late Neolithic I, II, and Final Neolithic (Manteli 1993). Recently Tomkins (2007) has presented a complete revision of Neolithic Knossos that he has subdivided into nine phases. The beginning of the Early Neolithic I period has been dated to ca. 6500 BC. All Neolithic vessels are handmade and fired to a relatively low temperature. Their surfaces are dark burnished or polished. So far only Knossos has produced the whole pottery sequence for the Neolithic period.
In Early Neolithic I, large and small bowls are the most common shapes, but other shapes include hole-mouthed jars, low-collared jars, flat-based mugs, and flared cups. Various types of handles are present, such as strap handles on bowls and jars, pairs of ‘ears’ on bowls, and wishbone handles. Some vessels have plastic decoration in the form of pellets and cordons, while others have an incised decoration in the form of short horizontal lines, stripes, and triangles. Typical for this period is the so-called pointillé decoration, which usually consists of incised zigzag or straight lines filled with small pricked dots. Early Neolithic I pottery is confined mainly to Knossos.
Different shapes of bowls and jars are also made in Early Neolithic II, but flat-based mugs are rare and disappear thereafter. House models (legged receptacles) and ‘shuttles’ decorated with incised lines and/or pointillé decoration occasionally occur. Plastic cordons are rare, and pellets are no longer in vogue, while incised decoration continues with many new motifs like ‘barbed wire,’ herringbone, tree, rows of chevrons, zigzag lines, and hatched lozenges. Although a few vases burnished with rippled lines were present in the former period, they are somewhat more common in Early Neolithic II. Scribble Burnished Ware is common.
Several Early Neolithic shapes continue in the Middle Neolithic period, including house models and ‘shuttles.’ Among new introductions, we find flared cups with a flat base, shallow lids, ladles with pronged wishbone handles, pedestal bowls, bridge-spouted bowls, and cylindrical vessels with an opening in the side. Pointillé decoration, Rippled, and Scribble Burnished Ware decline toward the end of the period, while pottery with incised decoration increases. The variety of motifs, including hatched triangles, branches, lozenge chains, horizontal ladders, rope patterns, and ‘sewn’ motifs, is much greater than in the previous period and continue to be linear, usually in continuous horizontal friezes.
Most of the shapes in the Late Neolithic period are known from the previous period, but they become more varied than before. We find a variety of carinated bowls and jars, hole-mouthed and collared jars, as well as specialized vessels like pyxides and tall, one-handled, small-diameter vessels that may have a pointed, flat, or pedestal base. Flared bowls with a small, triangular wishbone handle projecting above the rim are also typical for the period. All main incised motifs from the previous period continue but decrease toward the end of Late Neolithic, when several new types of impressed decoration appear (e.g., pattern jabbed, triangular jabbed, borderless punched ladder).
Features from the Late Neolithic as defined from Knossos continue in Final Neolithic, along with several new features. Closed shapes like jug and jars become much more frequent. New shapes include two-handled globular vessels with narrow tall neck (bottles), pyxides with tall horned lids, footed cups, cups and bowls with horns flanking the handle, and bowls or basins with a row of holes (so-called cheese pots). Incised decoration continues, but it is not very common, and almost all types of jabbed decoration disappear. Few are scribble burnished or have burnished patterns. Final Neolithic is the best represented of all of the Neolithic phases.
EARLY MINOAN
Evans (1904, figure 7) published an idealized section of the tripartite division of the Early Minoan period at Knossos, but he did not find a single stratigraphic sequence for this division. It was not until the early 1960s, due to stratigraphic tests, that the Early Minoan I, II, and III periods could be clearly defined (Hood 1962, 1966). Further tests made in the early 1970s made it possible to separate EM II at Knossos into two subphases, EM IIA and EM IIB (J. D. Evans 1972; Warren 1972a). In addition, EM III has been a controversial ceramic period, but most scholars today agree that it is a proper ceramic phase, although it presently is recorded at only a few sites (Momigliano 2007a, 79–80).
The Scored (or Wiped) Ware is characteristic of the Early Minoan I deposits across the island. The surface of the vessels is decorated with rough vertical, diagonal, or horizontal lines wiped in the moist clay. The most common pattern-wiped shape is the large globular jug with wide-mouthed neck and rounded or flat bottom, but other shapes like bowls, collared jars, and cooking pots are also present. The so-called Pyrgos Ware is also typical of the period. It has a dark gray burnished surface, often with pattern-burnished decorations. The two most distinctive shapes in this ware are the chalice and the pedestal bowl; less common are jars, pyxides, cups, and jugs.
Another fine ware is the so-called Agios Onouphrios Ware. Groups of vertical, diagonal, or horizontal lines are painted in red, sometimes shading to brown, on a buff ground. The jug with a globular body and a high cut-away spout seem to be the favorite shape in this Dark-on-Light Ware. Other shapes include cups, bowls, teapots, two-handled globular vessels with a low to tall neck (tankards), askoi, pyxides, and animal-shaped vessels. Presently this Dark-on-Light Ware occurs mainly in central Cretan sites, while vessels with a white on red decoration, the so-called Lebena Ware, seems restricted mainly to southern Crete.
Pottery inspired by Cycladic incised vessels are mainly found on the north coast of Crete. Finally, two important shapes that continue throughout the remainder of the Minoan period appear in the Early Minoan I settlements: the cooking dish (baking plate) and the pithos.
Early Minoan IIA is divided into two subphases at Knossos (Wilson 2007, 56–69), but this division is presently not discernable at other sites. Unpivoted turntables, probably used in pottery production, have been found in the settlement at Myrtos (Warren 1972b), but the vessels are still handmade. Vessels made in a Fine Gray Ware, often incised with diagonal lines, herringbone, punctuations, and semicircles in horizontal bands, are confined mainly to this period. The pyxis with short neck, vertically pierced lugs, and sometimes footed or with tripod legs is a favorite shape, but other shapes include bowls, stemmed goblets, and strainers; in tombs we often find miniature vessels.
Dark-on-Light Wares are also appreciated in several parts of the island. One of these, the so-called Koumasa Ware, is recognized by its linear decorations, which usually include hatched or crosshatched motifs, but several other motifs, like the butterfly motif, solid triangles, and groups of diagonal lines, are used on shapes like cups, bowls, jugs, teapots, jars, goblets, and askoi. Foreign shapes, like the sauceboat (known on the contemporary mainland and the Cyclades), are introduced in this period.
Dark-on-Light Wares continue in Early Minoan IIB, and Red/Brown/Black Burnished Wares are quite common, especially in east Crete. Light-on-Dark Wares— usually white paint on a red or black slip—are also produced. While there are good ceramic links across the island in Early Minoan I–IIA, they are somewhat more difficult to trace in Early Minoan IIB. Perhaps the best candidate for a pan-Cretan style in this period is the so-called Vasiliki Ware, which is largely a feature of this period. The surface of the vessels is slipped, burnished, and fired so that it varies from red to brown to black. This mottled decoration is found on a large variety of shapes foremost on jugs with a high cut-away spout, goblets, and teapots, but other shapes include shallow bowls, spouted, conical bowls, bridge-spouted jars, and several types of cups. Mottled pottery occurs in western and central Crete but is most common in the eastern part of the island. Its enigmatic techniques of manufacture have been much debated (Betancourt et al. 1979).
Early Minoan III seems presently to be a time of isolation and strong regionalism. Dark-on-Light Ware, with vessels decorated with linear designs, is produced alongside what is perhaps the most characteristic ware in this period: Light-on Dark Ware. Vessels from western and central Crete are sparsely adorned with simple lines, often with only horizontal bands. In the eastern part of the island, however, the light-on-dark decorations are more varied, with motifs like spirals, quirks, semicircles, dot bands, hatched lozenges, paneled patterns, and circles, which are often combined in bold, ornamental ways. Shapes like goblets, tumblers, rounded and conical cups, bowls, and jugs with cut-away spouts are common, but others like teapots, jars, and undecorated, coarse storage and cooking vessels are also produced. The one-handled cup, which becomes the most common drinking vessel in the Middle and Late Minoan periods, is introduced in this period.
MIDDLE MINOAN
At Knossos, the Middle Minoan period has been divided into six pottery phases. The subdivision of MM II can presently best be distinguished at sites associated with the palace workshops, whereas it is more difficult in provincial contexts. The subdivision of Middle Minoan III outside Knossos is presently also somewhat problematic, as very few sites have provided a clear stratigraphy for this division. Another ‘problem’ appeared when the Middle Bronze Age material from the old palace at Phaistos was divided into four phases (Levi 1960, 1976) that could not immediately be synchronized with Evans’s division. These phases have subsequently been resorted (Fiandra 1962, 1980; Levi and Carinci 1988), but there is still some confusion in the literature (MacGillivray 2007, 105–106). There are many regional styles in this period, and only some are mentioned here.
The Middle Minoan IA period is usually defined by the presence of polychrome decoration—separating it from the Early Minoan III period—and the absence of wheel-made pottery, which was introduced in the following Middle Minoan IB period. Dark-on-Light Wares are still produced, alongside the Light-on-Dark Ware of Early Minoan III, which was particularly long lived in the eastern part of the island. The introduction of red paint (together with white) on the dark surface (Polychrome Ware) is a salient feature of the period. Many shapes known from EM III continue; straight-sided and carinated cups, however, are new additions. The enigmatic, so-called sheep bells are also new, but in spite of many suggestions, their function remains a mystery. Vessels with incised decorations like diagonal bands, zigzags, or crosshatched areas enjoyed a late revival.
The potter’s wheel was introduced in Middle Minoan IB, but handmade and wheel-made vessels are often found side by side in the beginning. Dark-on-Light Ware continues to be popular, and several regional variations are discernable. The decorations are usually simple; for example, dipping, blot and trickle, and banding are common in the Mesara, while additional and somewhat more varied motifs like dots, groups of bands, sprays, chevrons, and occasionally zoomorphic and anthropomorphic designs appear in eastern Crete. Orange and yellow paint is added to the Polychrome Ware (Kamares Ware), which is usually adorned with linear motifs, but in the Knossos region we find patterns that may have been inspired by textiles.
Although the so-called Barbotine Ware is sparsely present before this period, the height of its popularity comes in the period MM IB—MM IIA. It is characterized by rough plastic reliefs on the surfaces of the vessels. Several types of decoration coexist, including large and small pellets, thin relief bands, and dabs of slurry (barnacle work). Barbotine decoration occurs especially on jugs, often in combination with white or polychrome painting. Incised decoration dies out at the end of the period.
Monochrome and Light-on-Dark Wares (adorned with white bands) continue in Middle Minoan IIA, but most attention has been drawn to the Polychrome (Kamares) Ware found at the two main palatial centers of its production, Knossos and Phaistos. Drinking and pouring vessels are the most common items, but other shapes like bowls and pyxides are also present. The sophisticated so-called Eggshell Ware is a hallmark of MM IIA: cups with walls less than 1 mm thick. Vessels with painted patterns and additional horizontally stamped or impressed designs, as well as those on which a device was used to print sponge, crescent, or seed patterns, are also made in this period. Another characteristic ware introduced in MM IIA is the so-called Crude Ware. The small, rough vessels are mass produced on wheels in a fine buff ware. The shapes include shallow bowls, cups, juglets, pyxides, and conical cups. As the provincial pottery is usually a very simple version of the palatial styles, the synchronisms with other sites are presently somewhat tenuous.
The Polychrome (Kamares) Ware reaches its last flourishing period in Middle Minoan IIB. Drinking and pouring vessels are still the most common, but large storage jars, amphorae, rhyta, and many other specialized forms are in use. The repertoire and, not least of all, the combination of motifs seem almost endless. Spirals, petals, tendrils, rosettes, foliate bands, and chevrons are only a few of the many motifs often arranged in creative whirling and twisting compositions. It is not impossible that some of these motifs were borrowed from woven textiles; others come from the flora and fauna (e.g., trees, plants, octopi, fish). The repoussé technique is now used for the Stamped Ware: The thin wall of the vase is pushed from within over die stamps like circles, star or sun motifs, spirals, concentric circles, and shells, all of which leave the potter’s fingerprint on the inside. Printed Ware and Crude Ware continue, as well as a variety of utilitarian coarse ware vessels, including pithoi.
Contrary to the polychrome and complex motifs of the preceding period, the Middle Minoan III pottery in general is adorned with simple and sober motifs, including flowers like lilies and crocuses. The subdivisions of the Middle Minoan III period are presently better defined in central Crete than in other parts of the island. Light-on-Dark Ware continues in Middle Minoan IIIA; at Knossos, cups with evenly spaced ridges are typical, and small, white-painted spots and spirals appear on shapes like cups, tumblers, and jugs. The bridge-spouted jar on an elongated foot may also belong to this period.
Dark-on-Light Ware decorated with ripple pattern seems to appear in this period, but it becomes more common in Middle Minoan IIIB on shapes like cups, bowls, and jars. Two new shapes are introduced: the so-called Vapheio cup and the in-and-out bowl. Light-on-Dark Ware decorated with white-painted motifs like spirals, irises, quirks, dots, and semicircles is also common. The very first stirrup jars appear in south central Crete. Middle Minoan III vessels in coarse fabrics include basins and specialized shapes like lamps, braziers, vats, cooking vessels, shallow dishes, and pithoi, which are more numerous than before.
LATE MINOAN
The Late Minoan period is subdivided into more pottery phases than any of the previous periods. Efforts to subdivide both LM IA and LM IB into an early and a late phase have turned out to be more confusing than helpful, as the arguments are based mainly on stylistic features rather than on stratigraphic evidence (Hatzaki 2007, 154–60). After some controversy, LM II has been established as a separate pottery phase, but so far it is found stratified in only a few sites. The differences between LM IIIA1 and LM IIIA2 pottery were defined in the 1970s, and the subdivision of LM IIIB into B1 and B2 was made in this millennium (Popham 1970; Hallager 2003a, 2003b). Problems remain concerning the subdivisions of LM IIIC. While LM IIIC early has been identified at several sites on Crete, the later part of the period is presently more diffuse, and the question is whether the so-called Subminoan period will eventually be regarded as the very last period of the Bronze Age or the first in the Iron Age.
Late Minoan IA is characterized by a strong ceramic regionalism. The long-lived Light-on-Dark Ware has almost disappeared in central Crete, although it is still quite common in the eastern part of the island. Dark-on-Light Ware is, however, the most prevalent, and in spite of several regional shapes and decorative motifs, reed patterns become a hallmark of the period; other appreciated motifs include ripple patterns, foliate bands, and floral decorations. Monochrome cups are often present, and the number of plain conical cups increases. Several shapes of cups, jugs, and jars continue from the previous period, and the conservative cooking equipment cannot be more closely dated within LM I. The decorated cylindrical jar seems to be a new shape, and among the coarse-fabric vessels we now also find so-called fireboxes, which may have been used in perfume making.
Several shapes and motifs continue in Late Minoan IB. Foliate bands, spirals, and floral decorations are still favorite motifs, together with wavy bands and semicircles; in eastern Crete, red and white accessory ornaments are not unusual. The hallmark of the period is a group of vessels made in a style called the Special Palatial Tradition. They were probably produced in a Knossian workshop, and although there are rather few within the total LM IB material, they are crucial in separating the two LM I periods. Based on the vessels’ iconography, the tradition has been separated into four subdivisions: the Marine Style, the Floral Style, the Geometric and Abstract Style, and the Alternating Style. As a new feature we find motifs arranged freely on the entire body of the vessel, and occasionally motifs from more than one style are combined. New LM IB shapes include the S-shaped bowl, the one-handled squat alabastron, and the baggy alabastron; among the several shapes of rhyta, the cup/rhyton seems to be the most common.
The repertoire of Late Minoan II shapes and motifs is so far best illustrated in the publication of the Unexplored Mansion at Knossos (Popham et al. 1984). Many shapes and motifs survive from the LM IB period, and in spite of several shapes that have been claimed to be newcomers in LM II, presently only the goblet can be pointed out. We find both plain and decorated goblets, the latter usually with a single motif (e.g., octopus, iris cross, triple Cs, rosette) on each side of the vessel and often with droplets on the rim. Tin-coated vessels like goblets, cups, jugs, and squat alabastra also appear as a new feature. Imports of Knossian LM II are occasionally found in the eastern part of the island, but presently the synchronisms with this area are somewhat problematic as the pottery here bears no resemblance to central or west Cretan products.
Central and west Cretan Late Minoan IIIA1 pottery is more or less influenced by the Knossian workshops, while the east Cretan workshops continued their own ceramic traditions. Important synchronisms are found at sites on the border between the two areas, where vessels from both worlds are found together. Repeated motifs framed by bands become standard; the most common are foliate bands, festoon patterns, alternating arcs, net patterns, foliate scrolls, and zigzags, which are often combined with additional rows of dots or framed by wavy bands. Pictorial decoration in the form of flowers, birds, and fish are found mainly on cups, pyxides, and baggy alabastra. A single motif on each side of the decorated goblet has gone out of fashion and is replaced by repeated motifs. New shapes include ledge-rimmed cups, incense burners with lids, amphoroid kraters, funnel-necked jugs, juglets, and the shallow bowl, the latter always undecorated.
In Late Minoan IIIA2, west and central Cretan workshops are in close contact, and although the eastern part of the island continued its local styles, the limit of west and central Cretan influence has moved somewhat farther east. Many repeated motifs continue from LM IIIA1 and are thus unreliable for dating purposes. Among the new shapes found in most of the island are the kylix, which has a long stem—in contrast to the short stem of the goblet—and often loop handles and the footed cup (also called champagne cup). Several shapes in fine ware, now including kylikes, footed cups, deep cups, jugs, jars, and kalathoi, are produced both in a plain and a decorated version. Decorated larnakes and bathtubs appear in the tombs, but they also have a domestic function, as witnessed by the many examples found in the settlements. Vessels in coarse fabric like cooking dishes and trays continue unchanged, but the old, straight-sided tripod cooking pot has finally been replaced by one with a globular body and a high everted rim; handles may be horizontal or vertical.
In the Late Minoan IIIB1 period, a close contact between all areas of Crete is finally established. Export of vessels from the Kydonian workshop reaches a peak now and also includes several sites in the east Cretan area. The quantity of large (transport) stirrup jars, a shape known from MM III, increases. By now they are produced in three areas—north-central, south-central, and western Crete—and are usually adorned with horizontal bands or high wavy bands; some have Linear B inscriptions. The repeated motifs, including alternating arcs, hatched lozenges and loops, festoons, chevrons, stylized shells, multiple arcs, whorl shells, spirals, and stylized flowers, are usually less densely packed. New shapes are added (e.g., the shallow kylix, the bowl with an upright profile, and small squat and conical stirrup jars); although a few small globular stirrup jars have occasionally appeared since LM I, they are now among the most commonly produced vessels.
Most shapes from LM IIIB1 continue in Late Minoan IIIB2, but type fossils like cups and bowls with flaring rims—in west Crete often with interior double rim bands and in central Crete with monochrome interiors—are found at several sites. The carinated cup is also a new LM III shape, and in west Crete the banded cup with high-slung handle is a new and prominent feature of the period. The motifs are simple and applied in a more spacious manner than in the previous period. They include paneled patterns in which the wavy border is often a component, antithetic spirals, quirks, simple foliate bands, zigzags, wavy bands, isolated lozenges, multiple stemmed spirals, comb patterns, and above all concentric semicircles. Among the coarse-fabric pottery, finger impressions on the upper legs of tripod cooking pots appear for the first time.
The close cross-island contacts continue in Late Minoan IIIC early. Carinated bowls and kraters become popular, and a new (Mycenaean) technique of making small stirrup jars is quickly spreading across the island: The false neck/disc, modeled on a flat disc, is now made in solid clay and placed on a separately made body. Long handle attachments on kraters and pyxides and reserved rim bands on the interiors of bowls and kraters are new features. Vessels decorated in the so-called open style and close style appear simultaneously at the beginning of the period. Among the new motifs, we find the buttonhook and the tricurved streamer, and pictorial motifs including horses, fish, trees, and above all birds are not uncommon. Vertical slashes or finger impressions on the upper part of the tripod legs is now a pan-Cretan trait, and a new coarse-fabric shape appears: the disclike lid with a central, high, solid knob handle decorated with relief patterns, which was perhaps used as a damper.
It may eventually turn out to be crucial that the important settlement at Knossos, which was continuously inhabited in antiquity, so far has no deposits stratified between LM IIIC early and the so-called Subminoan period. Among the features that have been put forward as characteristic of Late Minoan IIIC late, we find stirrup jars with a cone top on the false disc and an airhole close to the neck or handle, bulging stems on kylikes, conical feet on cups, bowls, and stirrup jars, and the absence of large stirrup jars. These features seem to continue in the Subminoan period, and the question is whether we can separate LM IIIC late and Subminoan into two successive phases or whether they eventually are one and the same period.
NB: Several scholars in addition to those mentioned in this chapter have contributed to our present knowledge of Minoan pottery. They are far too many to be listed here, but a good up-to-date bibliography may be found in Momigliani (2007b).
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MYCENAEAN POTTERY
JEREMY B. RUTTER
SERIOUS study of Mycenaean potter y, the ceramic assemblage characteristic chiefly of the central and southern Greek mainland during the Aegean Late Bronze Age (ca. 1550, or possibly as early as 1650, until ca. 1050/1000 BC), began within a decade of the first discovery of substantial quantities of this artifactual class in the initial exploration of the chamber tomb cemeteries at Ialysos on Rhodes by Billiotti and Salzmann (1868, 1870) and Schliemann’s better-known excavations at Troy (1870–1873, 1878–1879, 1882, 1890), Mycenae (1876), Tiryns (1884–1885), and Orchomenos (1880, 1886) (McDonald 1967; Mountjoy 1993, 1; Fitton 1996). Furtwängler and Löschcke were the first scholars to devote an entire book to the subject (1879), soon followed by a second, which incorporated many of Schliemann’s recent findings at Tiryns (1886). But it was Blegen’s careful stratigraphic excavations of 1915–1916 at the Corinthian coastal site of Korakou that first permitted virtually the full temporal range of Mycenaean ceramics to be outlined (Blegen 1921) by employing a tripartite chronological system modeled after that devised by Sir Arthur Evans for the Bronze Age pottery of Minoan Crete less than twenty years earlier.
The recovery of thousands of additional Mycenaean terracotta containers, especially intact or fully restorable vessels from tomb contexts, eventually made possible a definitive classification of the full typological range of Mycenaean ceramics during some ten stages of development spanning five centuries, thanks to publications by an international cast of excavators active in Greece during the 1920s and 1930s: Keramopoullos at Thebes, Kourouniotes and Mylonas at Eleusis, Marinatos on Kephallenia (Greece); Jannoray and Van Effenterre at Kirrha and Krisa (France); Karo at Mycenae (Germany); Maiuri and Iacopi at Ialysos (Italy); Frödin and Persson at Asine and Dendra (Sweden); Wace at Mycenae (United Kingdom); Blegen at Zygouries and Prosymna, Goldman at Eutresis, and Broneer at Athens (United States).
This complex system of morphological, as well as decorative, taxonomy, which included a much more finely tuned relative chronology and ultimately also absolute chronology, thanks to exported Mycenaean vases from well-dated contexts in Egypt and the Levant, was the great achievement of the Swedish scholar Arne Furumark (1941a, 1941b). The continuing value of his system of 103 forms, 336 shapes, various syntaxes, 78 motifs, and eight chronologically distinct styles is readily apparent from the simple fact that it is still in use more than six decades after its initial publication, notwithstanding challenges to it by no less an authority than Blegen (Blegen and Rawson 1966, 353–54) and minor modifications to it introduced by two full generations of subsequent scholars.
Developments in the subspecialty of Mycenaean ceramic studies that emerged as a consequence of Furumark’s classification are best highlighted through the work of Elizabeth Wace French at Mycenae (especially 1963, 1964, 1965, 1966, 1967, 1969a, 1969b) and that of the students she trained there for nearly fifteen years (ca. 1965–1980) (e.g., Mee 1982; Mountjoy 1976, 1981, 1983, 1985; Rutter 1974, 1977, 1978, 1979; Rutter and Rutter 1976; Sherratt 1980, 1981; Wardle 1969, 1973), especially the extensive contributions of Penelope Mountjoy over the past three decades (most recently and especially 1986, 1988, 1993, 1995, 1997, 1998, 1999). French’s most important contribution was the adaptation of Furumark’s taxonomy to the analysis of substantial deposits of highly fragmentary material from settlement deposits, but she also pioneered the subdivision of the LH IIIB phase (13th century), as well as a much more refined approach to the definition and subdivision of the subsequent LH IIIC phase (12th–11th centuries).
Of course, even if most of the scholarship on Mycenaean pottery has been published in English, whether by native speakers or not (e.g., Andrikou, Cosmopoulos, Crouwel, Th. Papadopoulos, Vlachopoulos), by no means all of it has. For example, continuing fieldwork at Tiryns and other sites in the Argolid, Achaea, Arcadia, Attica, Phocis, Thessaly, and Macedonia has generated numerous important publications in German (site-based reports by Alram-Stern, Damm, Deger-Jalkotzy, Döhl, Gauss, Güntner, Hiller, Jacob-Felsch, Jung, Kalogeropoulos, Maran, Podzuweit, Schönfeld, Slenczka, Stockhammer, and Voigtländer, as well as major syntheses by Schachermeyr), and the same can be said for French (Deshayes), Italian (Benzi, Morricone), and especially Greek (Dakoronia, Demakopoulou, Iakovidis, Kardara, Mylonas, Pantelidou-Gofa).
The chronological development of Mycenaean pottery may be broken down into four stages of unequal duration, corresponding to major changes in the cultural history of the Aegean basin as a whole. Most, if not all, of these changes can be expected to have had a significant impact on the production and consumption of ceramic containers in styles typical of the Greek mainland and on their spatial distribution.
The first stage, which lasted at least a century and perhaps as long as two (for the vexed problem of the absolute chronology of the earlier part of the Aegean Late Bronze Age, see Mountjoy 1999, 16–18; Manning et al. 2006; Wiener 2007), comprises the phases known as Late Helladic (LH) I–IIA, during which Mycenaean culture took shape in the Peloponnese (Argolid, Messenia, and perhaps Laconia) with a heavy debt for many of its forms to Neopalatial Minoan Crete in the south and with a significant debt to Aigina as well in the northeast (Rutter 2001, 125–30, 135–40).
The earliest pottery termed “Mycenaean” in a stylistic (as opposed to purely chronological) sense is a decorated fine ware characterized by Minoan-derived patterns and syntaxes in a dark-on-light style executed with a lustrous, iron-based clay slip (or “paint”), ranging in color from red to black and usually mottled to some degree (depending on firing conditions and the thickness of the paint’s application) on a pale clay ground. Such pattern-painted Mycenaean pottery accounts for only a tiny fraction (less than 1%) of the total pottery recovered in early LH I contexts. It is sometimes described as “Lustrous Decorated” to distinguish it from contemporary painted classes ornamented with one or more manganese-based matte paints that have a long history on the mainland going back to the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age some four to five centuries earlier.
Plain versions of several of the six to eight earliest (LH I) Mycenaean shapes exist (Mountjoy 1986, 9–16; 1993, 33–35), but are generally less common. The shape range of such plain, light-surfaced vessels is, however, at first substantially broader than that of the decorated Mycenaean class, although by LH IIA most of these plain types have been incorporated into the expanded pattern-painted repertoire of more than 25 distinct shapes (Mountjoy 1986, 17–36; 1993, 40–42). Whether plain or painted, these shapes are invariably wheelmade, whereas the contemporary plain and painted wares of the prolific ceramic workshops located at and around the site of Kolonna on Aigina are handmade, in addition to having the banding and patterns on their decorated vessels executed in either dull or matte paints. The dark-surfaced cooking wares of this period are either locally made descendants of handmade Middle Helladic (MH) types or else imports from Aigina, likewise handmade but usually featuring potter’s marks (Lindblom 2001).
During the LH I phase, Mycenaean Lustrous Decorated was competing for dominance of the market in tablewares with several other decorated classes, especially Mainland Polychrome Matt-painted (probably Boeotian), Light on Lustrous Dark-burnished (probably Corinthian), and Aiginetan Matt-painted, each of which was produced in its own range of shapes. By the developed LH IIA phase, only Aeginetan Matt-painted pottery was still being produced, in a shape repertoire that had been reduced to large open and closed shapes (kraters, stamnoi, hydrias, and amphoras). Among undecorated wares, Mycenaean light- surfaced plain ware likewise appears to have displaced LH I competitors such as Gray Minyan (probably Boeotian) and Fine Orange (likewise central Greek). Even the popularity of Aeginetan dark-slipped-and-burnished kraters and goblets seems to have been waning in the face of increasing numbers of Mycenaean monochrome painted vessels. The bulk of the progress on this earliest stage of Mycenaean pottery since Furumark has been published in English: Davis (1979), Dickinson (1972, 1974, 1977, 1992), Dietz (1980, 1991), Graziadio (1988, 1991), Kalogeropoulos (1998), Lindblom (2007), Lolos (1987), Maran (1992), Mountjoy (2008), Mylonas (1973, 1975), Rutter (1989, 1993), Rutter and Rutter (1976), and Zerner (1986, 1988, 1993, 2009). Almost all of this work has been helpfully synthesized recently by Mountjoy (1993, 5–10, 33–56, 167–68; 1999, 18–24).
The second major stage of Mycenaean ceramic development encompasses the LH IIB and IIIA1 phases, lasted for a century or less, and corresponds with the period during which Knossos was the only functioning palatial administration surviving on Crete following the destruction of all other known Minoan Neopalatial centers. Although Mycenaean palatial centers may already have come into being in Messenia during the previous stage (at least at Pylos: Nelson 2007), it is during this stage that the earliest such complexes may have appeared in Laconia at the Menelaion and in the Argolid at Tiryns (Darcque 2005).
Mycenaean decorated pottery now ceases to be slavishly dependent on Minoan sources of inspiration for both shapes and decoration and instead begins to exert its own influence abroad, not only on Crete during the corresponding Late Minoan (LM) II–IIIA1 phases but also in the Cyclades and the Dodecanese, as well as in the form of imports from as far afield as Cyprus, the Levant, and Egypt (Hankey 1967; Leonard 1994; Sherratt 1999; Steel 1998, 2004; van Wijngaarden 2002; Yon, Karageorghis, and Hirschfeld 2000). Symptomatic of the decline in dependence on Crete for inspiration are the overall reduction in the number of decorated shapes by as much as a third (due to the elimination of the so-called “Palatial Class” of LH IIA: Mountjoy 1993, 41–42, 52) and the increased abstraction of the once naturalistic plant and marine motifs adopted from the LM I decorative repertoire.
The beginning of this stage witnesses the appearance of the first distinctively Mycenaean style of ceramic decoration in the form of the Ephyraean style, designed to ornament the principal forms of a standardized drinking assemblage (goblets, beaked jugs, dippers, and an occasional krater) perhaps produced previously only in metallic form (Wright 1996, 2004a, 2004b). Also appearing at this time, perhaps as a result of the sustained intense interaction with the Knossos area manifested in the LM II Warrior Graves and contemporary tombs in the Argolid, is the unpainted and lipless conical cup, occasionally used in the Minoan fashion as a lamp (Mountjoy 1993, 58).
To a somewhat later phase (LH IIIA1) belongs the earliest purely Mycenaean production of pictorially decorated pottery, for the most part consisting of amphoroid kraters bearing scenes of chariots in procession (Åkerström 1987; Morris 1989; Crouwel 1991; Sakellarakis 1992; Vermeule and Karageorg his 1982). An expanded range of plain shapes includes some that appear contemporaneously in metallic form in the Warrior Graves at Knossos, as well as in Argive tombs, along with a penchant for coating plain shapes with a thin layer of tin so as to imitate silver or perhaps even gold versions of these forms (Immerwahr 1966; Gillis 1991, 1992, 1994, 1997; Mountjoy 1993, 66; Gillis, Holmberg, and Widelöv 1995). The last of Mycenaean decorated fine ware’s competitors, Aeginetan Matt-painted, disappears toward the end of this stage or at the very beginning of the next. The major deposits of these phases are well spread out on the Greek mainland, from Attica (Mountjoy 1981) and the Corinthia (Dickinson 1972) through the Argolid (French 1964, Åström 1977, Frizell 1980) down to Laconia (Catling 1977, 2009; Mountjoy 2008), once again helpfully synthesized by Mountjoy (1993, 11–15, 52–70, 168–70; 1999, 24–28).
The third stage, that of the so-called Mycenaean koiné, which flourished contemporaneously with the palatial centers of Athens, Dimini, Gla, Iolkos (?), Mycenae, Orchomenos, Pylos, Thebes, and Tiryns, spans the LH IIIA2—B phases of roughly 175 years’ duration between the LM IIIA burning of Knossos and the violent destructions of all known mainland palaces within a comparatively short stretch of time between the end of the 13th and the first couple of decades of the 12th century BC. As the term koiné suggests, the ceramic repertoire during this lengthy palatial apogee of Mycenaean culture was more standardized than ever before, while at the same time boasting an expanded shape range (ca. 35 painted and 10–20 unpainted types in common use) and an ever more abstract but still impressively varied range of painted patterns.
During the earlier LH IIIA2 part of this stage, the dominant painted shapes are kylikes, small piriform jars, and small stirrup jars, and the most popular motifs are Flower and Whorl shell; during the later LH IIIB stage, the most common painted open form changes from the kylix to the deep bowl and the stemmed bowl, and Paneled Patterns become increasingly common. Massive quantities of decorated pottery are exported to western Anatolia, Cyprus, the Syro-Palestinian coast, Egypt, Sicily, and southern Italy, and small amounts are found as far west and north as Spain and the head of the Adriatic. In some of these regions, imitations of subsets of these imports have begun to be produced before the end of the 13th century; these appear to be responses to an inability to acquire genuine imports any longer (e.g., the Pastoral or Rude Style on Cyprus; small linear stirrup jars in southern Palestine and the Sinai). In other regions, a broader range of imitations suggests that migrant Aegean potters may have established workshops in what some authorities consider to be colonial settings (e.g., Miletus on the coast of western Anatolia; Broglio di Trebisacce in Calabria).
This entire stage marks the highpoint in the production of Mycenaean pictorial pottery, most of it evidently distributed to Cyprus and from there to the Levant in the form of amphoroid and bell kraters, but some also as other shapes (jugs, chalices, kylikes, conical rhyta) associated with ceremonial drinking (Steel 1999; van Wijngaarden 2002; Jung 2006b). Substantial settlement deposits of the LH IIIA2 subphase have been found in the Corinthia (Tsoungiza), Laconia (Ayios Stephanos), Messenia (Nichoria), the Argolid (Mycenae), and eastern Locris (Mitrou), but so far only those from Nichoria and some from Mycenae have been published, so the sub-phase’s definition continues to rely more on tomb deposits than is normally the case (Mountjoy 1993, 71–79; 1999, 28–32).
LH IIIB, however, is better documented by published settlement deposits from all areas of the Greek mainland than any previous ceramic phase (Mountjoy 1993, 80–90; 1999, 32–36; Voigtländer 2003), with the result that subphases within it are readily recognizable (e.g., LH IIIB1 vs. LH IIIB2, the first probably two or even three times longer than the second, which has itself been recently subdivided: Vitale 2006). A hallmark of the earlier subphase is the Zygouries style, a distinctively spare system of ornament featuring vertical Whorl shell and hybrid Flower patterns applied chiefly to drinking vessels (kylikes, jugs, and kraters) and thus broadly comparable in both functional and aesthetic senses to the earlier Ephyraean style of LH IIB (Thomas 1997, 2004, 2005). Some developments toward the end of LH IIIB her aldtrends that will become much more pronounced in the succeeding stage, namely the dramatic decline in ceramic exports to Cyprus, the Levant, and Egypt already mentioned, as well as the possible restriction of the diagnostic features of the LH IIIB2 subphase—the decorative variants of the deep bowl known as the Group B and rosette types (Sherratt 1980; Mountjoy 1999, 35–36, figure 39: 295–98)—to the Argolid, central Greece, and the Corinthian Gulf.
A fourth and final stage in the development of Mycenaean pottery corresponds to the Postpalatial era of Mycenaean culture, the LH IIIC phase (Desborough 1964; Deger-Jalkotzy 1998; Dickinson 2006, 58–78; Evely 2006; Stockhammer 2007), which for some includes a brief subphase transitional to the Iron Age that is termed “Submycenaean.” Roughly as long as the preceding LH IIIA2—B palatial era in calendar years, this stage witnesses as impressive a movement toward regionally diverse ceramic assemblages as its predecessor did to that of a uniform ceramic koiné. Thanks to the highly unsettled conditions that prevailed throughout the eastern Mediterranean world during the 12th and 11th centuries BC, large numbers of settlement destruction contexts have been identified, and thus a more sensitive system of relative chronology has been devised that recognizes up to as many as seven short-lived subphases (Mountjoy 1999, 39, table II; 2007, 229, figure 1; Rutter 2007, 293, figure 4, with Vitale 2006, 201, table 3) that are commonly clustered into three or four broader subdivisions termed LH IIIC Early, Middle, and Late (the last either including or followed by “Submycenaean”).
The LH IIIC Early phase (Mountjoy 1993, 90–97; 1999, 36–47; Deger-Jalkotzy and Zavadil 2003; Vitale 2006; Stockhammer 2007) is characterized by a significant impoverishment in the pattern-painted repertoire, which results in a greater percentage of vessels being decorated either with simple banding or a solid coating of paint or else left altogether plain. Virtually the only vessels to attract substantial amounts of patterned ornament are kraters and stirrup jars, along with a few deep bowls. Most closely akin to this stage of LH IIIC ceramic development are the large quantities of Mycenaeanizing pottery that appear as local products at numerous sites on Cyprus and have been considered to represent a wave of Aegean migration to that island.
Also of considerable historical interest is a dramatic rise in the number of sites that at this time have furnished evidence for a technologically and formally alien class of handmade, dark-surfaced, and crudely burnished (HMB) pottery in a variable but sometimes fairly wide range of shapes (Jung 2006a, 21–51; Strack 2007). These HMB containers from mainland Greek contexts, when examined by means of petrographic or trace-element analysis, have been shown to be likely local products at sites where they occur in significant quantities, thus presumably made where they were found by immigrant potters rather than being imported (Jung 2006a, 24n98). The most plausible region of origin of these potters is presently considered to be southern Italy, although a large number of other candidates (e.g., Epirus, the Morava Valley of Yugoslavia, the Black Sea Coast of Romania) have been proposed and for good reason rejected. Regionalism at this time is manifested largely by distinctive preferences drawn from a shared tradition, whether for particular forms of drinking cups and bowls or for special ways of decorating these, rather than by altogether new directions in vessel shapes or decorative motifs. That is, localized styles now tend to be defined more by narrowed groupings of inherited shape and decorative ranges than by creative additions to traditional assemblages.
The LH IIIC Middle phase (Mountjoy 1993, 97–108; 1999, 47–51; Thomatos 2006, 2007; Deger-Jalkotzy and Zavadil 2007) witnesses an artistic resurgence in ceramics exemplified above all by a renewed interest in elaborately decorated pottery that typically differs markedly from that of earlier stages in the complexity of its patterns and sometimes even of the overall syntax, as well as in the choice of pictorial themes (Rutter 1992, 62–67). One result of this shift is the emergence of a series of regionally restricted, decoratively elaborate styles (e.g., Argive Close Style, Lefkandi Pictorial Style, several classes of Octopus Style) that as a group have been described by Schachermeyr with the term “pleonastic” (1979, 1980; Deger-Jalkotzy and Zavadil 2007, 347, 350–51).
When combined with the regional preferences for specific groupings of open shapes (in particular) that characterized the previous phase, this new enthusiasm for ornamental elaboration makes ceramic regionalism at this time appear more pronounced throughout the Mycenaean world than it had been at any other time since the end of LH I four centuries before. The enhanced interest in more ornamental ceramic containers at first appears to be a development at variance with the unsettled conditions of the later 12th century but makes good sense as a broad-based response to the increasing rarity of richly decorated objects in other media such as seals, wall paintings, and containers of stone, metal, and exotic imported materials like ivory, ostrich eggs, or ebony. By the end of the century, the only pictorial media still readily available to Mycenaean consumers were objects made of terracotta, whether containers or figurines.
The LH IIIC Late phase (Mountjoy 1993, 109–17; 1999, 51–58) appears to have been fairly short-lived and is marked by substantial declines in the artistic range and technical accomplishment of Aegean potters. Shapes now number only about two-thirds of those current in the preceding phase, and much the same appears to be true with respect to painted patterns. These figures shrink still further at the end of the phase, so that at the very end of the mainland Greek Bronze Age the ceramic repertoire is at its lowest ebb in terms of range and quality in more than two millennia. Pictorialism disappears entirely, and so, too, may fine plain pottery. Regionalism becomes more difficult to detect due to the extreme simplicity of the ceramic assemblage, whether used for domestic, funerary, or ritual purposes.
Mycenaean pottery was among the earliest Mediterranean pottery of any date to be subjected to trace-element analysis with an eye to determining specific locales of manufacture (i.e., provenience analysis); the first analyses of this kind were applied more than forty years ago in the form of optical emission spectroscopy to transport stirrup jars bearing painted inscriptions in Linear B found in the 1920s by Keramopoullos in the palatial building at Thebes, which he christened the “House of Kadmos” (Catling and Millett 1965; Jones 1986, 477–94). Since then, a variety of other chemical techniques have been explored with varying degrees of success, along with petrological examination that focuses on macroscopic mineralogical components of the fired clay with similar goals in mind.
The preferred chemical techniques are now instrumental neutron activation analysis (INAA) and inductively coupled plasma atomic emission spectrometry (ICP-AES), and the centers of such analytical work as applied to specifically Mycenaean samples have thus far been located at Oxford (UK), Athens, Berkeley, Bonn, and Manchester (UK). Databanks that comprise well over five thousand analyzed samples now exist for Aegean Late Bronze Age pottery of one kind or another (e.g., Jones 1986, 99–299, 439–521; Tomlinson 1997; Mountjoy and Ponting 2000; Mommsen et al. 2001; Mommsen 2003; Badre, Boileau, Jung, and Mommsen 2005). Petrology, typically applied to somewhat coarser fabrics than those characteristic of Mycenaean fine wares, has proved to be an effective technique for investigating the provenience of HMB, as well as transport stirrup jars (Whitbread 1992; Day 1995). The application of organic residue analysis to Mycenaean pottery with the aim of determining the nature of vessel contents is still in its infancy but is expected to produce useful results soon (Martlew 2004; Koh 2006).
The natures and histories of Mycenaeanizing ceramic assemblages that were produced at sites outside of those regions conventionally considered to have been culturally “Mycenaean,” whether in Macedonia (e.g., Jung 2002), southern Italy (e.g., Vagnetti 1999), or the Levant (e.g., Steel 2004; Yasur-Landau 2002, 2005), have frequently been the targets of ambitious research projects, as has been the related issue of how the borders of the region considered to be culturally Mycenaean can be mapped at various points in time with the aid of Mycenaean pottery (Kilian 1976; Feuer 1983).
Notwithstanding the very impressive progress that the study of Mycenaean pottery has made during the 140 years since its inception, a number of major questions involving this large body of prehistoric Greek material culture remain either unresolved or underinvestigated. Still unknown, for example, is where the production of the earliest pottery universally recognized as Mycenaean—the Lustrous Decorated class of LH I—actually began. Much also remains to be learned about how its producers established their product as the dominant decorated fine ware of Mycenaean civilization.
At the other end of the chronological spectrum, agreement has yet to be reached on whether a discrete “Submycenaean” phase can be defined in terms of ordinary settlement pottery without taking contemporary funerary practices and burial assemblages into consideration (Rutter 1978; Jacob-Felsch 1988; Mountjoy 1988; Papadimitriou 1988; Lis in press; Van de Moortel in press). Neglected topics that merit far more attention than they have so far received are the history and regional variability of Mycenaean cooking pottery, a similar history of Mycenaean pithoi along the lines of Christakis’s recent work (2005) on Minoan bulk storage vessels, and the specific role played by Mycenaean (Haskell 1981), as opposed to Minoan (Haskell 2005) or Aeginetan (Lindblom 2001), transport vessels in intra-Aegean exchanges, as well as more broadly in eastern Mediterranean trade throughout the Late Bronze Age.
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TEXTILES
BRENDAN BURKE
SPINNING fibers and weaving garments predates by thousands of years nearly every other known craft or technology, including freestanding architecture, metallurgy, and ceramics. Unlike contemporary Egypt (e.g., Kemp and Vogelsang-Eastwood 2001), scant traces of cloth from the Bronze Age Aegean survive, yet by using multidisciplinary approaches, including visual culture, textual sources, and tools of production, it is possible to understand cloth manufacture, distribution, and consumption. In this chapter the tools of cloth production are contextualized within their economic, political, and social realms and thereby show that this was one of the most important economic activities of the Bronze Age Aegean. Within the Minoan and Mycenaean spheres, many craft activities, including the many phases of textile production, were controlled by elites in order to maintain and finance social, religious, and military institutions.
Cloth manufacture is labor intensive and involves many different stages of production, including the mobilization of agricultural resources, the preparation of raw materials, the spinning of thread, weaving, storage, and, finally, distribution, all of which are best administered under the direct control of a regional center or palace. There are three main sources of information for Aegean cloth: excavated craft residues (tools of production), administrative documents (seals, sealings, tablets), and visual culture (representations of garments in Bronze Age art).
In the Aegean, the warp-weighted loom was used for the production of the majority of textiles, beginning as early as the Middle Neolithic period. The basic technology of this type of loom is simple: A shed is created by leaning a simple frame against a flat upright wall. Rows of vertical warp threads fall downward and can be divided into any number of smaller sheds. Weft threads run horizontally through these sheds, and, by using a shuttle, a skilled weaver can create a variety of patterns with the interwoven threads. The woven design generally starts from the top, and the weave is packed upward. This technology is fairly simple, which may explain its great popularity, especially in comparison to the ground looms and two-beam vertical looms of Egypt and the Near East (Hoffmann 1964; Crowfoot 1936; Carington Smith 1975, 97–99; Kemp and Vogelsang-Eastwood 2001).
PREPALATIAL CRETE
Radiocarbon dates suggest that textile equipment at Knossos first appeared in the Middle Neolithic, in approximately the first quarter of the fourth millennium BC (J. Evans 1968, 272; Carington Smith 1975, 182–84). Tools for cloth production first occur in wide distribution throughout the site, illustrating that individual household units were making cloth for their own needs. By the Late Neolithic, however, equipment is concentrated only in certain areas of the site, suggesting a change to a system of specialization, wherein autonomous individuals or household units aggregated to produce cloth for group consumption and exchange.
By the Early Bronze Age, Myrtos Fournou Koriphi on the south coast of Crete provides a great deal of evidence for the role of cloth production in the third millennium BC. Myrtos, dating primarily to the EM II period, was viewed by the excavator, Warren, as a single, integrated community with specialized areas for economic, political, and ritual purposes (Warren 1972, 267). Branigan, however, has interpreted the one-hundred-room site as an integrated whole: a mansion, or protopalace, for a local chief (Branigan 1970, 47–48). Whitelaw’s reinvestigation of EM II A–B Myrtos indicates that the social organization shows no signs of complexity beyond that of a large nuclear family comprising perhaps six separate households (1983).
Along with significant numbers of loomweights and spindle whorls of the Early Minoan period, the earliest known spinning bowls are found at Myrtos, and Barber has suggested the possibility that the Egyptians and other spinners in the Near East adopted the idea of fiber-wetting bowls from Minoan spinners across the Libyan Sea (1991, 74–76). She also suggests that since 10th Dynasty wall paintings in Egypt show a Minoan double-heart spiral pattern that was probably inspired by Cretan textiles, some of the textiles produced at Myrtos could have been elaborate, patterned textiles created for export (1994, 109; 1997, 516, and pl. CXCIII a and b; 1998, 14). The large number of tools associated with cloth production, the proximity of Myrtos to Egypt, the growing number of goods originating from Egypt and the Near East on Crete dating to the Early Minoan period, and the long history of international textile trade all suggest that trade in textiles between Crete and Egypt in the third millennium was not unlikely.
At Knossos, Wilson reports that in the West Court Houses, excavated in 1969–1970, spindle whorls and loomweights of Early Minoan II A date were found (1984, 214–19). Both spinning and weaving activities were practiced in tandem at Early Minoan sites like Knossos and Myrtos. The co-occurrence of weaving and spinning is significant since it indicates that there was no degree of specialization in certain parts of the site but rather independent, household production. Presumably individuals participated in all aspects of cloth production, from spinning raw thread to weaving finished textiles. After the Early Minoan period, at about 2000 BC, with the rise of the Minoan palaces, the archaeological distribution of textile equipment changes: No longer are spinning and weaving tools found together as they were at Prepalatial sites. This change and new textile technologies, such as purple dying from murex (Burke 1999), suggest multiple developments that contributed to the emergence of the Minoan palace system.
PALATIAL CRETE
By the early part of the second millennium BC, there are three basic types of Minoan loomweight: the rectangular or cuboid weight (figure 32.1a), the spherical ‘melon’ weight (figure 32.1b), and the disc weight (figure 32.1c). The cuboid most often has four small suspension holes, one in each corner, placed along the longitudinal axes, and shows thread wear. The earliest examples are from the Neolithic Knossos, and a variant of this cuboid type occurs in the Middle Minoan period concentrated in eastern Crete, for example at Palaikastro and Petras (Burke 2006). Some of these weights are stamped in a manner similar to other known loomweights, and they appear fairly standardized in form and weight, suggesting that they were indeed used as textile tools.
Figure 32.1. (left) Stamped loomweight; CMS V Suppl. 1A no. 61 (permission from Prof. Dr. Ingo Pini, CMS editor, Marburg); (middle) spherical Minoan loomweight from Knossos (photograph by Brendan Burke); (right) discoid loomweight from Knossos (photographs by Brendan Burke).
Next, spherical, or ‘melon,’ weights occur primarily on Crete during the MM III to LM III periods (Popham et al. 1984, 249). These weights are fairly large, approximately the size of an orange, and often with grooves running parallel to the suspension hole across the entire surface of the weight. Both the grooves and the interior of the central suspension hole are often painted with the same dark red—brown, iron-based paint used on fine ware ceramics, perhaps in order to prevent snagging when the weights were threaded. Spherical weights have been found on Crete in Neopalatial contexts but not at any of the prominent Minoan-influenced sites offisland (Burke 2003). For example, none have been found at Akrotiri, Kythera, Kea, or Rhodes, sites that otherwise contain a great deal of Minoan material culture, including examples of discoid weights (discussed later). Most of the Cretan examples seem to be concentrated in the northern and eastern parts of the island, at Malia (Pelon 1970, pl. xxvi.3), Vathypetro (Marinatos 1951, 269), Archanes-Phourni Building 4 (Sakellarakis and Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1991, 87, figure 62), and especially around the area of Knossos, including the North Building of the Stratigraphical Museum excavations (Warren 1980–1981, figures 42–43), the Houses by the Acropolis (Catling, Catling, and Smyth 1979, figures 43–44), and the Unexplored Mansion (Popham et al. 1984, 247–49). The contexts of these finds indicate retainer workshops of fulltime weavers employed by the ruling elites at Knossos.
The third type of Minoan loomweight is the discoid, which was in use on Crete from EM II through LM III. Carington Smith suggests, in fact, that the Minoan discoid weight is just as culturally distinctive of the Minoans as is the double ax or the horns of consecration (1975, 275). The deposit of more than four hundred highly standardized discoid loomweights in the Loomweight Basement at Knossos, discovered by Evans in 1902, suggests 10–15 working looms, if we assume that each loom used 20–30 weights. The uniformity of the weights with their single suspension holes, similar fabric, and shape, as well as their concentrated numbers, suggests that these weights were part of a regulated textile industry administered by Knossos. Cross marks incised on some of the weights may also have been used to indicate sets of weights. This deposit is good evidence for retainer workshops with full-time weavers working for the Minoan state, centered at the palace of Knossos.
In contrast to the limited distribution of the spherical weights (discussed earlier), large deposits of discoid loomweights occur throughout the Aegean, including such off-island sites as Akrotiri (Tzachili 1990, 407–19; 1997, 183–93), Ialysos, Iasos, and Ayia Irini (Davis 1984). Davis’s study of the distribution of these discoid weights and other textile tools throughout the settlement of Ayia Irini on Keos discusses the cultural implications of large quantities of cloth production tools.
Middle Bronze Age loomweights found on Keos have closer parallels to weights found in Anatolia than to those on Crete. Terracotta spools, about five to seven centimeters in height with a pinched waist, are also prevalent on Keos and occur in Anatolia. The function of these objects has long puzzled scholars although they are catalogued with other textile equipment from sites throughout the Aegean, such as Zygouries (Blegen 1928, 190–191, figure 179.4–5) and Eutresis (Goldman 1931, 193; Davis 1984, 162–63). Barber suggests that they may have been used to give tension to threads while being twisted into a belt cord (1997, 515–19). Carington Smith associates them with a warping creel or spool rack that was used to warp a horizontal loom (1975, 400–404). If they are associated with a horizontal loom, Davis remarks that two fundamentally different weaving technologies are present at Ayia Irini in the Middle Bronze Age: the warp-weighted loom and the horizontal loom (Davis 1984, 163).
By the LC I period on Keos, however, it is the Minoan discoid type that dominates the textile equipment assemblage. The type of loom using this weight had an advantage over the others; it provided increased control over warp thread tension and permitted cloths of greater width. More than 185 clay loomweights are found in LC I levels at Ayia Irini, where they are heavily concentrated in the north-central part of the site. Davis (1984) speculates that this concentration of standardized clay weights indicates the production of specialized textiles woven using Minoan technologies for trade within the Aegean sphere.
In marked contrast to the high number of preserved Minoan loomweights is the relative absence of Minoan spindle whorls used for spinning thread. In many parts of Crete, for example, the proportion of excavated spindle whorls to loom-weights is very low, suggesting either that the majority of spinning was done using some tool other than the canonical spindle whorl or that it was dispersed throughout the island of Crete. Some have suggested that the Minoans may have used perishable materials such as wood for the whorls at the ends of their spindles. While this is possible, it may also be the case that archaeologists have not been looking in areas where most of the spinning took place: the domestic settlements of working Minoans.
In addition to tools of cloth production, we also can look at administrative documents that provide evidence for the organized production of cloth on Bronze Age Crete (Burke 1997). A certain type of three-sided seal stone, most examples of which come from MM IB—MM II contexts (i.e., the Old Palace period), depict three to five loomweights attached to bars at the bottom of a warp-weighted loom. The round objects suspended from poles shown on some of the seals are very similar to the circular or discoid loomweights found throughout Crete and the Aegean. Wear marks on discoid loomweights indicate that the one- and two-holed weights were attached by straps to some horizontal object to which warp threads were attached. The grooves found on the upper edges of the loomweights are most likely where small poles would be attached to the weights, just as we see depicted on the seals. This placement would give equal tension to all of the warp threads, thereby reducing the need for large numbers. Many of the seal images show tassels or fringes running upward, perpendicular to the bar and the weights, which may be the warp threads of the loom.
Evans initially suggested that the images on these seal stones showed vessels attached to poles for transport (Evans 1909, 131–32, figures 69a, 70b, 71a). Publications of similar seals since have followed Evans’s identification: Yule, for example, classifies these seals along with others displaying vessel motifs (1980, 166–67); Younger calls them ‘Vertical Supports with Globular Attachments’ (1995, 336). There are prism seals that clearly show vessels with lips, handles, and rims delineated by the glyptic artist. To my mind, the seals under discussion here seem to be showing something completely different from suspended globular vessels: I believe that they are the one- or two-holed Minoan disc loomweights attached to the bottom of a warp-weighted loom, indicating weaving under the administration of Minoan authorities from the beginning of the palatial periods.
MYCENAEAN CLOTH PRODUCTION
By the middle Late Bronze Age, ca. 1400 BC, the Mycenaeans played a dominant role in the economic history of the Aegean both on the mainland and on Crete. Clay tablets inscribed in the Linear B script record a variety of transactions at Mycenaean palaces in the earliest form of written Greek and are the best source for understanding the complex organization of the Mycenaean economy. A large percentage of these tablets refer in some way to a well-organized textile industry.
The Mycenaean tablets are our best source of information for the organization of labor in Bronze Age Greece, and from such records we see that Mycenaean textile production, like its Minoan counterpart, was subject to the central authority of the palace (Bennet 1990). Tablets record large amounts of raw textile material, wool and flax for linen, from surrounding towns and villages under the administration of the palaces. Palace scribes use a variety of ideograms and terms to make distinctions between various types of cloth, usually indicating the heaviness and amounts of wool used. We can see some of the various ideograms in figure 32.2.
Figure 32.2. Linear B ideogram for cloth (drawing by Brendan Burke).
The documents also provide information about textile personnel, including food rations for dependent workers involved in this industry. All indications are that the craftsmen and craftswomen listed were highly specialized, recording specific occupations such as spinners, weavers, and fullers (Killen 1962, 1964, 1979, 1984, 1988, 2007; Nosch 2000b; Bennet 1992; Chadwick 1988; Palaima 1997).
Textiles were more probably woven in outlying Mycenaean settlements, but production was administered by palatial centers such as Pylos and Knossos. From tablets at these centers we learn that many of the women textile workers listed have ethnic descriptions locating their origin in Anatolia, at places such as Knidos (ki-ni-di-ja), Miletus (mi-ra-ti-ja), and Halikarnassos (Zephyra, ze-pu2-ra3), suggesting a shared continuous tradition of cloth working in the Aegean and Anatolia, which allows us to make some inferences about textile working throughout the eastern Mediterranean and the organization of labor (Chadwick 1988; Killen 1988).
By cross-checking sheep-shearing documents, target accounts, and workers’ rations with various place names and ethnic descriptions, analyses of Linear B texts allow us to reconstruct a highly structured and well-organized textile industry. Linear B tablets from Knossos describe flock management (tablet series Da-Dg, Dn), sheep shearing (Dk/Dl), and wool allocations (Od) recorded by the palace scribes for outlying areas of the kingdom (Bennet 1989, 27; Halstead 1981, 1991, 1992, 1999).
Raw wool was distributed to textile workers with the expectation that set production targets would be met with finished textiles delivered back to the palace. The distribution and requisition of raw materials to dependent workers is known as the ta-ra-si-ja system (Nosch 2000a, 2000b, 2001). The word occurs in later Greek as talasia, where it is solely associated with textile work, especially with wool processing (Barber 1991, 265). In Mycenaean times, the word is attested in several areas of craft production, including bronze smiths’ obligations at Pylos and wheel making for chariots at Knossos, and in textile industries at Pylos, Knossos, and Mycenae.
Two major points distinguish textile production at Pylos from Knossos: First, in comparison to Mycenaean Knossos, the palace economy at Pylos shows a greater degree of regionalized specialization among its various provinces and towns. The Linear B records found at the Palace of Nestor reflect centralized control of craft activities at two major centers, Pylos and Leuktron, which monitored activities dispersed throughout the kingdom (Shelmerdine 1987). As Killen (1984) summarizes, Pylos had twenty-eight separate work groups, nearly half of which contained more than twenty women in each group. Leuktron had six or seven work groups, one with thirty-seven women. The other place names in the tablets usually have only one work group of less than a dozen adult workers.
Second, linen production had a much larger role in the palace textile industry at Pylos than at Knossos. The various phases of linen cloth production in centers of differing size are fairly well attested in the Pylian records, although they are far fewer in number than the wool records at Knossos. From the collection records of one hundred different towns and villages under the administration of Mycenaean Pylos, we see that textiles and related crops compose 78% of the records, while food and livestock, for example, are only 16%. On the Na, Ng, and Nn records, the commodity SA has been identified as some form of flax product (Robkin 1979, 473), and in the tablets we find ri-no, which is almost certainly related to linon ‘linen.’ From the collection target tablet Ng 319, the Hither province alone yielded nearly fifty thousand kg of this fiber in one year. The region of Messenia today in the southwest Peloponnese covers an area roughly equivalent to the extent of the ancient Pylian kingdom. In the 1950s this region produced more than half of the linen in Greece (McDonald and Rapp 1972, 240).
Archaeological evidence in the form of tools for spinning thread and weaving cloth at Pylos or anywhere in the kingdom is slight, as is the case with other Mycenaean centers. No significant finds of organized cloth production were found at the Palace of Nestor itself. Four loomweights similar in form to those at the settlement of Nichoria were found in the aqueduct in the southeast corner of the palace (Blegen and Rawson, vol. 1, 1966, 301, figure 305.1, pl. lv; vol. 3, Blegen, Rawson, Taylour, and Donovan 1973, 7–16, 336, figure 105.1–3).
The best evidence for Mycenaean cloth production comes from Nichoria, identified as the Pylian town of Ti-mi-to-a-ke. This lower-order settlement was assigned one of the largest amounts of flax, according to the Pylos tablets, suggesting a specialization in linen production (Carington Smith 1992; Shelmerdine 1981). Craft residues of cloth production include 153 spindle whorls from houses containing mixed ceramic deposits that date to the Middle and Late Bronze Age. The whorls are generally of two types, medium and large, and the majority are biconical in shape.
Carington Smith (1992) compares the Messenia whorls to those found at Troy and sees a similarity in the new forms appearing in Greece in the Middle Bronze Age to those of Troy VI (Goldman 1931, 198). There is, however, no new type of loom-weight in Greece for the Middle Helladic period, and Carington Smith suggests that different weaving technologies (i.e., nonwarp, weighted looms) were used during the MH period. Twelve Mycenaean loomweights have been found at Nichoria, the majority probably from a set of LH II—LH IIIA1 date in Area VI. One loomweight and a possible spinning bowl are of Minoan type. These data provide a unique view of a nonpalatial, subordinate center from the Mycenaean period, comparable perhaps to the nonpalatial Minoan sites of Crete.
AEGEAN ART AND ARTIFACTS
The study of Aegean dress as depicted on wall paintings and figurines is significant for issues related to cultural influence, self-presentation, and modes of production. The flounced skirt of the snake goddesses and other garments in Minoan art are skillfully crafted garments that show a great deal of effort by individual seamstresses and weavers (Barber 1994). This does not seem to be the work of mass-produced textiles, as we infer for Mycenaean cloth from both the Linear B texts and Mycenaean representations. Elite Minoan clothing was probably individually made with great skill, perhaps the work of women of leisure or their servants.
In contrast, representations of Mycenaean garments often show plain, white cloth elaborated only with decorative edgings or bands. Elite Mycenaean women continue to use some styles inherited or borrowed from the Minoans, such as the open bodice and full skirt, but the textiles themselves are simpler and less individualistic. For men, the clothes of both the Minoans and the Mycenaeans remained fairly simple: Minoan men wore a fairly skimpy loincloth or breechcloth that is found in bull-jumping frescoes and on male figurines. The Mycenaean men wore a kilt in religious and military contexts. Some wall paintings from Egypt actually show the underpainting of a Minoan breechcloth replaced by a Mycenaean warrior’s kilt (Barber 1993, 350; Rehak 1996).
CONCLUSIONS
Textile production is a highly specialized craft in which attached laborers participated in redistributive economies. This kind of organization could occur only at urban centers that had close ties to rural hinterlands. The evidence presented here demonstrates that differences in social complexity and productive strategies translate into differential distributions of textile equipment.
Having looked at many examples of centralized textile production, both with textual and archaeological sources, what can we say about palace production? We have documentary records of cloth manufacture from Minoan and Mycenaean palaces. Many archaeologists have focused a great deal of attention on these major centers while not investigating smaller settlements, where activities such as pottery, metallurgy, and textile production are more likely to have been located.
The production of cloth probably occurred in smaller villages located in the hinterlands of the palaces, at settlements like Nichoria. It seems that large-scale production of textiles was primarily the work of women who were dependent upon the central authority, possibly against their will, as captives in war, for example, if one makes inferences from the Iliad. Palace-made cloth was probably used to appease potentially hostile neighbors, impress valuable trading partners, and legitimize the elite power base. Textiles produced by commoners in household settings were often assessed and collected as tribute by the center and then redistributed as a form of currency to nonfood producers. This circulation of textiles would have continued as long as the centralized economic system was working.
After the Bronze Age, the organization of textile production changes dramatically in the Archaic and Classical periods in Greece. The contribution of women’s labor to Classical household economics, as described in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus 7, or the role of textiles in Greek religion, are subjects for further investigation. This chapter has briefly examined the many different sources of information that help us to understand the role of controlled textile production at large palatial centers of the Bronze Age Aegean. Changes in textile technology and organization reflect developments in both complexity and craft specialization. The rich archaeological record demonstrates that humbler artifactual evidence can inform us about larger issues of emerging complexity.
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JEWELRY
ROBERT LAFFINEUR
JEWELRY, usually designating both gold and silver work, is undoubtedly one of the most significant classes among the so-called small finds in the prehistoric Aegean. It is attested from the Final Neolithic period, with the gold pendants in the shape of stylized female figures exhibited in 1998–1999 in Athens (Demakopoulou 1998; for other Neolithic finds, see Zachos 2007), until the very end of the Bronze Age, with small objects such as the ornaments found in the Late Helladic IIIC tombs at Perati in Attica. The corpus of finds is especially rich between these two extremes in all periods of development and in the various areas of expansion of Aegean cultures, the Cycladic islands, Crete, western Asia Minor, and the Greek mainland. Some peaks in production, however, can easily be observed.
The Early Bronze Age has produced the first series of jewelry exhibiting a real variety of types. Most of them belong to the category of items made especially for use in the funerary context, with a great majority of objects made of thin gold sheet, mainly diadems and discs, usually without ornament. They are designed both to protect the body of the deceased, thanks to the durable character of gold, and to emphasize the social importance of the buried persons. Finds have been made in the Cyclades and on the Greek mainland, but they are still rather rare in comparison with the rich finds on Crete and in the northern part of western Asia Minor, respectively, in the house tombs on the islet of Mochlos in the Mirabello region in eastern Crete and in the circular tombs of the Mesara plain in the southern part of the island, as well as in Troy and sites in the neighboring islands of Lemnos (Poliochni) and Lesbos (Thermi) (Branigan 1974, 183–96).
The so-called treasures of Troy IIg are certainly the most impressive collection of Early Bronze Age jewelry. They were excavated by H. Schliemann in the 1870s, lost in Berlin at the end of World War II, and recently “rediscovered” in the Pushkin Museum in Moscow, where they have now been exhibited since 1996 (Tolstikow and Trejster 1996). Highly significant is that the components of those “treasures”—the “treasures of Priam,” according to the excavator—belong to types of more solid structure (e.g., earrings, necklaces, elaborated pendants, bracelets, and pins), most probably made for use in everyday life as well, with additional ornamentation implying more difficult techniques such as filigree and granulation. Some specific items are directly related in techniques of manufacture, suggesting the existence of local workshops, and many features in the treasures show clear similarities with productions from sites in the “circum-Pontic” areas and in the Aegean (the objects from Poliochni and Thermi already mentioned, some objects from Prepalatial Crete, and a necklace in the Berlin Museum coming from the Thyreatis in the eastern Peloponnese; cf. Reinholdt 1993 and, for the treasure from Cape Kolonna on Aegina, Reinholdt 2008). Such affinities are clear signs of the existence of a sort of koine at such an early date (Laffineur 2002, 2008). Gold and silver vessels are also attested in Troy IIg, among them a two-handled sauceboat of perfect workmanship, a real masterpiece with its incredible weight of 600 gr.
The succeeding period of the Middle Bronze Age appears rather poor in contrast, especially in the Cyclades and on the Greek mainland, where production is limited to rare and very simple examples of funerary jewelry (Branigan 1974). Minoan Palatial Crete is an exception, however. Finds of Protopalatial and Neopalatial date—extending to the beginning of the Late Bronze Age—form a rich corpus indeed, in terms of types, shapes, ornamentation, techniques, and functions (cf. the systematic catalogue in Effinger 1996). Thin gold sheet continues to be used mainly for plating bronze weapons, such as specimens from both the palace and Quartier Mu at Malia—the first with a gold roundel with the repoussé figure of an acrobat decorating the hilt of a sword, the second with the plating of the haft of a dagger worked in openwork technique—and a gold plating of a dagger from the Mitsotakis collection in Athens (Marangou 1992, 258). Engraving is also known at the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, on votive gold double axes from the cave at Archalokori in central Crete, as well as granulation and filigree on a nice series of solid gold earrings in the shape of a stylized bull’s head (Laffineur 1980).
Two important finds deserve special attention: the famous “bee pendant” from the necropolis of Chrysolakkos at Malia and the so-called Aegina treasure in the British Museum. The Malia pendant, which is dated to late Prepalatial or Protopalatial times (Effinger 1996, 241), is another masterpiece of craftsmanship, with a highly skilful use of granulation, a sophisticated composition, and a likely symbolic meaning that has inspired many comments—beginning with the identification of the insects—bees, hornets, or wasps.
The “Aegina treasure” is a particularly rich collection of pieces of probably late Protopalatial date that has been looted in Mycenaean times, probably from Crete (Higgins 1979). Its supposed homogeneity and the many affinities with the precious metal finds from Chrysolakkos have led some scholars to suggest an ultimate origin in Malia. There are clear affinities, however, with productions from other parts of the Aegean as well, from the early Mycenaean mainland in particular (Laffineur 2009), that lead one to question the homogeneity of the whole (Laffineur 2003a, 2006b, 40–42). Whatever the exact provenance—or provenances—may be, some masterpieces have again to be mentioned: a gold pendant in the shape of a “master of the animals” holding two geese (figure 33.1) and related openwork pendants with antithetic images of dogs that are very close to a gold pendant recently excavated at Tell el-Dabca in the eastern Nile delta (Walberg 1991).
Figure 33.1. Gold pendant with Master of animals in the Aegina treasure (photograph courtesy of Robert Laffineur).
Silver vessels are also attested during Palatial times in Crete. The richest collection is the so-called Tod treasure, found in the temple of Montu at Tod in upper Egypt in copper chests inscribed with the name of Amenhemhat II and kept in the museum in Cairo and in the Louvre. The objects provide metal equivalents of shapes and decorations of Middle Minoan Ib and II clay vases and represent most probably the first known Cretan tribute to Egypt, an antecedent of later ones depicted on the Keftiu scenes in XVIIIth-dynasty tombs of the Theban necropolis. But again, the homogeneity of the whole has to be questioned since some of the silver vessels in the treasure exhibit clear affinities with precious metal vessels of late Middle Helladic and early Late Helladic date from the Greek mainland (Maran 1987; Laffineur 1988).
In the Late Minoan period, an intriguing series of gold objects deserves mention, the so-called Zakro treasure reputedly found at Kato Zakro in east Crete and consisting of a gold diadem with a repoussé image of a mistress of the goats, a three-dimensional bull’s head, and a shallow cup with running spirals. The authenticity of the whole has been questioned (Buchholz 1970), but doubts can be expressed for the Bronze Age date of the treasure instead since the layout of ornamentation on the diadem and various details on the three pieces indicate similarities with gold work of the classical period (Laffineur 1986).
The Mycenaean mainland has yielded undoubtedly the richest production of gold and silver items in the Aegean, at the very end of the Middle Bronze Age and at the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, during the so-called Shaft Graves period (Laffineur 1996b, 1990–1991, 2006a). The bulk of these has been excavated in the Argolid, especially in Grave Circles A and B at Mycenae—a city that fully deserves the denomination of polychrysos attached to it in the Homeric poems—but important finds are attested in other areas of the Peloponnese and in central Greece as well (Laffineur 2003b). The significant quantity of precious material revealed in those tombs by Heinrich Schliemann and by a Greek team under George Mylonas has caused much discussion since the respective discovery and publication (Karo 1930–1933; Mylonas 1972–1973).
The first problem involved is, of course, the supply of raw material. Silver does not cause a problem in that respect since the Laurion mines in Attica have certainly been exploited as early as the Early Bronze Age and since cupellation—the method for separating lead and silver from the local argentiferous lead ore—has been known and practiced as early as the EH period, during the third millennium BC. The Laurion ore has proved to be the dominant source for the manufacture of Aegean lead and silver objects, but the possibility has to be considered that silver was perhaps in addition a very useful commodity in the trade for other materials, especially tin, as seems to be confirmed by references to silver and gold used as exchange for the purchase of tin in the Mari archives. There is no such evidence, however, that gold sources situated in the Aegean, Siphnos in the Cyclades, or Thasos close to the Thracian shores were exploited before historical times.
This lack of evidence has led most scholars to search for sources of gold supply outside the Aegean, and the question is especially crucial for the prolific production of the beginning of the Mycenaean age. According to the classic view that has long been accepted, the kings buried in the shaft graves at Mycenae would have purchased the precious metal in Egypt as a reward for the help they had given the pharaoh for driving the Hyksos out of the Nile valley. However, the fact that the enrichment had begun at Mycenae before the Late Helladic I phase, in the late Middle Helladic and transitional grave circle B, though on a more limited scale, and that it consequently predates the end of the Hyksos dynasty in Egypt has been considered as a major obstacle to the Egyptian theory (Laffineur 1990–1991, 252–54).
Instead of restricting the possible sources to the Eastern Mediterranean, either Egypt or Anatolia (with reference to the use of gold from the Pactolus River in Lydia in historical times), which are traditionally considered as the most probable ones, it is perhaps worth trying an alternative direction—toward the north. Ellen Davis has emphasized the connections between the Mycenae shaft graves and central Romania and suggested that the basic reason for such a trade and contacts with the north—what she calls the “Transylvanian connection”—was a mutual and complementary need for metal, Romania having much gold but no bronze, whereas early Mycenaean Greece was in quite the opposite situation (Davis 1983). Close relations with the Black Sea shores, investigated by Stefan Hiller (Hiller 1991), could also lead to the possibility of an additional “Pontic connection” since the area is well known to be rich in gold, as echoed in the classical traditions of the expedition of the Argonauts and the Golden Fleece.
As for the techniques of manufacture, several major observations have to be put forward when considering mainland gold work, especially in the early Mycenaean phases. Direct or freehand repoussé is well attested in the shaft graves (e.g., on gold bands with relief designs that consist mostly of groups of bosses and dots), and that style and process of decoration can be traced back to Middle Helladic times. However, the great majority of finds consist of small gold leaf ornaments made of a relatively thin sheet of metal and decorated with figurative motifs that prove in many instances to be identical and that have consequently been produced by beating the sheet over a mold bearing the corresponding intaglio design. Stone molds of that type have been found in the excavations, but other materials like wood or metal may have been used as well and either have not been preserved or were smelted for reuse. Some details can be given by additional chasing, with the sheet of gold usually cut along the outline of the design. The repertoire includes floral elements, animals, and human figures and more exceptional motifs, like the façade of a tripartite shrine.
The implications of such a technical process are certainly not unimportant, and it has been extensively used in later times, especially in jewelry workshops of Geometric and Archaic Greece. Most interesting is that it provides form and decoration simultaneously and further that it allows a repetition of similar objects with identical decoration and hence a certain mass production. This appears quite suitable to meet the complementary needs of early Mycenaeans both for displaying abundant production that is easily manufactured and for simple and nonsolid ornaments made just for funerary use.
Equally worth emphasizing are the close connections that the manufacture of molds implies with gem cutting and that may well account for some iconographical and stylistic similarities between gold ornaments and seals. These might lead to the suggestion that the engraving was made in both cases by the same people and in the same workshops since it requires much the same skill. A still closer relation must have existed between jewelry and the manufacture of colored glass beads. The perfect identity of design and dimensions that may be observed and measured on some ornaments in the two series, in the material excavated in the slightly later chamber tombs at Mycenae especially, gives evidence that cavities on the same molds were sometimes used both for beating sheet gold and for pouring liquid glass paste (Laffineur 1978). That the different items are in each case more or less contemporary is not the least important implication. The chronological difference indeed must have been limited since a single mold does not appear suitable for lengthy use. Faience relief beads were manufactured by the same process as early as the shaft graves period, when the use of hollow molds again allowed the repetition of identical designs on different series of ornaments.
The picture that we get from these observations is that craftspersons working in different media, including gold ornaments, glass paste, and faience beads, as well as seals, were technically dependent on each other—the relation is confirmed by gilded seals and by glass seals (Laffineur 1995).
Slight variation can be reached on similarly produced gold relief beads by the addition of granulation. A further variant of the same process of manufacture consists in repeating an identical relief design several times on a single artifact through successive hammerings of the sheet in the same cavity of a mold. Beating gold foil in a hollow mold has been used most probably also for three-dimensional human and animal figures, the former made of a front half and a rear half soldered together, the latter of a single sheet attached to a flat base. Identical figures are attested in only one instance, in Grave Circle A at Mycenae, but the regularity of modeling and details that other single figures exhibit confirms that they could be achieved only by such a process. Each part was produced by beating a sheet of gold in a hollow mold, and, as in the case of relief beads, glass paste and faience may have been poured into the cavities as well.
Among the techniques attested by Mycenaean precious metal finds, mention has to be made of gold plating, which has been extensively used in the Shaft Graves period for the decoration of prestige weapons, and of metal inlay, a much-elaborated process applied to weapons with pictorial ornamentation and to vases, a technique that was probably imported from the Levant, where it is known in the first half of the second millennium.
Besides the dominating class of gold sheet ornaments and beads with reliefs specifically made for funerary use, Mycenaean gold work has produced a series of gold finger rings with engraved designs, very frequently pictorial motifs, with animal and human figures and even elaborated scenes of a religious nature (Vassilicou 2000) (figure 33.2). Inlaying colored materials in cells outlined by metal strips—a process known as cloisonné—appears as early as the shaft graves period on a dagger haft from Grave Circle A and has been applied in the subsequent phases, especially to the decoration of finger rings. Specimens have been found in Mycenae, Vapheio, Volos, Thebes, Achaea, and, more recently, Corinthia, although their inlays consisting most probably of glass paste have generally been lost. The finger ring from Achaea also gives one rare example of filigree, both of the plain and the twisted varieties, a technique that must have been adopted at a rather late date since the ring comes from a Late Helladic IIIC context.
Characteristic of the early Mycenaean period are also the numerous gold or silver vessels of various shapes with repoussé designs (Davis 1977; Laffineur 1977), among which are many masterpieces (e.g., the shallow cups with octopi and ivies from Dendra in the Argolid, some of the specimens from Grave Circle A at Mycenae with images of animals and human figures, and still others with elaborate curvilinear ornaments from Mycenae and Peristeria in Messenia, not to mention the two famous gold cups from the tholos tomb at Vapheio in Laconia, with their remarkably naturalistic scenes of the capture and domestication of wild bulls).
Figure 33.2. Gold finger ring from chamber tomb 91 at Mycenae (after Dimakopoulou 1988, figure on p. 195).
This review of the principal techniques practiced by mainland goldsmiths during the Late Bronze Age allows for an identification of some specific and recurring features. The most characteristic appears to be a certain mass production that is made possible by using molds and has been applied to different types of objects, to various ornaments and beads, and also (most probably though less frequently) to precious metal vessels, as well as to different materials (e.g., gold, silver, glass paste, faience). This emphasizes the great homogeneity of the production, and this in turn is an obvious sign of its essentially local character.
A confirmation is provided by the evidence we have of the organization of jewelry workshops, especially at Thebes. Here the excavations have revealed that different materials have been worked into shape at the same place: not only precious metals, fragments of which were discovered in both finished and unfinished forms, but also glass paste, shells, and amber and raw stones like rock crystal, steatite, onyx, amethyst, agate, and lapis lazuli (Symeonoglou 1978).
Especially significant is the presence of small gold sheet ornaments of regular geometric shapes but also cut along the outline of pictorial designs. These were surely intended as inlays for bronze objects, most probably vases rather than daggers since the manufacture of the latter had ceased at the time the Thebes workshop was active, which was immediately before its destruction at the end of Late Helladic IIIB1, whereas inlaid metal vessels were still being made at the end of the Late Helladic IIIB period. This seems to indicate that at least in this particular case ornaments made of precious metal, semiprecious stones, and other colored materials were manufactured in the same workshop as the inlaid precious metal vessels.
No less important for the reconstruction of the successive stages in the manufacture are the six small pieces of rock crystal, identified by the excavator as inlays to be assembled on a panel but that could be interpreted rather as magnifying glasses. The craftspersons certainly were in need of a magnifying system when working on small items such as gold beads and especially when they had to add granulation to them. The slight convexity of the six items from Thebes gives them some properties to enlarge things that are looked at through them—the same feature as on similar rock crystal items in the Troy “treasures”—and the double cutting at the bottom may be the best means of allowing an easier grip for the lenses.
The information about jewelry workshops appears, in the end, rather scanty. We should not forget, however, that a substantial part of Mycenaean precious metal objects belongs to the category of funerary ornaments made specifically for funerary use. Moreover, it has been suggested that at least in one case the manufacture of gold ornaments took place within the tomb itself, during the process of laying down the deceased and the offerings. This is the way in which Protonotariou-Deïlaki quite convincingly interprets the tiny pieces of gold sheet found near one of the skeletons in the tholos tomb at Kazarma in the Argolid, which are most probably the scraps that fell on the ground while the craftspersons was cutting the pieces of the funerary ornamentation (Protonotariou-Deïlaki 1990). This particular practice, which is attested also in the shaft graves but has probably not been used systematically, seems to give additional insight into the conditions in which the goldsmiths were working.
The preceding observation of the prevailing funerary nature of Mycenaean gold jewelry implies an essentially local use and certainly not a wide distribution of objects. The function and the meaning of the items favor a similar conclusion. Mycenaean jewelry and precious metal plate were certainly intended in some cases for everyday use. Obvious signs of this are the solid construction of most gold finger rings and of some gold relief beads, with additional granulated decoration, as well as the various techniques used for increasing the structure and stability of metal vessels. The majority of gold items, however, exhibit on the contrary a clearly simplified quality of work, as well as an extremely thin and quick fabric that is hardly suitable for repeated use and is compatible only with a strictly limited function within the funerary ritual. Examples of such a simplified technique are numerous, especially in the class of gold sheet ornaments with small holes along the edges intended to be sewn to the shroud.
What about the reasons for the Mycenaeans’ evident preference for a class of jewelry that appears particularly and exclusively suited to serve a specific function in burial practices—an exclusivity that is quite clear from the Kazarma evidence mentioned earlier? An inventory of the designs embossed on the gold sheet ornaments enables one to observe that most of them refer to categories of fauna either considered as having a protective value or exhibiting rather unexpected features. The owl and the eagle belong to the former, as well as probably some hybrids, such as the sphinx and the griffin and perhaps also the swan. To the latter belong the butterfly, the bee, the cicada, the frog, the triton shell, the octopus, and probably the stag (i.e., animals that hibernate and thus regularly awaken after a long period of immobility, animals that develop by metamorphosis, or animals that possess some faculty of regeneration such as tentacles or antlers) (Laffineur 1985). The protective value has certainly been understood as quite profitable for the deceased in the after-world. The other features may reasonably be expected to have been considered as symbolical guarantees of the accession of the dead to a new life after death. They may have influenced the choice of motifs represented on the funerary ornaments and resulted in a preference for images of animals that incorporate those highly beneficial qualities.
A related interpretation could be proposed in the funerary context for the gold ornaments with images of plants and flowers, which may be viewed as hints at the annual renewal of vegetation and at the suggestive evidence that vegetal life grows out of earth. Their representations may consequently be considered as equally precious guarantees of the accession to a new life for the deceased. More specific associations may be added, especially the pomegranate, a well-known symbol of fertility, illustrated on gold beads from Shaft Grave III at Mycenae, as well as associations of plants with animals, particularly stags, which have in themselves a symbolic value of regeneration.
Increasing the efficiency of the symbolism of regeneration was certainly intended through the repetition of identical motifs on several gold ornaments and the technique of mass production that makes it possible, as well as through the association of several images of different animals to the same burial or even the association of hints at vegetal renewal and animal regeneration. The frequent emblematical presentation of the designs is likely to have been intended as a further way to duplicate the message. Finally, the predominant use of gold is not insignificant: Its imperishable character was no doubt considered as contributing to the conservation of the ornaments and to a sort of eternal functioning of the symbolical action of the images on them. This last feature has to be connected with the value of immortality, which has often been attached to gold in later times and has likely its origin in the solar connotations of the shining metal.
The high value of gold, which is increased by the fact that it likely had to be imported from abroad, would imply that its possession and use were limited to wealthy individuals belonging to a high class, in much the same way as prestige weapons and other luxury items do. Social, political, and economic status can best be expressed in funerary contexts, where the signs of the appurtenance to a specific class are definitely and deliberately attached to individuals when they are buried and are given specific objects as grave goods. Especially indicative of a high status is, in this respect, the more or less high value of the personal belongings of the deceased, both taken separately and considered as a whole, and depending on the material in which they are made, the skill and artistic value that they reflect and their eventual rarity. However, the quantitative aspect of a funerary assemblage seems undoubtedly another illustration of high status, in particular of its value as an indication of social status and as a means of legitimizing political status and power.
Coming back to typology and the techniques of manufacture, one should finally raise the question of the survival of Mycenaean jewelry in later Greek jewelry (Laffineur 1987, 1998). Signs of survival appear especially numerous in the Dark Ages, for which the excavations have yielded examples of types reminiscent of Late Bronze Age types, especially and paradoxically of the earliest ones—and in spite of the obvious decline observable in the last Mycenaean phase (Higgins 1983): circular ornaments made of thin sheet gold from Skyros in the Goulandris collection, from Lemnos and Rhodes, “Gamaschenhalter” or closely related pieces from Skyros and from tombs at Lefkandi in Euboea (Laffineur 1996a), tubular beads with four spirals from Skyros (to be compared with specimens from Shaft Grave III and grave Omikron at Mycenae), and earrings with two spirals from Lefkandi.
Most significant for a connection to a Late Bronze Age tradition is also the predominant nonsolid construction and funerary use of geometric jewelry and the probably much similar meaning of symbolic protection attached to it. Survivals are also attested as far as technique is concerned. The process of cloisonné has to be mentioned here (earrings from Eleusis and Athens, a necklace from Spata), as well as granulation, which experiences a significant revival in Geometric and Orientalizing jewelry. The most typical link, however, is emphasized by the techniques of mass production through beating sheet gold over hollow molds that have been extensively used for the Attic Geometric gold bands and the Rhodian Orientalizing gold plaques with raised figures. Iconography, in fact, shows the only noticeable differences and true renewal with the introduction of oriental designs as early as the late Geometric period.
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Events
ERUPTION OF THERA/SANTORINI
STURT W. MANNING
ALTHOUGH human lives, and history, are full of specific and key moments, finding these in a useful form in the archaeological record is a rare occurrence; too often one is faced with a challenging palimpsest. But one especially dramatic type of archaeological moment, or short-lived horizon, occurs when a large volcanic eruption devastates a region. A world is, tragically, captured (entombed, frozen) forever at a specific time—in toto. The most famous example is the eruption of Vesuvius in AD 79. Although this catastrophe extinguished and entombed Pompeii and Herculaneum, it has provided archaeology with an unparalleled set of evidence (e.g., Berry 2007). The prehistoric ‘Pompeii’ of the Aegean world is the horizon of time sealed by the great eruption of the Thera/Santorini volcano in the Aegean in the mid-second millennium BC (Friedrich 2000). This eruption entombed a thriving city with international links (referred to as Akrotiri, from the name of the nearby modern village) and other settlements on Thera, and, through the spread of a tephra blanket (airfall volcanic ash/debris), laid down a clear marker horizon across much of the southern and eastern Aegean, western Anatolia, and some of the East Mediterranean (which can be traced by modern scientific means, e.g., Bichler et al. 2003).
The prehistoric archaeology buried by the volcano on Thera was recognized in the late 19th century AD (Tzachili 2005), but modern excavations started under Spyridon Marinatos only in 1967 (Marinatos 1968–1976); work has continued from 1974 to the present under the direction of Christos Doumas (e.g., 1983, chapter 56 this volume). The extraordinary and unique finds at Akrotiri—a large town of buildings preserved to several stories (and with earlier remains underneath), millions of artifacts, and, most famously, room after room of astonishing wall paintings—make the site—and the eruption that both destroyed and created it (for the modern world)—pivotal and compellingly central to Aegean and wider East Mediterranean prehistory (Palyvou 2005; Sherratt 2000; Manning 1999; Forsyth 1997; Doumas 1983, 1991, 1992; Doumas, Marthari, and Televantou 2000; Hardy et al. 1990). The volcanic eruption itself was an epoch-scale event—one of the larger volcanic eruptions of the last several thousand years (with recent work making it only larger: Sigurdsson et al. 2006)—and it had a substantial, shorter-term impact on the region beyond Santorini, ranging from direct airfall tephra damage in the southeast Aegean, associated seismic and especially tsunami impacts, to (debated) effects on the environment and even the climate over the subsequent months to years (Bruins et al. 2008; Frisia et al. 2008, 26; Bottema and Sarpaki 2003; Eastwood et al. 2002; McCoy and Heiken 2000; Manning and Sewell 2002; cf. Pyle 1997). Marinatos (1939) famously suggested that the eruption might even have caused the destruction of Minoan Crete (also Page 1970). Although this simple hypothesis has been negated by the findings of excavation and other research since the late 1960s (e.g., Renfrew 1979; Doumas 1990; Hardy and Renfrew 1990; Soles, Taylor, and Vitaliano 1995), which demonstrate that the eruption occurred late in the Late Minoan IA ceramic period, whereas the destructions of the Cretan palaces and so on are some time subsequent (late in the following Late Minoan IB ceramic period), some scholars nonetheless continue to see the volcanic eruption as a pivotal event that caused the downturn (or beginning of the end) of Minoan civilization (Driessen and Macdonald 1997).
When did this important eruption occur?
This seemingly innocent question has been the source of a major controversy in Aegean prehistory for a generation (e.g., Michael 1976; Warren 1984; Betancourt 1987; Manning 1988, 1999, 2007; Hardy and Renfrew 1990; Bietak 2003a; Wiener 2006, 2007). Let us begin with what is agreed and then move on to what is debated and why.
RELATIVE DATE
The placement of the eruption in the archaeological sequence of the southern Aegean is now more or less universally agreed: toward the end of the Late Minoan (LM) IA period in terms of the Cretan sequence (this is based both on comparison of the Minoan ceramics buried by the eruption at Akrotiri with Crete and on the presence of direct airfall Minoan eruption products in late LM IA strata/contexts on Crete). A final posteruption stage of LM IA may have followed, but a mature/late LM IA date is clear. In terms of the mainland sequence, the eruption is very late in Late Helladic (LH) I or perhaps even LH I/IIA border or into the very start of LH IIA (one vase in particular from preeruption Akrotiri looks LH IIA in style) (Warren 2007; Hardy and Renfrew 1990; Manning 1999, 12–19). This relative archaeological placement can be extended outside the Aegean through linkages between the Aegean worlds and those in the East Mediterranean especially. In particular, a direct linkage between preeruption Thera and Cyprus likely exists with apparent imports/exports in both directions, tying Late Cypriot IA to Late Minoan IA (Cadogan 1990, 95; Vermeule and Wolsky 1990, 382 and note 76, 394; Merrillees 2001).
So when did the eruption and late LM IA occur?
ABSOLUTE DATE
The Problem
The traditional approach to absolute dating in Aegean prehistory has been to find exports to or imports from the approximately historically dated world of Egypt and then best estimating the Aegean ceramic periods around these. For periods during which there were clear and plentiful contacts, this procedure works well. Examples are the linkages of the main Old Palace (Kamares) phase (Middle Minoan II) on Crete with Middle Kingdom Egypt (and so the 19th–18th centuries BC) or the (very specific) correspondence between the LH IIIA2 period and the short-lived Egypt capital of Tell el-Amarna under Amenhotep IV (Akhenaten) in the mid-14th century BC. No one contests these dating ‘pegs,’ which have long been clear (e.g., Cadogan 1978), and recent science dating, where available, finds compatible outcomes.
However, there is no good evidence from Egypt for the date of the LM IA period. A couple of LM I (B or maybe A) or contemporary LH items and then a few agreed mature/late LM IB objects are found in Egypt in contexts of the earlier 18th Dynasty (with the LM I characterizing the earliest but least well known horizon from Ahmose to Thutmose II, ca.1540–1482 BC and the transition from the late LM IB material to Mycenaean vessels occurring during the reign of Thutmose III, ca.1479–1425 BC, with an example of LH IIB—largely contemporary with LM II on Crete—found also in a ‘typical tomb group datable to the reign of Thutmose III’ [Aston 2003, 140–45; see also Warren and Hankey 1989, 138–46; Egyptian dates taken from Kitchen 1996; Hornung Kraut, and Washburton 2006]). All of this, however, merely sets a point before which (terminus ante quem) for the LM IA period. Depending on variables such as whether these vessels were interred immediately or later after use, some to most of the LM IB period lies before the time they arrived in Egypt. If the LM IB period is considered short—as it was thought to be until recently—this could suggest that late LM IA was perhaps in the later 16th century BC (an end-date of 1500 BC was the initial ‘round number’ approximation, e.g., Warren 1984; more recently, dates a couple or a few decades earlier have been entertained: e.g., Warren and Hankey 1989, esp. 215; Warren 2006, 2007; Wiener 2006). If the LM IB period is long—as now is seemingly clear from both the archaeological and the science-dating evidence from Crete (Betancourt 1998, 293; Rutter n.d.; Manning 2009)—then this same evidence could indicate that late LM IA was somewhere in the later 17th century BC down to around 1600 BC (or roughly a century earlier).
The ‘Short chronology’ was the interpretation of the mid-second millennium BC Aegean that became conventional or orthodox in scholarship through the AD 1980s (see, for example, the chronology of Warren and Hankey 1989, 169). However, subsequent archaeological work (see especially Rutter n.d.), as well as reconsideration of how to interpret the archaeological linkages between the Aegean and Egypt (Kemp and Merrillees 1980; Betancourt 1987; Manning 1988, 1999, 2007), and especially the application of science-dating techniques (in particular, radiocarbon dating: discussed later) have raised major questions about this dating in recent decades. This evidence suggests a long LM IB period (early/earlier 16th century to the first half of the 15th century BC) and a date for the eruption of Thera in the late 17th century BC. Dates for the eruption from environmental records (especially ice cores and tree rings) have also been suggested as relevant (see later). Some are possible (although some have been strongly criticized), but as of now (AD 2009), none are clear or established (and generally what seemed more plausible in the late AD 1980s–1990s has became less evident or more complicated as a result of more critical examination and further work).
A clash of scholarly cultures has developed. Some archaeologists simply state that the conventional interpretation of the archaeological evidence is secure and superior and that any suggestion to the contrary by science dating simply means something is wrong with the science dating or its analysis (Bietak 2003a; Wiener 2003, 2007). A variety of supposed or claimed possible problems with radiocar bon dating are listed—but never demonstrated as relevant—to justify ignoring this evidence. Meanwhile, others have accepted the worth of the case built from a large number of radiocarbon determinations and have concluded that the archaeological evidence can be reinterpreted in a consonant fashion. Warbuton (2009, 139–144) goes even further: critically questioning the supposed stratigraphic sequence at the key site of Tell el-Dabca in the Nile Delta (noting the conspicuous lack of suitable published evidence to support the many specific stratigraphic and assemblage claims made), and suggests that it is perhaps the claimed interpretation of this site, and not radiocarbon, that is the main problem. There has been little common ground.
Archaeology
No fundamentally key archaeological evidence for this problem has helpfully turned up in the last generation to resolve or advance matters. The situation remains where there is a conventional interpretation or viewpoint (Short or Low chronology), but it abides now simultaneously or in parallel with an alternative analysis (High or Long chronology) or at least a clear ambiguity that allows plural interpretations, as argued by Betancourt (1987, 1990; see also Kemp and Merrillees 1980; Manning 1988, 1999, 2007; and see generally conference volumes such as Hardy and Renfrew 1990; Balmuth and Tykot 1998; Bietak 2003b; Bietak and Czerny 2007).
This lack of progress has not been for want of effort. Some spectacular wall painting fragments of a Minoan-like type have been found at a major site (Tell el-Dabca) in the Nile delta (Bietak, Marinatos, and Palyvou 2007). After first being dated to the Hyksos period, they are now assigned to the Thutmosid period, likely the reign of Thutmose III (see Bietak, Marinatos, and Palyvou 2007, 39–40, with key stratigraphic support summarized on pages 21, 27). A secure linkage to Thutmose III awaits publication of the full ceramic evidence. The limits seem to be as follows: First, from his ceramic seriation, Aston (2003, 143) says the relevant upper stratum ‘cannot really be any earlier than the reign of Thutmose III,’ and the lower limit seems to be Amenhotep II (see Bietak, Marinatos, and Palyvou 2007, 21, 27, and the description of the phase C/2 = stratum c magazines that cut into deposits with painting fragments on p. 21). The paintings are in the earlier part of this range and are therefore likely Thutmose III in date.
These paintings have been much discussed. The excavator, Manfred Bietak, trenchantly argues that they are very similar to the Akrotiri wall paintings from Thera and thus that they are of earlier LM I date. He sees a very short/low chronology, with this context of the early to mid-15th century BC only some decades at most after the Thera eruption (which he would date ca. 1500 BC or later). Nonetheless, the paintings are simply not LM IA in style. At the earliest they are late LM I (i.e., late LM IB) and, in all sense and likelihood, are in fact LM II-IIIA in style and date (Shaw 2009 and Younger 2009), linking especially to a group of LM II wall paintings known from Knossos, which was the new, single-palace supersite of Crete and the southern Aegean at this time and with good evidence for high-level contacts with Egypt, including, from its port area at Katsamba, Thutmose III (Manning 2009 and references). Thus, one could merely state that these paintings offer ambiguous evidence; alternatively, they may well support a rethinking of the Short chronology. However, they do not offer a clear resolution that everyone will accept.
Finds of pumice in the East Mediterranean from the Minoan eruption have been noted, and their presence especially in Tuthmosid contexts in Egypt has been held by some to suggest that the eruption occurred around this time (e.g., Bietak and Höflmayer 2007, 17 and references; Bietak 2003a, 28). However, this argument has failed to gain traction. The pumice was used in craft workshops and was collected (and maybe even traded), and we have no idea how long it had been lying around before use (just as it has been regularly used in many other, later prehistoric contexts down through the Classical period and beyond). We also lack many contexts for the 16th century BC from which to see whether they, too, have Minoan pumice—thus, the presence/absence case is weak.
Other recent attempts to claim that a category of artifact type does or does not resolve the short/long debate have failed to convince those already not committed to one side or the other. Either the evidence is not of sufficient resolution or clarity to preclude one side or the other, or it can reasonably be reinterpreted (or less determinedly interpreted in one way). For example, it is argued that a couple of stone vases (one from Shaft Grave IV at Mycenae, one from Akrotiri) are Egyptian and specifically of 18th-Dynasty date (with linkages especially drawn from the reign of Thutmose III) (Warren 2006). Therefore, the implication is that the LH I/LM IA periods must overlap into the 18th Dynasty (and hence continue after ca. 1540 BC) and, given the specified Thutmose III parallel, perhaps last even into the 15th century BC. As stated, this seems key evidence, but it is not in fact certain that the vessels are Egyptian (there has been debate over several other claimed Egyptian stone vessels: Lilyquist 1996, 1997), and, more critically, the stylistic dating, which places them exclusively in the 18th Dynasty, is not demonstrated. Although there are undoubtedly good 18th-Dynasty parallels from the several known 18th-Dynasty assemblages, the types could also date earlier (a notable feature of earlier 18th-Dynasty material is that much of it is a last stage of development of Second Intermediate Period types, as is also the clear case for the ceramics; see, e.g., Aston 2003, 142). Here we have less convenient assemblages for comparison also, which makes it especially hard either to prove or to rule out a pre-18th-Dynasty (Second Intermediate Period) dating. Thus, the case is neither clear nor resolved.
There are several other examples of a similarly ambiguous or nondecisive nature (unless a particular interpretative slant is applied). For example, Koehl (2000) has suggested that rhyta made in Egypt in the earlier to mid-18th Dynasty are more like LM IA types (and so some see this as evidence that LM IA was contemporary: e.g., Bietak 2003a, 29), but the situation is not so simple. The mechanism, directness, and specificity of the link between the Aegean form and those in Egypt is unclear (which have non-Aegean decorations—the supposed link is just the shape/form); moreover, LM IA—style rhyta continue into LM IB (as Koehl 2000, 95, notes), even if a direct influence is sought (and, of course, they appear, even if modified, also in the later years of Thutmose III, held by figures dressed in kilts of LM II–IIIA style: Koehl 2000, 97–99; for the kilts see Rehak 1996, 36–37; Betancourt 1998, 293; Barber 1991, 348; 1993). Furthermore, other LM IB, LH IIA, and even LM II objects occur in earlier to mid-18th-Dynasty contexts (Kemp and Merrillees 1980; Warren and Hankey 1989; Warren 2006). Moreover, during the reign of Thutmose III there is good evidence for a linkage to LM II (Manning 2009); hence, these rhyta may not offer a suitably sensitive comparison. Similarly, analysis of the metal vessels depicted with the Keftiu (= Cretans, it is assumed) in paintings in some Egyptian tombs (Mätthaus 1995) is capable of being consistent with either the short or the long Aegean chronology.
The net result is something of a stalemate from the point of view of archaeology. The main arguments offered to supposedly prove a Short or Low chronology position are in no case decisive and in several cases have been argued in fact to support an alternative Long or High chronology.
Perhaps the most dramatic example of the last is a Cypriot White Slip I bowl that was found on Thera in the late 19th century under the volcanic pumice (Merrillees 2001). The vessel has been lost since at least AD 1922. Bietak argues that because no White Slip I is found in Egypt in a secure context before the 18th Dynasty (though the corpus is in fact quite small, and some sherds from insecure contexts might in fact have been original Second Intermediate Period imports), then this vessel cannot date before the 18th Dynasty, and so the eruption must also date after the beginning of the 18th Dynasty (e.g., Bietak 2003a, 23–28; Wiener 2001). However, the vessel can be recognized as an early type of White Slip I and is probably of northwestern Cypriot origin (see Manning 1999, 150–92; Manning and Sewell 2002; Manning, Crewe, and Sewell 2006, 482–85; Manning 2007, 118–19). White Slip I appears in west/northwest Cyprus from Late Cypriot IA2 but was not really present in eastern Cyprus (and especially around Enkomi) until (late) Late Cypriot IB; there is a marked regionalism on Cyprus at the start of the Late Bronze Age (Merrillees 1971; Manning 2001; Crewe 2007, esp. p. 153), just as in Egypt in the Second Intermediate Period (Bourriau 1997), which lasts into the early 18th Dynasty (Aston 2003, 142). Yet, known Cypriot exports to Egypt in the Late Cypriot I period mainly come from the east. Thus, White Slip I and other new Late Cypriot wares like Base Ring I, largely appear in Egypt only after the eastern region adopts them. The Egyptian evidence is therefore at best a partial record of east Cypriot fashions at this time and is in no sense a measure of the overall range of Cypriot ceramic history in Late Cypriot IA–IB. In contrast, there is other evidence for LM IA contacts between Thera and northwest Cyprus (Cadogan 1990, 95; Vermeule and Wolsky 1990, 382 and note 76, 394), so we can envisage two very different Cypriot ceramic-regional groupings as represented when we compare the sparse evidence from both the Aegean and Egypt. There is no reason this evidence should be compatible and also no reason to limit early White Slip I to an 18th Dynasty start.
Science Dating
In contrast to the archaeological gridlock, the science-dating situation has become somewhat clearer over the last twenty years.
Radiocarbon
Radiocarbon dates on organic materials of annual growth from contexts buried by the volcanic eruption—like seeds stored in jars when the town of Akrotiri was abandoned—should give ages more or less contemporary with the time humans abandoned the site very shortly before the eruption. These have consistently produced ages indicating a date around one hundred years earlier than the conventional Short chronology date in work by a number of laboratories over several decades (with recent work merely more precise) (see Michael 1976; Michael and Betancourt 1988; Manning 1988, 1990; Manning et al. 2006; Housley et al. 1990; Friedrich, Wagner, and Tauber 1990). The latest study, employing both a large dataset and a coherent sequence of evidence from before, around, and after the time of the Thera eruption to best define the volcanic destruction horizon, offered an age of 1660–1613 BC at 95.4% probability for the volcanic destruction level (with the subrange of 1639–1616 BC the most likely) (Manning et al. 2006).
It is also important to note what is not possible. The original Short chronology date of ca. 1500 BC is simply incompatible with the radiocarbon evidence. Even ignoring the integrated LM IA—LM II sequence and its sophisticated analysis in the Manning et al. (2006a) study, just the high-quality, recently analyzed (measured in the AD 2000s), short-lived data from the volcanic destruction level at Akrotiri by themselves indicate that a date after ca. 1600 BC has less than 5% probability and that a date after ca. 1530 BC has less than a 1% possibility (see figure 34.1).
Figure 34.1. Calibrated calendar age probability distribution for the weighted average of the AD2000s analyzed radiocarbon measurements by the Oxford (OxA) and Vienna (VERA) laboratories on short-lived seed samples from the volcanic destruction level at Akrotiri Thera (n = 13). Calibration using OxCal and the current IntCal04 data set (calibration curve resolution set at 5: Bronk Ramsey 1995, 2001, 2008; Reimer et al. 2004). For details on the thirteen samples and the individual measurements, see Manning et al. (2006a), supporting online material table S1. As indicated by the χ2 test (Ward and Wilson 1978), the thirteen samples are all consistent with the hypothesis of representing the same real age at the 95% confidence level. Hence, the weighted average is reasonably the best estimate of the real radiocarbon age (courtesy of the author).
In response, critics note that plants that grow close (and usually only very close—tens to hundreds of meters) to volcanic vents can take in volcanic (and thus old or depleted) carbon dioxide, which causes them to yield anomalously old (usually very old and highly obvious) apparent radiocarbon ages. Thus, some scholars suggest that or speculate whether this volcanic effect (or something similar) somehow caused an anomaly in the radiocarbon ages for samples from Akrotiri (Wiener 2003, 2007). However, consideration of the very consistent pattern of data from Akrotiri for short-lived samples from the volcanic destruction level (no clear very old ages) and the likely distance from the volcanic vent to the locations where crops were likely growing (several kilometers) both argue against the relevance of the volcanic carbon dioxide effect based on modern case studies of volcanic islands (e.g., Pasquier-Cardin et al. 1999; Manning et al. 2009). Moreover, samples from sites beyond Thera, where no plausible volcanic effect could apply, indicate a similar age. A recent study (Manning et al. 2006), which employed a large set of radiocarbon evidence from before, during, and after the eruption, considered an analysis that excluded all of the data from Thera/Santorini itself (and so excluded any plausible volcanic effect). This study shows that these non-Santorini data nonetheless clearly indicate the same early age range for the late LM IA period (and therefore for the eruption date). Hence, placing the volcanic destruction level and the late LM IA period in the later 17th century BC seems real and fairly solid.
Another recent study examined an olive sample found in the Minoan pumice on Thera and attempted to date (or wiggle-match) a time-order sequence of segments from this sample out to the bark (or the time of death of the sample) (Friedrich et al. 2006). This placed the time of death (and it was argued the eruption) between 1627 and 1600 BC at 95.4% probability or, considering the range of error possible in their analysis, as wide as 1654–1597 BC also at 95.4% probability (Friedrich et al. 2006, supporting online material table S2). This age appears compatible with the findings from the Akrotiri short-lived samples. The use of olive wood in such a study is unusual as it is not regarded as suitable for tree-ring analysis because clear, visible annual growth rings are not produced; hence, the Friedrich et al. study employed X-ray tomography to try to find the growth increments. However, it is certainly possible that some of the ‘rings’ identified are not annual or that the count is less accurate than thought. Friedrich et al. considered up to a 50% error in the ring count and found that only modest changes occurred, but a degree of uncertainty undoubtedly exists concerning the reality of the ‘ring’ count, and replication and further investigation would certainly be desirable.
Worst case? If the ‘ring’ count is entirely abandoned and one looks only at the indisputable order (from oldest to most recent) across the sample, then a Sequence analysis (employing the data in Friedrich et al. 2006 and the OxCal software with the current IntCal04 radiocarbon calibration curve: Bronk Ramsey 1995, 2001, 2008; Reimer et al. 2004) finds that the last dated segment lies between either 1650 and 1600 BC (57.6% probability) or 1590–1530 BC (37.8% probability), with the most likely 51.7% of the total probability indicating the range 1635–1605 BC. This finding, of course, allows Short chronology proponents to claim that the less likely 37.8% range could allow a date down to around 1530 BC or so. Yes, but it also continues to indicate that the most likely age for the death of this sample is shortly after 1635–1605 BC and thus in line with the other evidence from Thera related to the volcanic eruption (regardless of whether one can really count olive growth ‘rings’). (Skeptics and those who prefer a later age for the eruption will also speculate on whether it is certain that the sample was actually killed by the eruption or was not an already-dead section of an olive tree; either assertion is possible, of course, but the coincidence of age range with the other evidence from the Akrotiri volcanic destruction level suggest these assertions probably are not correct.)
Overall, the radiocarbon evidence is fairly clear and indicates a likely date for the eruption of Thera in the later 17th century BC.
Other Science Dating Claims?
In the AD 1980s, analysis of ice cores from Greenland identified acidity peaks that correspond to major volcanism (Hammer, Clausen, and Dansgaard 1980), and it was argued that a volcanic signal ca. 1645 BC could indicate the Thera eruption since this date was compatible with the radiocarbon evidence, and the signal indicated a very large eruption (Hammer et al. 1987). The case was one of coincidence. No positive link was possible between the acid spike and Thera. Thera just happened to be the best-known eruption of the mid-second millennium BC.
Meanwhile, it was observed that tree-ring growth in sensitive locations correlated in some cases with the impacts of major volcanic eruptions. A growth anomaly observed between 1628 and 1626 BC was tentatively identified as perhaps the Thera eruption (LaMarche and Hirschboeck 1984; Baillie and Munro 1988). There was no positive evidence for the specific linkage, but at the time it seemed that an unusual ‘package’ of evidence indicated a major volcanic eruption around the same time, and the radiocarbon said this could be Thera. A date of 1628/1626 BC seemed a possibility for the Thera eruption. However, these simplistic and sweeping would-be teleconnections and hypotheses were undoubtedly naive (Buckland, Dugmore, and Edwards 1997).
In the subsequent two decades, few new methods have really entered the fray. An attempt to apply luminescence techniques to the dating of the older (Cape Riva) eruption of Santorini, even selecting only quartz to avoid known problems with feldspars, was unsuccessful (Bonde, Murray, and Friedrich 2001). However, it is potentially of importance that recent work has begun on identifying past volcanic eruptions and impacts by employing speleothems, and a stalagmite from Sofular Cave in western Turkey is suggested to have a signal caused by the Santorini/Thera eruption (Frisia et al. 2008, 26; photo of the stalagmite on the front cover of issue no. 2). The dating of the Sofular Cave stalagmite is not yet by itself of the high resolution needed to address the Thera debate independently (contrast the recent higher-resolution record from Grotta di Ernesto in Italy: Frisia et al. 2008: 25–26, figure 1), but that dating or similar records may prove useful in the future. A short-lived 13C peak and then a slightly delayed and sustained sulphur response (suggesting increased sulphur levels available for mobilization from surface to subsurface for several decades) is noted in the Sofular Cave starting around ca. 1600 BC (which the authors suggest is consistent with an eruption on Santorini in the late 17th or early 16th century BC). This is an area of research to watch for further developments and for full publications (see e.g. Siklósy et al. 2009).
One other potentially promising avenue of research is dendrochemistry. Pilot work has shown some success linking tree-ring chemistry to major volcanic eruptions (Pearson, Manning, Coleman, and Jarvis 2005; Pearson 2006 and references), and ongoing work may suggest a volcanic association for the ca. 1650 BC growth anomaly in the Aegean dendrochronology (Pearson et al. 2009; Pearson and Manning 2009).
Meanwhile, further research in the subsequent two decades has both changed and clarified the simple initial hypotheses drawn from the ice cores and tree rings. Attempts to identify tiny volcanic glass particles in the ice led first to claims of a positive Thera identification (Hammer et al. 2003) but then to strong criticism, including arguments in one case for an Alaskan volcano instead (Aniakchak) (Keenan 2003; Pearce et al. 2004; Denton and Pearce 2008). Most recently, a date of 1642 ±5 BC has been stated for the one clear major volcanic acidity peak (in all three synchronized Greenland ice cores for the period) in the time span indicated for the Thera eruption by the radiocarbon evidence (Vinther et al. 2006, 2008). Could the ice-core event be Thera? Denton and Pearce (2008) claimed that it could not. However, the careful and considered response of Vinther et al. (2008) makes important reading. It is correct that the chemistry of the volcanic glass is indistinguishable from that from the Aniakchak eruption, but Vinther et al. make a good case that the analyses do not rule out Thera as a source, especially if the clear complexities of the Thera case are considered (they also correctly observe the inappropriateness of Keenan’s (2003) t-test approach to this type of analytical situation, remarking that it would also rule out Aniakchak). The most persuasive point is that the tephra arrived several months before the sulphate aerosol in the Greenland ice, typical of major lower-latitude eruptions like Thera and not high-latitude eruptions (as noted by Hammer et al. 2003; Vinther et al. 2006).
Thus, an ice-core date of ca. 1642 ±5 BC remains in play (while not established). From the tree-ring side, recent work has found additional years during which growth anomalies plausibly indicate volcanic impacts (Salzer and Hughes 2007). Thera candidates include 1652–1648 BC, 1628–1626 BC, and 1619–1617 BC in the later 17th century BC (contemporary with the age range indicated by radiocarbon for the Thera eruption). Considering the total date range suggested by radiocarbon and conventional archaeology, other possibilities could include 1597 BC, 1544 BC, and 1524 BC. Whether the first or second can be synchronized so as to link with the ice-core evidence is not clear at this time. An extraordinary growth anomaly in the Aegean dendrochronology is dated ca. 1650 +4/−7 BC (Manning et al. 2001), and it is tempting to speculate whether this might be linked with the 1652–1648 BC treering package noted by Salzer and Hughes (2007) and, in turn, whether we might be able to associate this with the ca. 1642 ±5 BC ice-core signal. However, if the Thera eruption is regarded as a lesser signal in the ice-core records, then 1619–1617 BC or 1597 BC could come into play. No other environmental proxy indicates a major volcanic event ca. 1544 BC, so this seems an unlikely association. Wiener (2006) has noted the tree-ring growth anomaly attested in 1524 BC, and, as this is almost at the very margin of the latest possible part of the radiocarbon range and, in reverse, at the top end of the conventional short chronology estimates for the date of eruption, he has suggested this might be Thera in an attempt to keep the short chronology in play. At present no other proxy evidence supports this association.
Thus, with regard to Thera, no clear ice-core and tree-ring tie-in exists as of AD 2009 (contra the situation that seemed to perhaps exist in the AD 1980s, e.g., Hughes 1988). In addition, we have no clear positive evidence, although Vinther et al. (2008) make a reasonable case for seriously considering 1642 ± 5 BC despite recent criticism (and the date may be a little more flexible, even to around 20 years, according to one recent analysis; Muscheler 2009). We simply have several possible candidates.
CONCLUSIONS
It might seem that archaeologists and scientists ought to be able to date a very large volcanic eruption less than 4000 years ago. However, although archaeologists in the Aegean can place its relative position in the cultural sequence quite precisely (late in the Late Minoan IA cultural phase), there has been much controversy about the absolute date: later 17th century BC or late 16th century BC (or even later for some). The weight of the science-based evidence seems to point to a likely age around a century earlier than archaeologists’ best estimate through the AD 1980s. This potential direct contradiction of a long tradition of work by archaeologists has been met with stiff resistance over the last three decades. Acceptance of such a change would involve some significant reworking of the conventional culture-historical synthesis. It would undermine years of work and publications by many leading figures. As a result, it has to be wrong.
What is the right answer? It remains too early to say. Notably, a great deal of radiocarbon work by several laboratories, using samples from Thera, as well as samples not from Thera (and thus immune from claims that volcanic carbon dioxide somehow affected the samples on Thera), and from periods before, around, and after the eruption, consistently produces more or less the same result: a date most likely in the later 17th century BC. If so, we may be able to associate some events noted in ice-core and tree-ring records—if a positive connection can ever be established. Based on the ice-core and tree-ring evidence, some major volcano seems to have erupted around 1650 BC, give or take a few years. But which volcano is not known— Vinther et al. (2008) merely argue persuasively that Thera remains a possibility. If this turns out not to be Thera, then the other signals noted earlier could be relevant. The stalagmite from Sofular Cave, and other such records (see for example Siklósy et al. 2009) may also prove useful; this evidence already tends to support the Long or High scenario rather than the Short or Low chronology.
Meanwhile, proponents of the Short Aegean chronology continue vigorously to defend a date in the later 16th century BC (or lower in some cases) and to express skepticism regarding science-dating claims. Those who consider dates in the mid-16th century BC down to ca. 1530 BC can claim to be within the less likely range of the radiocarbon evidence. However, those who argue for dates later than this have entirely to ignore or dismiss the large body of high-quality radiocarbon evidence available. There is no sound justification for this position.
The archaeological and radiocarbon evidence from the next archaeological phase on Crete, Late Minoan IB, is also relevant. The archaeology today indicates a long period based on the recognition of several phases within the overall period (Rutter n.d.), while the radiocarbon evidence is consonant, indicating a date for the end of the phase in the first half of the 15th century BC, but also indicating that this long phase began at least in the mid-16th century BC (placing the Thera eruption at least a little earlier again) (Manning 2009). All of this is another challenge for the Short chronology, whereas it can work very happily with the Long or High chronology and with an overall LM IA to LM II radiocarbon-based chronological framework (Manning et al. 2006).
The date of the great eruption of Thera Santorini thus remains for the present an unsolved question. The arguments on both sides reflect a clear clash of academic cultures and generations.
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THE TROJAN WAR
TREVOR BRYCE
THE story of Troy’s war with the Greeks is one of the best-known narrative episodes from the Greek and Roman literary tradition. Apart from the scholarly analyses to which the tale is constantly subjected, it has enjoyed many reincarnations in more popular forms—novels, plays, and presentations on television and cinema screens. To the ancient Greeks and Romans, it provided the inspiration for a wide range of artistic representations in the fields of painting, sculpture, poetry, drama, and philosophy. The romance of the story, which began with a love affair, the scale of the conflict, which brought together two allegedly great international powers, the heroic exploits of its main participants, and the final Greek triumph all contribute to the popularity the story enjoyed in the Classical period and continues to enjoy in the Western world today.
In the Classical tradition, the casus belli was the abduction of Helen, wife of the Spartan king, Menelaus, by the Trojan prince Paris while he was on a ‘goodwill’ visit to Sparta. Helen’s flight with Paris back to Troy prompted the mustering of a Panhellenic naval expedition under the command of Agamemnon, king of Mycenae, whose mission was to sail to Troy, then ruled by Paris’s father, Priam, capture the city, and reclaim the stolen queen. The Greeks encamped on the plains outside Troy and placed the city under siege when the Trojans refused to release Helen. For ten years Troy held out before it fell to the Greeks, who secured entry to the city by the stratagem of the so-called Trojan Horse. Troy was sacked and abandoned, one group of fugitives traveling west with Prince Aeneas, member of a collateral branch of Priam’s family. In the version favored by Roman tradition, the refugees resettled in southwestern Italy, where Aeneas became the founder of the Roman nation.
Ancient Greek writers proposed widely varying dates for the Trojan War, ranging from as early as 1334 to as late as the tenth century BC. The 1334 date was proposed by the 4th–3rd century BC historian Duris, tyrant of Samos, for whom the war occurred 1,000 years before Alexander’s arrival on the site of Troy (FGrH 76 F41). The historian Herodotus, writing in the fifth century, dated the war 800 years before his time (i.e., early in the thirteenth century) (2.145). The third-century Greek geographer Eratosthenes believed that it took place 407 years before the first Olympiad (i.e., 1183) (FGrH 241 F1, 244 F61). This last date was the one most favored in the Hellenistic period. However, although they differed on the war’s actual date, the ancient writers all agreed in assigning it to Greece’s prehistoric period, many generations before the appearance of the first written records (after the Linear B script) in the Greek world. In modern terms, the period to which they assigned the war belongs to the last century (or a little earlier in the case of Duris) of the Late Bronze Age.
In the interval between the war and the earliest written records of it, traditions about the conflict were kept alive and orally transmitted by a succession of storytellers, no doubt like the bards and minstrels who, according to Homer, entertained the courts of Mycenaean kings and noblemen (Odyssey 9.5–11). By far the most famous version of the tale is that narrated by Homer in the Iliad. However, the Trojan War story must already have been told many times by many generations of bards and minstrels before Homer first recited his poem in the late eighth or early seventh century. Indeed, much of our information about events associated with the war, including the abduction of Helen, the stratagem of the Trojan Horse, and the fall of Troy, comes not from Homer but from other sources. The most notable of these are the remains of a group of poems making up the so-called Epic Cycle. These postdate the Iliad but are probably no later than the seventh or early sixth century. They include works such as the Cypria, which deals with the seduction of Helen, the Little Iliad, which tells the story of the Trojan Horse, and the Iliu Persis (‘Sack of Troy’), which describes the capture and destruction of the city by the Greeks. Though only small fragments of these works survive, they clearly reflect stories of the war that predate Homer’s own narrative.
Homer himself refers only in passing to some of the war’s best-known episodes and in the Iliad makes not one single mention of the Trojan horse. He has no wish to repeat all of the details of an already well-known story. Instead, he confines his attention to the last weeks of the ten-year conflict—fifty-one days to be precise—and most of his account is limited to just six days, four days of fighting divided by two days of truce.
The chief theme of his poem is the wrath of the Greek hero Achilles, which was directed initially against Agamemnon for commandeering his favorite slave girl, Chryseis, and finally against the Trojan prince Hektor, who has killed his beloved friend Patroklos. Achilles’ all-consuming desire for revenge is not satisfied until he has met and slaughtered Hektor in hand-to-hand combat and desecrated his body by dragging it back to his tent behind his chariot. The Iliad ends with Hektor’s funeral rites. It thus stops short of an account of the Greeks’ final victory and the sack of Troy, though the city’s fall is foreshadowed a number of times throughout the poem. Homer is less concerned with the outcome of the war than with the range of human qualities and emotions the conflict reveals, as well as the personal triumphs and tragedies to which it gives rise. In this respect, no distinction is drawn between those who fought on the Greek side and those who fought on the Trojan. All were united in both a common culture and their adherence to a common set of ideals and values.
We should not lose sight of the fact that Homer was a poet, not a historian. Moreover, it does him an injustice to assess the merits of his composition on the basis of whether it reflects historical fact. Even so, the ancient commentators had no doubt about the fundamental truth of the Iliad and of the Trojan War tradition in general. Nonetheless, they were sometimes skeptical about various aspects of the tradition, particularly as Homer presented it. Herodotus, for example, accepted the story the Egyptian priests told him—that Helen had never reached Troy (2.112–18). Rather, she had been detained in Egypt, whither the ship in which she and Paris were traveling had been blown by violent winds. The Egyptian king, Proteus, had held her in custody until her husband, Menelaus, could rescue her. When later challenged by the Greeks to hand Helen over, the Trojans declared that they could not do so because she was not in Troy. Homer well knew the truth, Herodotus declares, but ignored it because it did not suit his epic theme. Herodotus’s younger contemporary Thucydides also had no doubts about the basic historicity of the Greek-Trojan conflict and cited Homer as its main source (1.10). However, he believed that Homer, like other reciters of tales, was prone to exaggeration (2.41).
According to Thucydides, Homer set the size of the Greek fleet at 1,200 ships. This is a rounded-off figure, for the precise total obtained by adding together all of the vessels listed in Homer’s ‘Greek Catalogue of Ships’ (Iliad 2.484–760) is actually 1,186. A fleet of this size is inconceivable in a Bronze Age context. Late Bronze Age fleets may have contained no more than a dozen ships at most. We know, for example, that around the time the Trojan War allegedly took place, a fleet of seven ships was sufficient to attack and inflict severe damage on the Syrian coastal city of Ugarit (Nougayrol et al. 1968, 87–89n 24).
This is consistent with what the Iliad tells us about a first Trojan War in the days when Priam’s father, Laomedon, ruled Troy. In this war, the Greek leader was Herakles, who captured and sacked Troy with just six ships (Iliad 5.640–42) and apparently in a much shorter time than the ten-year siege of the ‘second’ Trojan War. A naval-based military operation on this scale is much more feasible in a Bronze Age context than one involving an armada of 1,186 ships. Thucydides makes some attempt to rationalize Homer’s figures by suggesting that the actual number of combatants on board the fleet may not have been particularly large and that the siege continued for ten years because the majority of the Greek forces had to be deployed on plundering and crop-production activities to ensure adequate provisioning for the actual besiegers (1.11).
What of scholarship today? Making allowances for a conflict conceived on an ‘epic’ scale and magnified by successive generations of bards for the entertainment of their audiences, have modern scholars been able to find a kernel of historical truth in the Trojan War tradition? There is now little doubt that the site of Hisarlik, which the Classical Greeks called Ilion (‘Troy VIII’) and the Romans Ilium (‘Troy IX’), was the setting Homer used for his account of the Trojan War. Furthermore, it is commonly assumed that one of Ilion’s Late Bronze Age predecessors (‘Troy VI’ or ‘Troy VII’) was the actual setting of a historical conflict or conflicts that gave rise to the Greek tradition of a Trojan War.
Bronze Age settlement at Troy reached its peak in the Troy VI period, dated on archaeological grounds from ca. 1700 to the early thirteenth century BC (see Mountjoy 1999). The material remains of this level are not inconsistent with Homer’s description of Priam’s Troy—though the correspondence does not extend beyond a few general features. The final sublevel of Troy VI (VIh) suffered violent destruction. A date of ca. 1280 BC for this destruction would fit well with Herodotus’s date of the Trojan War. There is some evidence to support the conclusion that Troy VIh was destroyed by human agency, though it is not sufficient to rule out destruction by earthquake.
Among the most important results produced by Manfred Korfmann’s work at Hisarlik is the identification of a Late Bronze Age lower settlement attached to the citadel mound. Korfmann’s excavations, conducted between 1988 and 2005, appear to have increased tenfold the known area occupied by Troy, from some 20,000 square meters (the citadel on its own) to approximately 200,000 square meters (see Korfmann et al. 2001; Korfmann 2006). Such a dramatic increase in the city’s size has presumably laid to rest the concerns of Homeric literalists (beginning with Heinrich Schliemann), who have found it difficult to reconcile the previously known area of Troy with the Homeric representation of a city that took a force of tens of thousands of Greeks ten years to conquer.
Korfmann’s excavations (which have been subject to criticism by some scholars) indicate that Troy was a much more substantial city than had previously been evident. Its population at its peak in the Troy VI period is now estimated to have been somewhere between 4,000 and 10,000. The city was still not large by ancient Near Eastern standards, but if well fortified, as it clearly was, it could have resisted a large besieging force for a considerable period of time—but probably only for a matter of months, not years. Walled cities attacked by the contemporary Hittites might sometimes hold out for six months against their besiegers, and the investment of such cities could in some instances have strained the resources of the besiegers almost as much as those of the besieged.
There is some validity in Thucydides’ claim that a much larger force than the one directly employed for the siege of Troy was necessary to ensure that the besiegers were adequately provisioned. However, the notion of a protracted siege lasting ten years is simply out of the question. A more realistic conclusion would be that a city like the Troy that Korfmann has now revealed may have been subject to a siege of up to six months (or not much more) by an attacking force of around ten thousand men. Some of the attackers may have arrived in ships, while others were very likely land-based forces, recruited in some cases from local regions and populations allied with or subject to the attackers.
Do Hittite sources provide any answers to the question of whether there really was a Trojan War? The proposed identification of the Late Bronze Age states Wilusa/Wilusiya and Taruisa in Hittite texts with Homer’s (W)ilios and Troia has led to much inconclusive debate among scholars since the Swiss philologist Emil Forrer first suggested the equivalence in the 1930s. However, recent studies on the political geography of western Anatolia have considerably strengthened the case for locating Wilus(iy)a and Taruisa in northwestern Anatolia, in the region later called the Troad (see Starke 1997; Hawkins 1998). These studies increase the likelihood that Wilus(iy)a/Taruisa was the historical prototype of Homer’s (W)ilios/Troy. The significance of the equation is that if it is valid, Hittite texts do provide us with a few scraps of information about Troy’s (i.e., Wilusa’s) history during the Late Bronze Age (see Güterbock 1986; Bryce 2006, 107–12, 182–86). It was for a time a subject kingdom of the Hittite empire and perhaps for this reason became embroiled in disputes and uprisings, probably involving pro- and anti-Hittite internal factions, as well as external forces.
Directly or indirectly, Mycenaean Greeks may have become involved in these conflicts. Few scholars now doubt that the term ‘Ahhiyawa’ was used in Hittite texts to refer to the Mycenaeans, sometimes called Achaeans in the Homeric poems. A specific king of Ahhiyawa had established control over Milawata (Classical Miletus) on the southwestern Aegean coast of Anatolia by the end of the thirteenth century, and he may well have used Milawata as a base for the further expansion of his influence and power throughout the western Anatolian coastal regions. In the inappropriately named ‘Tawagalawa letter,’ one of the best known of the ‘Ahhiyawa documents’ in the Hittite archives, the Hittite king, probably Hattusili III (ca. 1267–1237 BC), hints at the prospect of war over Wilusa with his Ahhiyawan counterpart (see Güterbock 1986, 37) and complains of the latter’s support of insurrectionist activity in the area.
Another well-known letter, the so-called Milawata letter, informs us that Wilusa’s king Walmu had been removed from his throne and sought refuge with his Hittite overlord, on this occasion probably Hattusili’s son and successor, Tudhaliya IV. The Hittite king, author of the letter, is making arrangements with the addressee, unnamed in the letter’s fragmentary remains but probably the king of the large nearby state, Mira, for Walmu’s restoration (see Bryce 2005, 306–308). To judge from the fragmentary Hittite records that refer to it, Wilusa may well have suffered periods of political and military turbulence, like all other states in the region. In addition, it is not at all unlikely that a territorially ambitious Ahhiyawan/Mycenaean kingdom, which had already established a base on the Anatolian mainland, turned predatory eyes on the northern Anatolian kingdom—acting in some instances with the support of local insurgents. However, it is a major step from there to assert that we have in the small number of relevant Hittite documents evidence for the historical reality of the Trojan War tradition.
Warfare that resulted in the capture and sacking of cities was a normal state of affairs in the history of the Late Bronze Age, and the likelihood is that there were many ‘wars’ involving the people of Wilusa and outside attackers, the latter very likely including Greeks. Of course, some such wars may have been little more than small-scale raids designed to plunder merchandise as it was arriving in or departing from the city. Still, this does not rule out the possibility of a substantial and protracted conflict between northwestern Anatolians and Ahhiyawan/Mycenaean Greeks that provided the genesis of the Trojan War tradition, best known from Homer’s version of it. Korfmann himself has argued such a case, and one of his staunchest supporters, J. Latacz (2004), has done so at greater length. However, the historical reality of a single, discrete conflict on a scale and of a duration consistent with the epic tale has yet to established. My own view is that the tale told by Homer and by generations of bards before him is based on an accumulation of stories of conflict that span perhaps several centuries and came to be distilled into a single episode supposedly lasting for ten years and involving a cast of many thousands. In this respect, there may well be a factual basis, or indeed many factual bases, for the story of the Trojan War.
Hittite documentary sources provide no close parallels for what in Greek tradition was the fundamental cause of the Trojan War—the abduction of a Greek queen by a foreign prince. However, Hittite kings were certainly prepared to go to war with other rulers who abducted their subjects or provided refuge for them when they fled Hittite authority. On one occasion, too, the Hittite king declared war on Egypt when his son was allegedly murdered by Egyptian agents while on his way to Egypt to marry the pharaoh’s widow (see Bryce 2005, 180–83). The abduction no less than the murder of a member of a royal family by representatives of a foreign kingdom might well have provided—in the real as in the legendary world—the catalyst for conflict between two kingdoms. There is no need to find a more prosaic explanation for the Trojan War, as some scholars have done, by proposing (for example) a squabble over fishing rights in the Hellespont (Dardanelles) or a contest for control over the waterways leading from the Aegean to the Black Sea.
Due largely to the Homeric version of Troy’s conflict with Greece, the Trojan War became firmly embedded in legendary tradition and provided a major source of inspiration for many generations of writers and artists in the Classical and later worlds. It served other purposes as well. Herodotus claims that the Persians dated their hostility toward Greece to the time of Troy’s fall and reports (7.43) that just before crossing the Hellespont for his invasion of the Greek mainland in 480, the Persian king Xerxes ascended Troy’s citadel and was told the whole story of what had happened there; he then sacrificed a thousand oxen to the goddess Athena of Ilion and ordered his priests to offer libations to the heroes of the Trojan War.
Xerxes would have been fully aware of the political value of a visit to Troy at the beginning of his Greek campaign, and this was no doubt reflected in the symbolic acts he performed on the site. Quite possibly he now sought to represent himself as the avenger, finally, of Troy’s destruction. Nevertheless, there is no suggestion in any of our sources that a desire to take vengeance on the Greeks for what they had done to Troy figured among the reasons for the Persian campaign against Greece, let alone provided a fundamental cause for it.
In 334, Alexander the Great visited Troy immediately after landing on Asian soil. Here he paid homage to the goddess Athena and to the heroes of the Trojan War. This was in effect a response to the similar acts Xerxes had performed on the same site 150 years earlier. The situation was now reversed. Alexander’s visit to Troy marked the beginning of his campaign against the Persian empire, as Xerxes’ visit had marked the beginning of his campaign against Greece. For both Alexander and Xerxes, the rites they performed on the site of the alleged Trojan War had important symbolic significance and made clear political statements.
The Trojan War tradition gained a new lease on life in the last decades of the first century BC, when Vergil composed an epic poem that used the sack of Troy as its starting point. Vergil’s poem, the Aeneid, shifts the focus from the main characters of the Iliad to the minor Trojan prince Aeneas. The poem has to do with Aeneas’s flight from the burning city, his subsequent travels, and his final settlement in Italy, where he founded the Roman nation. In fact, only one of the twelve books of the Aeneid is devoted to the Trojan War. This is Book II, which contains a number of well-known episodes of the war preserved in Greek tradition but not found in the Iliad. Notable among these are the stories of the Trojan Horse and the sack of Troy, as well as a description of the murder of Priam. However, there is no doubt that Homer’s poem provided the basic inspiration for the Vergilian composition. Even so, the Aeneid’s main purpose was a political one. It was intended to justify the extraordinary status that Rome’s ‘first citizen,’ Augustus, enjoyed by depicting the emperor as the lineal descendant of Aeneas and the founder of a new golden age, one whose coming had been foretold by destiny back in the time of Aeneas’s arrival in his promised land.
We have referred to Xerxes’ and Alexander’s visits to Troy in 480 and 334, respectively, and the symbolic and political significance of these visits. Ten years after his conquest of Constantinople in 1453, the Ottoman sultan Mehmet II also came to Troy. There he declared that, in capturing the Byzantine Greek capital, he had defeated the descendants of those responsible for the destruction of Troy; they had at last paid the debt they owed to the people of Asia (Vermeule 1995, 447–48).
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Bryce, Trevor R. 2005. The Kingdom of the Hittites. New ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———. 2006. The Trojans and Their Neighbours. London: Routledge.
Güterbock, Hans G. 1986. “Troy in Hittite Texts? Wilusa, Ahhiyawa, and Hittite History.” In Troy and the Trojan War: Proceedings of a Symposium Held at Bryn Mawr College, October 1984, ed. Machteld J. Mellink, 33–44. Bryn Mawr, Penn.: Bryn Mawr College.
Hawkins, J. David. 1998. “Tarkasnawa, King of Mira: ‘Tarkondemos,’ Boğazköy Sealings and Karabel.” AnatSt 48: 1–31.
Korfmann, Manfred O., ed. 2006. Troia: Archäologie eines Siedlungshügels und seiner Landschaft. Trans. Dirk Bennett, Jan Breder, and Petra Lilith Höhne. Mainz am Rhein: von Zabern.
———, et al. 2001. Troia: Traum und Wirklichkeit. Stuttgart: Theiss.
Latacz, Joachim. 2004. Troy and Homer: Towards a Solution of an Old Mystery. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Mountjoy, Penelope. 1999. “The Destruction of Troy VIh.” Studia Troica 9: 253–93.
Nougayrol, Jean, Emmanuel Laroche, Charles Virolleaud, and Claude Schaeffer. 1968. Ugaritica V. Paris: Klincksieck.
Starke, Frank. 2007. “Troia im Kontext des historischen-politischen und sprachlichen Umfeldes Kleinasiens in 2 Jahrtausend.” Studia Troica 7: 447–87.
Vermeule, Cornelius C., III. 1995. “Neon Ilion and Ilium Novum: Kings, Soldiers, Citizens, and Tourists at Classical Troy.” In The Ages of Homer: A Tribute to Emily Townsend Vermeule, ed. Jane B. Carter and Sarah P. Morris, 467–80. Austin: University of Texas.
THE COLLAPSE AT THE END OF THE BRONZE AGE
OLIVER DICKINSON
THE history of the Aegean Bronze Age has often been presented in terms of long periods of development and apparent stability that are brought to an end by a disaster that afflicts one or more of the major subdivisions of the Aegean region. Such disasters are typically recognized in “destruction horizons,” which show evidence for the destruction of major buildings, often by fire, at a series of important sites at roughly the same time, as defined by the presence of types of diagnostic finds, particularly pottery, in the destruction strata. In Crete, such disasters have generally, though not always, been attributed to earthquakes, but destruction horizons identified on the mainland have more commonly been attributed to hostile attack, most often by external “invaders.”
This was an interpretation favored for many years in dealing with the last such horizon, which I hereafter refer to simply as the Collapse. This occurred around the end of the Late Helladic IIIB pottery phase, probably a bit after 1200 BC on the currently accepted absolute chronology (Shelmerdine 2001, 332–33). Originally the destructions were identified as the archaeological evidence for the population movements and resulting conquests that are reported in the Greek legends to have occurred after the Trojan War, the most famous of which is generally referred to as the “Dorian invasion,” though this is a modern term. Some modern accounts have directly linked the legendary movements of other Greek groups to the east Aegean, referred to generically as the “Ionian migration,” to this “Dorian invasion” by interpreting them as representing the flight of refugees before the Dorian advance. However, this is not what the legends say, for they place the “Ionian migration” a generation or more after the supposed Dorian conquests in the Peloponnese and attack on Athens.
General loss of faith in “invasion theories” as explanations of cultural change, doubts about the value of the Greek legends as sources for Bronze Age history, and closer dating of the sequence of archaeological phases have undermined the credibility of this reconstruction, and other explanations for the Collapse have been proposed. In part, these have reflected a heightened appreciation of what was involved in the Collapse. In the first flush of the enthusiasm aroused by the decipherment of the Linear B script as Greek, Wace, wishing to see continuity of development from Mycenaean Greeks to Classical Greeks, attempted to minimize the cultural changes involved in the transition from the period of the Mycenaean palaces to later times (1956, xxxiii–xxxiv). However, it has become abundantly clear from detailed analysis of the Linear B material and the steadily accumulating archaeological evidence that this view cannot be accepted in the form in which he proposed it. There was certainly continuity in many features of material culture, as in the Greek language itself, but the Aegean world of the period following the Collapse was very different from that of the period when Mycenaean civilization was at its height, here termed the Third Palace Period. Further, the differences represent not simply a change but also a significant deterioration in material culture, which was the prelude to the even more limited culture of the early stages of the Iron Age.
Mycenaean civilization of the Third Palace Period is discussed elsewhere (Nakassis, Galaty, and Parkinson, this volume). Here it is sufficient to recall that the general impressions given by the material suggest a relatively prosperous and stable world dominated by a few major centers, the capitals of the “palace societies”; the best known are Mycenae (with which Tiryns and Midea, impressive sites in their own right, were surely closely associated), Thebes, and Pylos. These are the sites, along with Khania in Crete, that have produced almost all of the evidence from the thirteenth century BC for a sophisticated system of administration. This system, comparable in many ways to those used in the Near Eastern states, relied on the use of the seal and the Linear B script (I here follow the view that the Linear B archives from Knossos are fourteenth century). To what extent the rulers of the most important centers were in diplomatic contact with their contemporaries in the Near East remains debatable. It seems virtually certain that the state Ahhiyawā, whose kings had diplomatic contacts with Hittite kings, was Mycenaean, and its center is very likely to have been Mycenae or Thebes, but there are no certain references to this state outside Hittite documents, and, while there is plausible evidence for some Aegean diplomatic contacts with Egypt in the fourteenth century, there is nothing later.
However, there is much evidence to show that the Aegean was closely tied into the international trade networks that encompassed much of the Mediterranean at this time, and the leading Aegean centers could well have acted as emporia for their less important neighbors by distributing the commodities acquired by trade, particularly raw materials like metals. Thus, their activities could have been fundamental to the general standard of living in the Aegean as a whole, even outside their own territories.
To judge from the evidence of Pylos, the palace centers also supplied and supported teams of craftworkers who produced specialized commodities such as perfumed olive oil and decorated textiles, which were probably used in foreign, as well as Aegean, trade. These and other sites, that seem just as large as the leading centers but have not yet produced clear evidence of the administrative use of Linear B, were also able to invest considerable resources in major building projects, especially fortifications. However, by no means all of the really large sites were fortified, and the spread of a multitude of apparently undefended settlements, ranging from substantial to small, over the countryside in many parts of Mycenaean Greece suggests general stability. It also suggests that the land was farmed on a scale not seen again until Classical times, but it remains unclear whether this led to overexploitation, and the data hardly support any theory of overpopulation. Nevertheless, the level of “civilization” attained should not be overemphasized. Even the biggest centers are dwarfed by the great capitals of the Near Eastern civilizations, and no Aegean centers conformed to the Near Eastern pattern of the walled city.
The impression of stability given by the archaeological remains of phases that lasted at least several decades may be deceptive. Arguments have been advanced for supposing that in the final stages of the Third Palace Period difficulties were beginning to beset the palace societies (Dickinson 2006, 41–46; Shelmerdine 2001, 372–73). There are hints that their economic position was deteriorating, as well as rather more tangible indications from the construction or extension of fortifications that precautions were being taken to guard against attack. This development seems to follow a group of destructions that affect important buildings at Mycenae, Tiryns, Zygouries, Thebes, and the massive fortified site at Gla, but these were not all contemporary and cannot be assumed to have had the same cause, let alone one related to warfare (that at Mycenae seems more likely to reflect earthquake damage).
There is also a famous set of Linear B tablets from Pylos recording what are apparently military detachments stationed at various points along the coasts of the Pylos state. However, as Shelmerdine has pointed out (2001, 375), the arguments that these form part of the evidence for an immediate crisis at Pylos are not cogent, and it would be dangerous to assume that this was an extraordinary, rather than normal, arrangement.
The most telling evidence of troubled times is provided by the abandonment of Gla and the building/extending of fortifications at other sites, but, since constructing these massive walls would have taken a considerable time, such projects can hardly be interpreted as evidence of reaction to an immediately perceived threat. (In this connection, no reliance should be placed on the “Isthmus wall” as evidence that a specific threat was perceived from north of the Peloponnese. The nature and even the date of this structure remain in doubt.) Also, several major centers apparently remained unfortified even at this stage, of which two (Orchomenos in Boeotia and Dhimini [= Iolkos?] in Thessaly) would seem particularly vulnerable to any threat that might originate in central or northwestern Greece. If some of the mid–LH IIIB destructions are to be interpreted as evidence of warfare, as seems possible, this could have occurred between Mycenaean states and, like the new fortifications, could bear witness to the development of dangerous tensions in a period of economic decline. However, the new defenses also indicate a capacity to marshal major resources at some leading centers even in the final stages of the Third Palace Period, and overall the Collapse still comes as something of a surprise.
It is far easier to summarize the main features of the Collapse and its most obvious effects than to explain it. A whole series of leading centers, widely spread on the mainland—Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, the Menelaion site, Pylos, Thebes, Krisa, Dhimini (the Megara A and B complex), and probably Teikhos Dymaion (Achaea)—has produced evidence of severe destruction, frequently including fire. Such evidence has also been identified at some less important sites, and the process of abandoning settlements, both small and substantial, which has been deduced from the results of excavation and survey in many parts of the Greek mainland, began now if not before. Although it is hard to establish a precise chronology for this abandonment, it is noteworthy that a great many of the deserted sites, even the most substantial, show no evidence of reoccupation for many centuries, if ever. A major and surely highly significant shift in the distribution of population was clearly taking place, and the total population seems to have diminished very markedly in some regions (e.g. Messenia). Unfortunately, it cannot be stated with any certainty when this process ended, but it was probably completed by the end of the Postpalatial Period.
The sequel to the destructions at the major excavated sites varied: Some seem to have been totally abandoned (e.g. Krisa), while at others there was continued occupation and rebuilding. But at no site were new buildings erected over the old on a comparable scale, as typically happened in Crete earlier in the Bronze Age. The new rulers of these centers were evidently no longer able to command resources and labor for the large-scale architectural projects that were typical previously. This as much as anything symbolizes the complete disappearance of the palace societies, which is apparent also in the absence of evidence for the use of Linear B and seals in strata following the Collapse. Similarly, the high-quality arts of the Third Palace Period such as fresco painting, ivory working, and the production of precious vessels and inlaid items of furniture barely survived, if at all; the need for them disappeared with the ruling elite whose position they were used to enhance. Although there undoubtedly were rulers in the Postpalatial Period, their distinction from their subjects was not so conspicuously marked.
However, there is no need to present the effects of the Collapse in the apocalyptic terms sometimes used. Many major sites continued to be occupied, and some even seem to have grown in size (e.g. Tiryns, Lefkandi). There is evidence for exchange both within the Aegean and beyond it to east and west, in the course of which various innovations were spread, including the first functional iron items, and some notable indications of prosperity can be identified, especially in the middle stages of the Postpalatial Period (Dickinson 2006, 67–69, 73–74). Still, these features cannot be identified in every part of the Aegean, and the recovery that they represent was not sustained. The Collapse did not cause a total and immediate catastrophe, but it fatally undermined the stability of Aegean society. Indeed, the evidence from the Postpalatial Period suggests chronic instability. A significant section of the population seems to move about restlessly, gathering at major sites and then after a few generations abandoning them again, and sites that had survived the Collapse and apparently prospered for a considerable while were eventually abandoned (e.g., Korakou) or dwindled to shadows of their former selves (e.g., Tiryns).
There were wide variations in experience. In some of the provinces and islands (e.g., Laconia, Achaea, Rhodes), it is impossible to identify a single site that was certainly occupied in the earliest stages of the Iron Age, although this must partly reflect the chances of discovery and the much greater difficulty in identifying pottery types diagnostic for this period. However, there is a multitude of sites in Crete, and their material includes signs of prosperity and overseas contacts that are hard to parallel elsewhere in the Aegean. Even on and near the mainland, sites like Lefkandi, Mitrou, and the Elateia-Alonaki cemetery provide evidence that the picture was less gloomy than that traditionally presented. Nevertheless, centuries were to pass before levels of stability and prosperity comparable with those of the Third Palace Period were achieved again throughout the Aegean.
If, then, the Collapse had such a marked effect on social development in the Aegean, what caused it? The explanations advanced fall into three classes: some form of warfare, whether invasion or raids from outside the Mycenaean world or internecine or civil war, which could include revolts by overburdened subjects; natural disasters of some kind, such as earthquake, drought-induced famine, or disease; and “systems collapse,” an internally generated failure of the palace societies to function, which might represent the culmination of inherent weaknesses in their management or an inability to withstand unexpected shocks.
Such explanations, which tend to focus on a single cause for the Collapse, characteristically fail to take account of all facets of the evidence, including the potential signs of trouble and decline earlier, and they frequently involve the use of questionable premises. Among the reasons for caution in advancing explanations, most important is that the time period over which the Collapse took place cannot be closely measured. There are no outstanding diagnostic types that could suggest that the destructions took place within a very few years of each other (as in the destruction horizon that ended the Second Palace Period in Crete). Although some, as in the Argolid, are agreed to fall very closely together, there is no reason why the whole group should not have been spread over twenty or thirty years, and, as already noted, the process of abandonment of sites may have taken much longer. Such points are bound to undermine all theories that rely on the idea of a single intolerable shock, whether natural or human-delivered.
Also, theories that start from a view that the palace societies were overcentralized, even rigid and oppressive, and dependent upon a narrow economic base are quite open to question. In particular, doubt can be cast on any theory that argues that the palaces encouraged specialization in just one or two crops throughout the territories they controlled, or fostered local specialization that required exchange of commodities through the palace to secure all of the foodstuffs required. Neither of these quite popular ideas can actually be sustained on the evidence of the Linear B tablets or archaeology. Rather, it seems likely that the intensive production of a few commodities was a feature of the palaces’ own estates and that the average settlement had a broadly based agricultural economy (Shelmerdine 2001, 359–60; Galaty and Parkinson 2007, 4–5; Halstead 2007). It follows that the removal of the palaces would probably have meant that the communities they controlled found it harder to get supplies of essential metals and of good-quality manufactured goods, but it should not have affected their ability to farm and otherwise exploit the land, and they would no longer have to pay whatever taxes were previously demanded.
Further, it seems highly unlikely that the palace administrations—and the ruling elites in less complex societies—would not have taken the possibility of bad years into account in their planning, in a region where such years are a recurrent feature. So they would have tried to maintain substantial stores to use in an emergency, and would not have been so vulnerable to some short-term natural disaster (such as a drought resulting from a freak weather pattern in one year) that they could not recover. Palynological and dendrochronological evidence does not support the theory of a long-term (but ultimately reversed) shift in weather patterns put forward by Rhys Carpenter (1966), which, like the theory of a freak alteration in one or two years, is not supported by the settlement pattern following the Collapse (Shrimpton 1987; Drews 1993, ch. 6, especially 79–80).
Earthquakes, another recurring hazard in the Aegean, have greater capacity to deliver a really damaging blow because they may destroy stores and administrative records as well as buildings. But the history of the great centers in Crete shows an ability to recover from severe earthquakes, and while there seems to be growing agreement that the Argive centers were quite probably destroyed by earthquake, perhaps simultaneously, it is hard to accept that earthquake should also have badly damaged so many other places, more widely separated than in Crete, in the same period.
This is a reminder that the experience of any one site or region, however important, cannot be taken as typical, a point of particular relevance when the quite exceptional level of site abandonment in Messenia is considered. Here it is tempting to suggest a special explanation, such as the outbreak of serious disease, although the fourteenth century “plague” in the Hittite empire is not reported to show such a marked effect archaeologically. It is perfectly possible that disease was one of the problems affecting Aegean society, but it is not easy to see why the destruction of major centers should be one of its effects; it is no more likely to have caused complete social breakdown than historically recorded plagues did.
Explanations that see warfare as the main cause also have considerable drawbacks. It is hard to believe that any form of warfare should be so destructive, especially if this was no more than raids, however damaging temporarily, while theories that the ruling elites were overthrown by rebelling subjects must raise certain questions: “Where are the victorious subjects? Why is this followed by such evident decline and movements of population?” Theories that a successful invasion was the cause also have to explain, first, why the putative invaders wrecked the centers of power rather than simply taking them over, as is more normally the case with conquerors (e.g., the Hyksos in Egypt), and second, why there is no material trace of such invaders. For the material culture of the Postpalatial Period essentially continues earlier traditions, without major change in any important feature. The much-discussed handmade burnished ware is found at certain centers before the Collapse and occurs far too sporadically to represent a whole new population; rather, it seems to reflect trade links with Italy.
Drews has argued (1993) that the Collapse in the Aegean and serious disruption in the Near East were the result of the introduction of new weapons and tactics, that allowed hordes of “barbarian” infantry to defeat armies centered upon chariotry and to sack most of the centers of wealth in the Aegean and Near East over a period of decades. This raises a host of questions (Dickinson 1999; 2006, 47–50), not least whether traditionally organized Bronze Age armies were so dependent upon chariotry, especially in the Aegean; whether the “barbarians” can be shown to have adopted the new weapons first; and whether the “Sea Peoples,” who figure so largely in the theory, were as extraordinarily effective a fighting force as represented in this and other modern reconstructions. Drews’s attribution of the destructions in the Aegean partly to warlike “north Greeks,” who then take over territories, again provokes the questions posed earlier.
All of these difficulties and objections, taken together with the growing evidence for variations of experience in different parts of the Aegean, point to the conclusion that it is a waste of effort to try to isolate a single cause or prime mover for the Collapse. It seems very likely that the course of events was too complicated to be reconstructed without the help of written documents. Nevertheless, it does seem possible that the system that depended to a great extent on the palace societies was coming under increasing strain in the later thirteenth century BC, one element of which was the tensions developing between some of the major Mycenaean states. One or more localized incidents, which could be of very varied types—interstate wars, civil wars, earthquakes, crop failures—could have set a process in motion that grew beyond the ability of any power to control it. The more difficult conditions became, the more the palace-based elites would lose the trust of their followers and subjects (earthquakes and other natural disasters might especially be taken as evidence of the gods’ anger with the ruling elite; cf. the Hittite “plague”). Conditions may have been truly chaotic for a short while. The more or less concurrent sequence of damaging events in the Near East, especially the collapse of the Hittite empire, ensured that, when some degree of order was restored in the Aegean, the old systems could not be resurrected, for the conditions in which they had flourished were gone forever.
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SPECIFIC SITES AND REGIONS
Crete
AYIA TRIADA
VINCENZO LA ROSA
AYIA Triada was first explored in May 1902 by F. Halbherr and was originally thought to be a necropolis of Phaistos (figure 37.1). Exploration of the site continued, with a few interruptions, until 1914. Halbherr bore in mind the crucial issue of the relationship between the two sites from the start and hypothesized a single political entity divided between an “Ano polis” (Phaistos) and a “Kato polis” (Ayia Triada), with a hierarchy between the two sites.
After three years of consolidating campaigns carried out by L. Pernier from 1934 to 1936, L. Banti, who had been entrusted with the publication of the excavations that Halbherr had left unpublished (Halbherr, Stefani, and Banti 1977), opened a few test pits in the area of the sacello in 1939 and 1950. Episodic or occasional excavations took place in the 1970s by C. Laviosa and D. Levi, and a new systematic cycle of excavations was begun by the Italian archaeological school at Athens in 1977, which aimed to clarify a series of chronological, architectural, and planimetrical problems left unsolved by the old excavations (La Rosa 2003). The new excavations have led to explanations of the parallel histories of Ayia Triada and Phaistos in terms of a ‘complementarity of roles’ (La Rosa 2003).
The settlement of Ayia Triada was located on the western slope of a low hill, the top of which, now leveled for the construction of a parking area, reached a height of 60 m above sea level. The natural terrace where the church of St. George Galatian was built is 41.70 m above sea level; the small hill to the west, above which the casale veneziano was built, was slightly higher (43.70 m). The site, very close to the Ieropotamos River, was easily reached from Phaistos and, therefore, from the western Mesara (via the river) and also from the port of Kommos (perhaps via a coastal road). The junction of these two communication routes made it easy to travel toward the northwestern part of the island in the direction of the Amari valley. A north-south axis that led to the plain passed through the settlement from at least the Neopalatial period; another east-west axis led to the sea.
Figure 37.1. General plan of the Ayia Triada archaeological site in the LM IIIA2 period (drawing by E. Stefani, with additions by B. Salmeri; elaboration by M. Tanasi).
The name of the site in prehistoric or historical times is unknown, and the suggestion that it be identified with da-wo, mentioned in the Linear B tablets of Knossos in relation to large amounts of grain, is only hypothetical. It is possible that the entire area was indicated with the single name pa-i-to in that period, which was more properly related to Phaistos. The modern name Ayia Triada (i.e., Holy Trinity) belonged to the Venetian hamlet and is derived from the small two-aisled church that is still preserved to the southwest of the archaeological area.
The size of the settlement appears to have been relatively limited throughout its various periods (at least from the time in which there was a single inhabited area, the extension of which has been estimated at about 10,000 m2), when potential sacred areas or peripheral sanctuaries are discounted.
No traces of Neolithic occupation or frequentation have so far been located, but a large EM I votive deposit has been identified (and only partially excavated) beneath the Venetian cemetery immediately to the south of Piazzale dei Sacelli (Todaro 2003a, 2003b). A recent interpretation of the assemblage has connected it with a foundation rite that involved the communal consumption of food and drink (meat and wine), as well as the ritual burial of all of the ceramics that had been used (generally of high quality), together with animal bones and other food remains. The presence of clay house models is particularly meaningful, as it underlines the foundation project (Todaro 2003a).
The in situ discard and burial of the debris of that ceremony led to the creation of a low tumulus, delineated by a curvilinear wall that is still partly visible today. It remained deprived of architectural construction, as though the memory of that ancestral rite was still vividly remembered by the various inhabitants of the site (Todaro 2003a). The settlement history of Phaistos and the analogy of pottery and ritual have also led to the hypothesis that the ‘founder group’ had moved from Phaistos, perhaps as a result of episodes of internal competition (Todaro forthcoming).
Another group of EM I vases (also of ritual but not necessarily funerary nature) has been found to the southwest of Tholos A and has been related to a communal liturgy. A small ceramic deposit attributable to an early stage of EM IIA was identified immediately above bedrock, behind the rear wall of the so-called Tomba degli ori.
A habitation quarter attributable to a final stage of EM IIA has been partly excavated to the northeast of the archaeological area, by the edge of the road that descends toward the river (Todaro 2003b). The presence of pithoi that were found smashed onto the floors suggests that the quarter was abandoned as the result of an earthquake.
The materials retrieved from the abandonment level seem to predate the construction of Tholos A, which dates to the beginning of EM IIB (Stefani and Banti 1930–1931). The considerable dimensions of the structure (internal diam. 8.70 m) suggest a rather large settlement (which has not yet been identified); the relatively small number of depositions attributable to the structure’s earliest stage of use is surprising, as is the temporary abandonment of the tomb. Copper daggers, seals, and other prestige items suggest, however, the presence of emerging groups (Cultraro 2003).
The graves of the upper burial level (arranged above the abandonment level) date to the end of the EM III—beginning of the MM IA period. The so-called annessi (small rooms that originally housed the paraphernalia used during the funerary liturgies) were built at the same time on the east side of the tholos and were later used as ossuaries, thus allowing new depositions to be made within the tomb.
The identification of a wall with two baetyls within the necropolis area in the MM IA period (La Rosa 2001) and of an assemblage of more than two hundred vessels clearly represent liturgies connected to the world of the dead in which a ritual set that comprised a jug, a shallow bowl, and four handleless cups was used (Carinci 2004). The ritual, probably open to a large group (including children), involved the consumption of solid food (such as honey, fruit, and unleavened bread) and drinks (such as milk, beer, wine, or various infusions) in an apparently egalitarian context, with canonical and standardized vases. These vases were kept (either as offerings or for reuse) in the ten rooms identified to the south of Tholos A. In such a context, it seems inevitable to suppose that the religious sphere was under the control of an elite.
At the beginning of MM IB, workers and elites could have been involved in the construction of the nearby palace at Phaistos. In any case, the ceremonial activity near Tholos A at Ayia Triada continued, although the rite seems to have become limited to libations and perhaps to a more restricted number of participants (also due to the interruption of burials with Tholos A).
In addition, MM IB dwellings have been identified in the area of the “Mycenaean” shrine; at the same time Tholos B was built immediately to the south of Tholos A and was used until MM II, with a reuse in LM II–IIIA1 (Carinci 2003). An interconnected paved road and a paved area of about 40 m2, which was reused in later periods, was found within the Complesso della Mazza della Breccia and has recently been correlated with processions and ceremonies performed in the necropolis.
Here, a very small hieròn was in use, which had incorporated the baetyls located to the southeast of Tholos A and had a stone offering table embedded in the center of its paved floor (La Rosa 2001). It is, in other words, possible to hypothesize that these communal ceremonies, although performed within a funerary context, were similar to those that took place in the west court of the palace at Phaistos.
The last deposition within Tholos A was made in MM II and belonged to the elites (Stefani and Banti 1930 – 1931). Dwellings (in the same area of the shrine), a stucco floor in the area of the villa, and rich pottery assemblages (in various areas of the settlement), together with a thick dump/landslide in the area of the Complesso della Mazza di Breccia (probably belonging to structures located along the upper slope), are the new reference points for the MM II period (Carinci 2003).
The site, apparently deprived of monumental buildings and administrative documents, was certainly subjected to Phaistos in this period but had nevertheless reached a high level of social complexity (at least judging from its pottery) and a notable extension, which has recently been hypothesized to be 26–30 ha., as compared to the 60 ha. of contemporary Phaistos (Watrous, Hadzi-Vallianou, and Blitzer 2004). The MM IIB seismic destruction, so evident in the palace at Phaistos, is mainly attested in Ayia Triada by the large dumps and the terracing containing pottery of that period.
The extent of the settlement in MM III is less certain, although a tract of paved road has been identified near the paved road of the previous period, immediately to the east of the Complesso della Mazza di Breccia (La Rosa 1992–1993). Deposits that belong to the first part of the period (MM IIIA) are scarce, perhaps due to a partial and temporary depopulation of the site. Habitation remains have been recorded to the south of the shrine; a small pottery deposit has been found in the area of the Bastione, and another one beneath the Complesso della Mazza di Breccia. A large dump of materials retrieved from trench M/4 (near the same ‘Complesso’) dates to the MM IIIB period (Girella 2003, 2007, forthcoming).
The so-called Royal Villa, a structure of palatial type that planimetrically corresponds to half a palace, represents the most notable building of the Neopalatial period and contains a rich and intact destruction level. It is a building with an L-shaped plan and an upper story that was divided into four quarters, with significant spaces reserved for storage and residential and sacred areas. The Villa, although seen by some scholars as the result of the unification of two contiguous complexes (Watrous 1984), can be considered (after some stratigraphic tests conducted along the northern limit) to be a single building, although some reconstruction and reuse are clear, especially in the eastern residential quarter (La Rosa 1997b).
The identification of the foundation deposit (beneath the white stucco floor of corridoio 74), which consists of a group of vases purposely situated within a pit with ash and burnt remains (La Rosa appendix in Halbherr, Stefani, and Banti 1977), together with materials from MM IIIA, has recently been questioned and referred to previous structures (Girella forthcoming). It is possible that the foundation of the Villa at Ayia Triada (at the expense of Phaistos) was a political action favored by the Knossian elite at a time in which the Phaistian palace was not in use (between MM IIIB and LM IA).
The new building became the reference point for the administration of the surrounding area. The most consistent archive in Linear A tablets ever found in the Aegean was in fact retrieved from the Villa (and from a house in the village). It consists of 147 tablets, about a thousand cretulae with one or two sealings, more than twenty roundels, and a few inscriptions on vases or other objects (with sealings in some cases identical to those found in other centers of the island: evidence of the existence of a centralized administrative system rather than of simple exchange activity).
The Linear A records focus mainly on agricultural products and personnel and to a much lesser extent on animals or textiles, only a few units of which are mentioned; two tablets that record vases doubtless need to be considered as exceptions. The exact nature of the registrations is uncertain; they might refer to inputs and outputs from the storerooms, to the distribution of goods in exchange for work, to transactions, and perhaps also to taxes.
Groups of people, probably workers, are also recorded: some are almost certainly bronze smiths and are sometimes associated with agricultural products that can be interpreted as food portions (perhaps monthly), which consist of wheat, figs, and wine (Schoep 2002). It is difficult to estimate the extent of some of these records: the groups of men rarely exceed 100 units and only in one case reached 355 (?) individuals. The total has recently been proposed to be 2,788 persons (Schoep 2002).
The value of the agricultural products varies considerably from one tablet to another. In the case of wheat, for example, the value ranges from 3 units to a maximum of 1,060 units (in tablet HT 102), which, applying the same values as in Linear B, should correspond to 101,760 liters. Since a large pithos could contain about 565 liters of wheat, the 1,060 units mentioned would have required 180 pithoi. The 50 pithoi from the Villa alone would give a potential capacity of about 28,000 liters. In the case of the oil in tablet HT 2, an individual or a place (Kiretana) contributes 101 units, equal to 2,828 liters, which can be contained in 4–5 pithoi.
A sum of the units of the various products recorded in the tablets provides a figure for the volume of the Villa’s business, which, judging from the overall results, must not have been very high: wheat, oil, and wine mentioned in the tablets could have been produced by a territory of about 15 km2. For the wheat alone, an extension of 8.5 km2 has been estimated (Palaima 1994). An inscription incised on a pithos (su-ki-ri-ta) probably refers to the toponym of a relatively distant site (identified with the Greek Sybrita, perhaps near the modern village of Thronos in the Amari province) and probably alludes to a type of product rather than to the Villa’s range of economic interests and activities.
A certain number of weapons, concentrated especially in the southwestern quarter of the building (sixteen in total, with daggers and the heads of spears and javelins retrieved from the destruction level), attests to the existence of individuals entrusted with the defense of goods stored in the Villa (La Rosa and Militello 1999). The elite group in power in this period has been estimated, on the basis of the sealings and the hands of the scribes, at fewer than twenty individuals.
A recent reading of the architecture and of the finds tends, however, to stress the Villa’s cultic aspect rather than its political-economic one (Puglisi 2003a). A cycle of frescos decorated the small hieron of the building (Militello 1998). The monumental and contiguous Casa Est, similarly two-storied and with elite architectural details, was probably linked to the Villa (in a cultic-ceremonial hub?).
A huge indented wall (clearly not conceived as a defensive structure) cut the village in half in an east-west direction and probably delimited a sector that was linked to the Villa (in the second Neopalatial phase). As mentioned earlier, a good number of Linear A tablets was also retrieved from the Casa del Lebete (immediately to the south of the indented wall), some of which were inscribed by the same scribes who had worked for the villa. Rather than thinking of a decentralized administration, one could conceive of a parallel involvement in records linked to the sacred sphere (directly linked to the important owner of the house).
A monumental structure (traditionally known as the bastione but which certainly functioned as a storage area: Puglisi 2003b) marked the boundary between the area of the Villa and that of the village, a junction that was probably demarcated by a propylon (La Rosa 2006).
A series of indicators allows us to distinguish two principal phases within the LM I settlement, each with subphases (certain in LM IA and probable in LM IB); a fifth phase should perhaps be identified between LM IB and LM II (Puglisi 2006, forthcoming). The available evidence for Ayia Triada in the Neopalatial period therefore allows a closer chronological definition than the one provided by Phaistos, starting from the articulation on the settlement’s terraces (Puglisi 2007). However, not a single trace of tephra or pumice from Thera has yet been identified at Ayia Triada or Phaistos, in contrast to the situation recorded in a few northern Cretan sites.
A seismic event (accompanied by a violent fire) ended the life of the Villa (Monaco and Tortorici 2003), destroying the entire settlement toward the end of LM IB. The lack of bodies in the destruction levels seems to indicate a series of earthquakes, only the last of which occurred at a time in which many lamps and braziers were in use.
Recent excavations have brought to light a new building in the area of the necropolis, within which it has been possible to distinguish three architectural phases, all attributable to LM IB (figure 37.2). Labeled Complesso della Mazza di Breccia (after the retrieval of a stone mace head probably used in bull sacrifice or as a sacerdotal attribute), it housed sacred paraphernalia (such as a group of mobile clay altars) and was connected via a paved area with the Tomba degli Ori building excavated in 1903, which was also possibly involved in special liturgies (La Rosa 1992–1993).
An old interpretation of this building as a House Tomb or Temple Tomb has recently been reproposed, which is of course not incompatible with a simultaneous sacred function (Puglisi 2003b). Future explorations will allow the hypothesis of an exclusive connection of this new architectural hub with the nearby necropolis (where no contemporary burials have so far been identified) to be further examined.
A well-preserved pottery kiln has been identified in close proximity to the elite Casa Est (Levi and Laviosa 1979–1980; Tomasello 1996; Belfiore et al. 2007). It is therefore plausible that the artisan quarter was established immediately after the destruction of that house: the kiln was apparently used for only a brief period of time because the potsherds retrieved from within it date to the end of LM IB (Puglisi 2003b).
The altar platform that was built against the ruined Complesso della Mazza di Breccia has been dated to LM II (it was previously dated to LM IB or LM IIIA1), together with a few homogenous ceramic assemblages from the area of the Edificio Ovest.
The scant remains from this period, if not due to archaeological bias, document not only a notable topographic and demographic contraction of the settlement (perhaps for a couple of decades) but also a close stylistic continuity in ceramic productions (D’Agata 1999a). There is no convincing evidence to directly link this situation with a Mycenaean conquest of the island.
Figure 37.2. Axonometric reconstruction of the Complesso della Mazza di Breccia and the so-called Tomba degli Ori in the LM IB final period (elaboration by R. Vitale).
In LM III, Ayia Triada apparently maintained its role as a center of power over the surrounding territory at the expense of Phaistos. In its period of maximum splendor, the site shows two distinct nuclei with specific functions, exemplified by monumental buildings that are so far unparalleled on the rest of the island. The buildings of the political and religious sphere are constructed on the terrace where the small church of St. George was later constructed, while the storage structures and structures of a general economic purpose are instead built to the north, on the lower plateau (La Rosa 1997a; Cucuzza 2003). This reflects a precise functional model that, through the Mycenaean experiences of mainland Greece (to which Ayia Triada can be only superficially compared), finally developed into the constituent model of the Greek polis, with the two nuclei of acropolis and agora.
It is not possible to precisely establish when the process of monumentalization started at Ayia Triada, in which influences of a clear Mycenaean type are mixed with elements of continuity of Minoan tradition. It seems highly probable, however, that the first public building was the megaron, which was, significantly, built above the Royal Villa and inherited its function (Cucuzza 2003). The builders of the new structure founded their wall very deep—in the destruction level of the Villa—but respected the floor assemblage and even left in situ the 600 kg of copper stored in the basement of the destroyed building. This eloquent detail seems to confirm the lack of war and looting episodes and to favor the institutional and religious continuity of the local elites during the transition from LM I to LM III.
The stoa to the east of the megaron and the shrine was seemingly built immediately afterward, but it is uncertain whether this architectural distinction between political and religious buildings corresponded to an effective managerial division of the two spheres. The fact that the three buildings were organized around an area that was probably used during ceremonial activities, as in previous periods, reveals a stronger influence from Minoan palatial architecture (use of ashlar masonry, polythyra, mason’s marks) (Cucuzza 2003).
In addition, LM IIIA1 ceramic assemblages and structures (especially in the area of the agora), testify to the richness of the settlement with an autonomous architectural phase.
The rich houses at Chalara and Phaistos, as well as the royal tombs at Kalivia, perhaps show that the LM IIIA1 period, although definitely reflecting a strong resurgence in comparison to the LM II period, was a delicate transitional period for the surrounding area; in the end (at the very beginning of the 14th century BC), the territorial equilibrium appears to have been rebalanced in favor of Ayia Triada.
In LM IIIA2, a double and generalized urban phase is marked by an intentional destruction that was presumably contemporary with an event of strong symbolic and political meaning: the damnatio memoriae (the condemnation or deletion of the memory) of the chieftain to whom the famous painted larnax belonged (La Rosa 1999). This tomb is dated by the fact that the gold items and the scarab of Tiyi, wife of the pharaoh Amenhotep III, probably formed part of its grave goods (at the beginning of his thirty-nine years of reign, at some point between 1417 and 1390; the pharaoh ascended to the throne at the age of twelve and seemingly married two years later). The gold items and the scarab were apparently thrown into a nearby building after the tomb was looted (the so-called Tomba degli Ori), which was already in ruins (La Rosa 2000).
A series of figurative scenes, together with the painted larnax, demonstrate the quality of the workshops active in LM IIIA2 (Militello 1998). The same is true for ceramic production (D’Agata 1999a).
A further proof of the new political and urban life of the LM IIIA2 site was identified in the so-called pit of the frescoes, an apparent dump of frescoes with figurative scenes retrieved within a room of the village during the old excavations. It had been hypothesized that these frescoes had been purposely detached from the walls and hidden at the time of the urban reorganization (La Rosa 1997; Militello 1998). However, a recent reexamination of the excavation notebooks has instead suggested that the frescoes (which belong to a mature phase of LM IIIA2) decorated the walls of the room in which they were found (room D of the Casa dei Vani aggiunti progressivamente): The building, of ceremonial function, was apparently abandoned in a nontraumatic way, so that the frescoes detached progressively from the walls (Privitera 2008).
In the second urban phase, the commercial quarter underwent a series of transformations as part of a single project of reorganization, the major outcome of which is represented by the large public storerooms on the east side (with an interesting portico in the front, which has been compared to the Hellenistic stoai) and by building P on the north side.
On the basis of a Linear B tablet from the archive at Pylos, as well as some information concerning the organization of building sites in Egypt in the 12th century BC, it has recently been surmised that a group of workmen consisting of twenty builders, five stonemasons, a master mason, and two foremen would have to work between 78 and 128 days in order to cut the 600 m3 of hill and preexisting ruins for the construction of the public storerooms (Cucuzza 2003). It has also been suggested, on the basis of the bodies preserved in the necropolis, that the LM IIIA elite was composed of a very restricted group of 5–12 individuals (i.e., one or two families). It might have been the family of the collector we-we-si-jo, mentioned more than once in relationship to pa-i-to in the Linear B tablets from Knossos and perhaps represented in the painted larnax (Cucuzza 2002, 2003). The overall population of the Mesara in the Mycenaean period has been estimated at around 18,500 inhabitants on the basis of the tablets (Cucuzza 2003).
The level of the Piazzale (600 m2) was raised for the second time during this radical reorganization and made with a layer of lime and pebbles and not, as before, with a layer of reddish clay. The so-called Bastione (the western half of which was perhaps turned into a panoramic terrace) closed the Piazzale along the southern side (Puglisi 2003a).
An important moment in the life of the LM IIIB center is represented by the closing of the Piazzale of the so-called agora on the northern side, and by the creation of a new access point on the southern side, through a staircase leading to the panoramic terrace of the so-called Bastione. At the same time, a few habitation structures invaded the area of the Piazzale on the western side, suggesting that the political-religious structures that controlled that public space had perhaps become weaker (La Rosa 1997a; Cucuzza 2003). A frequentation phase is documented within the Casa VAP Vani Aggiunti Progressivamente, i.e., rooms progressively added), the destruction level of which has recently been shown to have contained two large, globular painted pithoi that were found during the old excavations and are now stored at the Iraklion museum (Privitera 2001).
The situation at Ayia Triada seems to strengthen the high chronology for the destruction of the palace at Knossos. The division between the two LM IIIA2 urban phases could have been a consequence of that event. Ayia Triada likely constituted the administrative capital of the surrounding area, still under Knossian control, with the single name pa-i-to. Comparing the data provided by Linear A and B sources from our area, it is necessary to underline the relevant differences either in the quantities or in the products mentioned. Rather than thinking of a radical and abrupt change in the economy of the western Mesara region, it is opportune to think of interests and practices that differed in the two administrations, the Minoan and the Mycenaean. The Linear B documents, in fact, refer to a situation in which the area of Phaistos—Ayia Triada is part of a wider system led by Knossos, which controlled the region through the collectors (Cucuzza 2003).
Very little has been identified of the destruction or abandonment levels of the large LM III buildings. A level recognized in the test pit opened behind the large stoa, a deposit immediately to the west of Edificio Nord-Ovest, and a poor floor assemblage in room R, immediately to the north of the Piazzale of the agora, allow the moment of abandonment of the site (apparently without violent destruction) to be dated to the end of the 13th century BC (La Rosa 1997a; Cucuzza 2003). Episodes of synoecism with nearby Phaistos have recently been hypothesized for such events. Afterward, however, the settlement at Ayia Triada ceased to exist as such and was resettled only during the Hellenistic period.
A large open-air sanctuary without formal cultic buildings was organized in the LM IIIC period in the area to the south of the megaron and the stoa, an area that had previously remained free of structures. Hundreds of votive offerings, especially bull figurines but also fantasy animals such as sphinxes and centaurs, were perhaps deposited in groups within perishable or temporary enclosures. From a religious point of view, these represent a sharp change from the cult of the goddess with raised hands, which was identified within the 14th–13th century BC shrine. This new sanctuary represented the focus of cult for pilgrims from a larger territory: pilgrims for whom the bull had acquired an economically important role. It cannot be excluded that the new religious practices reflect influences from mainland Greece. The depositions probably continued until the end of the 11th century BC and began to diminish during the 10th century BC, temporarily disappearing between the end of the 10th and the first half of the 9th centuries BC (D’Agata 1999b).
Overall, the settlement, probably founded by a group from Phaistos at the beginning of the EM I period, lived in a substantial autarchy during the Prepalatial period, perhaps with several clusters of habitations spread out in the area of the river, and possibly with other large circular tombs. The fragmentary nature and discontinuity of architectural structures and deposits—topographically and chronologically—could have been a characteristic determined by mobility or a succession of human groups, possibly caused by a more general territorial instability.
A gradual process of stabilization of the elites (also in the nearby sanctuary site of Paterikiès) seems to have been completed, in the funerary sphere, toward the end of the Prepalatial period (MM IA), when the vitality of the settlement at Phaistos is demonstrated by the artisans’ quarter, which has recently been identified in an area close to the future palace.
The foundation of the first palace at Phaistos might have represented a change in the organization of the territory, in which Ayia Triada had a subordinate (although strictly correlated) position perhaps until MM IIIA, when the building of power at Phaistos was rearranged after the MM IIB earthquake. The settlement was probably concentrated in the area of the modern archaeological area, where it also remained in later periods.
The foundation of the Royal Villa (which has a unique plan when compared to similar buildings) took place toward the end of the MM IIIB period, after the temporary abandonment of the palace at Phaistos following the MM IIIA earthquake, thanks to a political intervention of the Knossian elites. After this event, Ayia Triada became the territorial capital, a sort of (relatively small) “business city” at the expense of the previous territorial hierarchy in the Mesara. This situation does not seem to have changed with the construction, at the beginning of LM IB, of the new palace at Phaistos, which seems to have had a limited function. An earthquake seemingly ended the life of the Villa, and also destroyed the village.
After a period during which data are limited (between LM II and LM IIIA1), which corresponds to the Mycenaean conquest of Knossos, the ‘utopia of the capital city’ seemingly proceeded during LM IIIA and for a good part of LM IIIB but always at the expense of Phaistos and under Knossian protection. The monumental and stratigraphic situation at Ayia Triada, with its double urban phase, might reflect changes connected to the destruction of Knossos. Ayia Triada in the second of the two LM IIIA2 phases, like ku-do-ni-ja/Chanià (a center that now also has Linear B tablets), would have represented the political reference point of a greater or lesser territory.
The abandonment (rather than the destruction) of the Mycenaean capital seems to mark a further chapter in the “complementarity of roles” between Phaistos and Ayia Triada. The open-air sanctuary of the Piazzale dei Sacelli was probably now controlled by the new and rich Phaistian elites of LM IIIC, as documented by the large deposit from the Acropoli mediana. The trend seemingly continued in the sanctuary’s second phase of use until the vigorous resurgence of Phaistos in the last quarter of the 7th century BC, which saw the construction of the large sanctuary. The destruction by Gortyn in the second half of the 2nd century ended the long history of Ayia Triada.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Belfiore, Cristina M., P. M. Day, A. Hein, V. Kilikoglou, V. La Rosa, P. Mazzoleni, and A. Pezzino. 2007. “Petrographic and Chemical Characterization of Pottery Production of the Late Minoan I Kiln at Haghia Triada, Crete.” Archaeometry 49(4): 621–53.
Carinci, Filippo. 2003. “Haghia Triada nel periodo Medio Minoico.” Creta Antica 4: 97–141.
———. 2004. “Priests in Action: Considerazioni sulla fine dell’età prepalaziale ad Haghia Triada.” Creta Antica 5: 25–40.
Cucuzza, Nicola. 2002. “Osservazioni sui costumi funerari dell’area di Festòs ed Haghia Triada nel TM IIIA1–A2.” Creta Antica 3: 133–66.
———. 2003. “Il volo del grifo: Osservazioni: Sulla Haghia Triada ‘micenea.’” Creta Antica 4: 199–271.
Cultraro, Massimo. 2003. “La grande tholos di Haghia Triada: Nuovi dati per un vecchio complesso.” Creta Antica 4: 301–27.
D’Agata, Anna Lucia. 1999a. “Hidden Wars: Minoans and Mycenaeans at Haghia Triada in the LM III Period: The Evidence from Pottery.” In Polemos, 47–55.
———. 1999b. Statuine minoiche e post-minoiche dai vecchi scavi di Haghia Triada (Creta). Monografie Scuola Archeologica Italiana di Atene, no. XI. Padua: Bottega d’Erasmo-Ausilio editore.
Girella, Luca. 2003. “Un pitharaki MM III dal nuovo ‘Settore Nord-Est’ di Haghia Triada.” Creta Antica 4: 343–57.
———. 2007. “Towards a Definition of the Middle Minoan III Ceramic Sequence in South-central Crete: Returning to the Traditional MM IIIA and B Division?” In Middle Helladic Pottery, 233–55.
———. Forthcoming. “Evidence for an MM III Occupation at Ayia Triada.” In Intermezzo: Intermediacy and Regeneration in Middle Minoan III Crete. International workshop held at Knossos (Villa Ariadne, July 3–5, 2008), ed. Carl Knappett, Eleni Banou, and Colin Macdonald. BSA Studies.
Halbherr, Federico, Enrico Stefani, and Luisa Banti. 1977. “Haghia Triada nel periodo tardo palaziale.” ASAtene LV: 13–296. (with an appendix by Vincenzo La Rosa, 297–342).
La Rosa, Vincenzo. 1992–1993. “La cd. Tomba degli ori e il nuovo settore nord-est dell’insediamento di Haghia Triada.” ASAtene LXX—LXXI: 121–72.
———. 1997a. “Haghia Triada à l’époque mycénienne: L’utopie d’une ville capitale.” In La Crète mycénienne, 249–66.
———. 1997b. “La ‘Villa Royale’ de Haghia Triada.” In The Function of the “Minoan Villa” (Athens, 6–8 June 1992), ed. Robin Hägg, 79–89. Acta Instituti Atheniensis Regni Sueciae, ser. in 4°, no. XLVI. Stockholm: Svenska Institutet i Athen.
———. 1999. “Nuovi dati sulla tomba del sarcofago dipinto di Haghia Triada.” InSimposio italiano di studi egei in onore di L. Bernabò Brea e G. Pugliese Carratelli, ed. Vincenzo La Rosa, Dario Palermo, and Lucia Vagnetti, 177–88. Rome: Scuola Archeologica Italiana di Atene.
———. 2000. “To Whom Did the Queen Tiyi Scarab Found at Hagia Triada Belong?” In Krete-Aigyptos: Politismikoi desmoi trion chilietion. Meletes, ed. Alexandra Karetsou, 86–93. Athens: Hypourgeio Politismou.
———. 2001. “Minoan Baetyls: Between Funerary Rituals and Epiphanies.” In Potnia, 221–26.
———. 2003. “‘Il colle sul quale sorge la chiesa ad ovest è tutto seminato di cocci…. Vicende e temi di uno scavo di lungo corso.” Creta Antica 4: 11–65.
———. 2006. “Considerazioni sull’area ad Ovest del c.d. Bastione ad Haghia Triada.” ASAtene LXXXIV(2): 819–77.
———, and Pietro Militello. 1999. “Caccia, guerra, o rituale? Considerazioni sulle armi minoiche da Festòs e Haghia Triada.” In Polemos, 241–63.
Levi, Doro, and Clelia Laviosa. 1979–1980. “Il forno minoico da vasaio di Haghia Triada.” ASAtene LVII–LVIII: 7–47.
Militello, Pietro. 1998. Gli affreschi: Haghia Triada I. Monografie Scuola Archeologica Italiana di Atene 9. Padua: Bottega d’Erasmo-Ausilio editore.
Monaco, Carmelo, and Luigi Tortorici. 2003. “Effects of Earthquakes on the Minoan ‘Royal Villa’ at Haghia Triada (Crete).” Creta Antica 4: 409–16.
Palaima, Thomas G. 1994. “Seal-users and Script-users: Nodules and Tablets at LM I B Hagia Triada.” In Archives before Writing (Proc. Int. Colloq., Oriolo Romano October 23–25, 1991), ed. Piera Ferioli, Enrica Fiandra, Gian Giacomo Fissore, and Marcella Frangipane, 307–30. Turin: Paravia/Scriptorium.
Privitera, Santo. 2001. “I due pithoi globulari di Haghia Triada e la cronologia della ‘Casa dei Vani aggiunti progressivamente.’” Creta Antica 2: 141–46.
———. 2008. “Gli affreschi TM III del ‘Villaggio’ di Haghia Triada: Nuove osservazioni sul contesto e sulla cronologia.” Creta Antica 9: 111–37.
Puglisi, Dario. 2003a. “Il Bastione Tardo Minoico I ad Haghia Triada: Nuove osservazioni su cronologia e funzione.” ASAtene LXXXI(2): 573–93.
———. 2003b. “Haghia Triada nel periodo Tardo Minoico I.” Creta Antica 4: 145–97.
———. 2006. Produzioni ceramiche Tardo Minoico I ad Haghia Triada nel contesto della Creta centro-meridionale. PhD diss., Università di Udine.
———. 2007. “L’organizzazione a terrazze nel Villaggio TM I di Haghia Triada.” Creta Antica 8: 169–98.
———. Forthcoming. “From the End of LM IA to the End of LM IB: The Pottery Evidence from Haghia Triada.” In LM IB Pottery: Examining New Evidence for Relative Chronology and Regional Differences (Athens, July 27–29, 2007), ed. Erik Hallager and Tom Brogan. Athens: Danish Institute at Athens and INSTAP.
Schoep, Ilse. 2002. The Administration of Neopalatial Crete. Minos suppl.17. Salamanca: Ediciones Universidad de Salamanca.
Stefani, Enrico, and Luisa Banti. 1930–1931. “La grande tomba a tholos di Haghia Triada.” ASAtene XIII–XIV: 147–251.
Todaro, Simona. 2003a. “Il deposito AM I del Piazzale dei Sacelli ad Haghia Triada: I modellini architettonici.” ASAtene LXXXI(2): 547–72.
———. 2003b. “Haghia Triada nel periodo Antico Minoico.” Creta Antica 4: 69–94.
———. Forthcoming. “Craft Production and Social Practice at Prepalatial Phaistos: The Background to the First Palace.” In Back to the Beginning.
Tomasello, Francesco. 1996. “Fornaci a Festòs ed Haghia Triada dall’età mediominoica alla geometrica.” In Keramika Ergastiria stin Kriti apo tin archaeotita os simera (Actes du ler Colloque international 1995 de Margaritès, Crète), ed. Irini Gavrilaki, 27–37. Réthymno, Greece: Istoriki Laografiki Etaireia Rethymnis.
Watrous, L. Vance. 1984. “Ayia Triada: A New Perspective on the Minoan Villa.” AJA 88: 123–34.
———, Despoina Hadzi-Vallianou, and L. Harriet Blitzer. 2004. The Plain of Phaistos: Cycles of Social Complexity in the Mesara Region of Crete. Monumenta Archaeologica 23. Los Angeles: Cotsen Institute of Archaeology, University of California at Los Angeles.
KATO ZAKROS
LEFTERIS PLATON
HISTORY OF RESEARCH
Zakros was known as an archaeological site from the reports of nineteenth-century travelers T. Spratt and L. Mariani. Nevertheless, its significance was first understood by Sir Arthur Evans, who visited it during his travels across the island in 1894. Evans pushed David Hogarth, at that time director of the British School at Athens, to investigate the site by excavation.
The site lies at the southeastern end of Crete, south of Palaikastro, where another important Minoan settlement is located. Actually, Zakros Bay is the only safe haven along the steep southeastern shores of Crete. Although the strong northwesterly winds afflict the area, they do not affect the waters inside the gulf, which is protected by its orientation and two rather long promontories.
From the interior, the valley of Zakros is approached with difficulty since it is surrounded by steep, rocky, barren slopes split only by a single reasonably passable gorge. Excavation has shown that this served the prehistoric inhabitants as a passageway from the valley inland, while a fair number of caves and rocky shelters in its walls were used during various periods for burials or as temporary protection by shepherds.
Hogarth excavated Zakros for a single period—in 1901. His search concentrated mainly on two low hills that dominate a small valley. The excavation brought to light the architectural remains of several megalithic buildings that constituted part of a densely built harbor settlement in Minoan times and had preserved a quantity of rich finds. Among them was a good deal of pottery—a large part of which came from two pits excavated in the rock, which Hogarth identified as “shrine repositories”—as well as bronze tools, stone vases and tools, and different types of loomweights. However, the most impressive finds were a total of almost three hundred clay sealings made by seal stones and signet rings—presenting motifs of religious character. Particularly interesting was a series of scenes showing hybrid human forms and fabulous beasts that have no parallels in Minoan iconography. Hogarth published his preliminary excavation report without imagining that his spade had touched the edges of a Minoan palace whose finds would surpass in richness those preserved at Knossos.
Sixty years later, in 1961, Nikolaos Platon, Ephor of Cretan Antiquities at the time, started a trial trench in the gulf of “Kato Zakros,” as the site is now known. Zakros, the ancient—probably prehistoric—name today has been transferred inland to the nearest, probably nineteenth-century, village. Platon was led to Zakros by the following evidence:
1. Zakros was the reported provenance of an important Minoan treasure consisting of three gold items kept in the Herakleion Museum: a diadem with embossed decoration, whose central medallion bore a goddess mastering two wild goats, a bull’s head pendant, and a bowl decorated inside with a twisted spiral motif
2. evidence for a likely palatial pottery workshop whose products apparently radiated from a center in the wider area of eastern Crete. Before his visit to Zakros, Nikolaos Platon had investigated a number of Minoan sites in the Siteia district. In the most significant of these he had identified and excavated large structures he called “villas.”
3. a more careful examination of Hogarth’s finds. The finding of such extensive records, including, apart from the sealings, a Linear A tablet, actually constituted evidence for the existence of a bureaucracy, which was well known to be used mainly in Minoan times by the palaces for better financial control of their periphery. The observation that some of the sealings were obviously produced by metal signet rings originating in Knossos strengthened the hypothesis of a palatial correspondence.
4. the accidental discovery of some huge pithoi at Zakros when agricultural machinery was introduced in the area
The trial excavation of 1961 brought to light, in the valley lying between the two hills, a row of spacious storerooms full of pithoi, together with a great number of other finds, in an architectural structure resembling a similar one excavated in the East Wing of the palace at Knossos. Additionally, the quantity and quality of the finds was such that it could not be ascribed to a common settlement. Thus, Nikolaos Platon, after his first contact with the area, spoke of the possible existence of a further palace, the contents of which seemed intact as a result of having been buried in the debris of a huge destruction.
The next season, with the financial support of both the Archaeological Society of Athens and Leon Pomerance, an American amateur archaeologist, excavation was expanded. In Sector Γ, which lies in the narrow valley between the two hills investigated by Hogarth, a great structure comprising several rooms was revealed, the contents of which exceeded all expectations. The strong possibility of the existence of a palace became certainty during the following season (1963), when an unplundered palatial treasury was brought to light—with the total of its contents remaining in situ.
More than fifty stone vases of various types, some of which had until that moment been known only from Minoan iconography and were made of various materials imported from different places around the Mediterranean Sea, such as Egypt, Gyali near Nissyros in the Dodecanese, the Cycladic islands, the district of Sparta in the Peloponnese, and elsewhere, comprised the most impressive part of the total. Together with these were ceremonial emblems and vessels made of bronze, faience, stone, and other materials and jewels or inlays of rock crystal, faience, and ivory.
Several rooms typical of a palace were also confirmed in this sector of the great building. Among these were the archive room, from the contents of which only thirteen Linear A tablets were preserved, magazines for agricultural surplus, cupboards, and storage areas for raw materials imported from abroad such as elephant tusks and bronze ingots shaped in molds. Rooms devoted to the cult were also discovered and included a small shrine and a room of the type known as a “Lustral Basin.”
During excavations, which continued until 1967, the rest of the palace was investigated. The West Wing contained two large halls that were likely used in ceremonies and symposia. The northern sector includes a spacious kitchen, identified from the presence of some permanent fireplaces, remnants of animal bones, and equipment related to cooking.
The Central Court is surrounded by three more wings, of which the east one, just as at Knossos, is the largest. The latter has suffered greatly from modern agricultural usage, and almost none of the contents of its rooms have survived. Nevertheless, it has been possible to construct a drawing of the plan of two halls equipped with polythyra and bordered by a long portico facing the Central Court, of a great square hall with a central, rounded cistern, and, finally, of two detached structures used for drawing underground water.
In the north part of the East Wing, a further “Lustral Basin” was discovered, with a badly preserved wall painting depicting ceremonial symbols. The South Wing is not so extensive, but it seems that it housed the palatial workshops, to judge from the discovery of some partly worked or raw materials found alongside a number of finished products. A magnificent stepped, processional entrance gave access to the palace at its northeastern end. The whole picture is rounded out by a full network of drains that dealt with rainwater under the pavement of an inner courtyard, a small portico with a stone bench at the north end of the central court, some antechambers and secondary rooms, and a number of staircases, which prove the existence of at least one upper story.
Platon dated the final destruction of the Zakros palace to the end of the LM IB period, namely the mid-fifteenth century BC, on the evidence of the pottery found in the last “closed stratum.” He believed this great destruction to be a result of the Thera volcanic explosion. Nowadays most scholars believe that the explosion of the volcano took place by the end of the previous LM IA phase since certain related geological evidence appears in the archaeological layers of that period both in the Aegean and on Crete.
The excavation of the palace was followed by the extensive recovery of the surrounding Minoan town. Over the course of twenty-one additional excavation seasons, more than thirty buildings came to light. These constitute a densely built settlement that utilized a well-planned grid of roads or passageways.
The buildings at Zakros, although they do not exhibit advanced architectural features, were rich in finds that prove the existence of a prosperous community contemporary with the palace. Their contents show that they constituted primarily private housing, although some of them may have been under the control of the palatial administration. Industrial installations and equipment, as well as storage rooms for agricultural produce and various domestic utensils, imply a relative economic independence for the inhabitants of these buildings, although their social status has not yet been thoroughly studied.
Another subject of interest to Nikolaos Platon was the location of the Minoan cemeteries. This matter constitutes a more general problem for Minoan archaeology since few graves dated to the period of the new palaces have been identified until now, but the enclosed landscape of Zakros has made it possible to carry out such an investigation. In addition to the slopes at the edge of the Minoan town, several caves and rock shelters in the steep walls of the gorge and elsewhere were explored. A search brought to light graves and temporary refuges of different periods, beginning with the Neolithic, as well as the Prepalatial and the Protopalatial periods, and ending with the Postpalatial and Geometric periods but failed to locate the cemeteries of the prosperous settlement period (i.e., the period of the palace).
Aware of the difficulties presented by a final publication of the huge volume of his finds, Nikolaos Platon proceeded to write a concise book in which he presented the main results of his research. He also kept the scholarly community informed of the progress of his work through detailed reports that were published in the two annual journals edited by the Archaeological Society of Athens. He published information related to the dating of archaeological layers at Zakros, the kinds of destruction that ravaged the site, and the function of particular installations and areas in archaeological journals or in the proceedings of international congresses. General reports of his findings were included in his own writings on Aegean or Cretan prehistory and in general works by other scholars. In addition, several of his collaborators presented material from Zakros in papers referring to specific subjects of Aegean prehistory.
Nevertheless, the material from Minoan Zakros remains largely unknown, and some important conclusions that could be drawn from it have been underexposed in the modern bibliography. It became clear that only the full scholarly publication of the results of the site excavations could enable the scientific community to evaluate properly the rich data extracted from this very important site.
This realization led to the suspension of digging at Zakros in early 1990, at which time I undertook the long-term project of cataloguing, evaluating, and additional conservation of the material. This important project is being carried out with the assistance of a team of specialists that includes archaeologists, architects, painters, and photographers. Apart from the Archaeological Society, important financial support is granted annually by the Institute for Aegean Prehistory in the United States.
The following brief survey presents some fresh data on the dating of pottery groups and the archaeological layers related to them. The information has been drawn from the recent study for the Zakros final publication.
THE NEW DATA ON RELATIVE CHRONOLOGY
Nikolaos Platon, in his excavation reports and papers on special subjects, made extensive use of the traditional chronological system devised by Evans and Mackenzie. He often combined this with a system that he himself first proposed and introduced and which is based on the general destruction and reestablishment of the palaces.
Experience has shown that neither system is applicable to every part of Crete. Certain pottery styles, which in the Evans-Mackenzie system actually define chronological phases, have been shown to be rather the products of local workshops. On the other hand, the chronological system that Platon introduced, which is based on the acceptance of a simultaneous establishment and destruction of all of the Minoan palaces, has also been shaken by the realization that Knossos survived the destruction of the other palaces and by the probable identification of a second palace in the so-called Postpalatial period at Chania. Finally, different dates for the establishment and abandonment of the palaces at Galatas, Phaistos, and Zakros have recently been proposed.
Under these conditions, another system of relative chronology for the Zakros material is proposed here, one that is based exclusively on the stratigraphy of the site itself. It should be noticed that in a time span represented by twelve phases in the system devised by Evans and Mackenzie, to date only five stratigraphically confirmed phases have been identified for the district of Kato Zakros and a total of seven for the wider Zakros area.
The first phase, denoted by the capital letter N (Zakros Neolithic), is represented by finds that belong to the final Neolithic period, which were found in the cave at Mavro Avlaki, a small fjord just to the south of Zakros Bay. To the next phase, designated Zakros I, belong finds from caves and rock shelters in the Zakros gorge, corresponding to the EM I and II phases of Evans and Mackenzie. The harbor settlement appears in the Zakros II phase, which is well represented by the stratified group found under the “kitchen” of the Late Minoan palace. On the floor of a room in a structure whose type and extent remain unclear, some vases representative of the White on Dark East Cretan pottery were found alongside vessels that represent the early polychrome style (figure 38.1). Consequently, Zakros II is identified with the EM III and MM IA phases of Evans and Mackenzie.
Figure 38.1. Pottery found under the “Kitchen” of the Late Minoan palace (Zakros II phase) (courtesy of the author).
The next phase, Zakros III, is represented by a destruction layer identified at various spots in the Zakros settlement and especially in the north hill quarter. Most representative are the finds from three successive rooms under Neopalatial Building H. There, the pots are decorated in a more advanced polychrome style, imitating the decoration of Kamares ware. Nevertheless, the discovery in the same context of a bridge-spouted jar with a close parallel from phase IA of Phaistos supports a dating for this layer closer to the MM IB–IIA of Evans and Mackenzie.
Similar pottery comes from many other contexts located in both the Zakros settlement and the wider district. One group comes from the probably closed context of Kalyvomouri, possibly a shrine deposit near the rim of the gorge wall. Here, no secure specimen of the so-called mature Kamares style has yet been found at Zakros, and, consequently, no layer can be assigned with any certainty to the MM IIB period, when the first palaces at Knossos and Phaistos were destroyed. A possible solution to the problem is that the MM IB–IIA style in Zakros remained in vogue until the end of the next ceramic phase of central Crete.
The following period, Zakros IV, represented by a wide destruction horizon, is particularly important for Zakros. Destruction layers that contain homogeneous pottery from this period have so far been identified in a room underneath the megalithic Building G, in buildings near the edges of the West and South Palace Wings, in the filled basement rooms of two buildings that border the palace on the north (“Building of the NW Sector,” “Building to the North of the Palace Kitchen”) and, finally, in the filled part of a great building, some rooms of which were filled during the construction of the new palace’s East Wing. This last building is very important in defining this phase since, according to Platon, it formed part of the first palace of Zakros.
Figure 38.2. Clay vessels representative of the Zakros IV phase (courtesy of the author).
In all of these contexts, the pottery is decorated in a style that is usually called MM IIIB–LM IA or early LM IA (figure 38.2). The main features of the style are the simultaneous use of both of the painted decoration techniques (dark on light and light on dark), the frequent presence of particular motifs such as the scroll and the feather, the latter usually on the inside of open bowls, the row of crescents, and, principally, the wide use of the ripple motif. However, in the same contexts, the style that would in other Cretan contexts be called the “mature LM IA style” is well represented with motifs such as the reed pattern and spirals with solid discs usually overlaid with white spots, to mention only the most typical. Thus, it appears that the so-called MM IIIB–LM IA style in Zakros continues to the end of the LM IA period. Levels with pure LM IA pottery on the site are missing.
This conclusion revises the history of the site because the so-called Old Palace was obviously filled at the latest during the construction of the New Palace since part of it is underneath the East Wing of the latter. The dating of the Old Palace fill pottery has now been reassigned to the end of the LM IA; therefore, the establishment of the new palace must date at the earliest from that period. In this case, the palace that is visible today at Zakros must be at least a century later (i.e., younger) than that at Knossos.
The clearest chronological phase on the site is that assigned to the following stage, Zakros V, which corresponds to the LM IB period of Evans and Mackenzie. It is perfectly represented by the finds of a destruction horizon spread throughout the settlement. It is evident that this stage was the last of the palace but not of the settlement.
Thousands of pots that, when published, will constitute a kind of corpus for the LM IB pottery come from this horizon. The typological variety and differing quality create subgroups that, in spite of their dissimilarity, we must place within the same chronological bracket. Vessels of high quality, probably imported from Knossos or other sites in central Crete, coexist with significant products of local workshops and with pots of much lower quality in such great numbers that one can talk of mass production.
Another important observation is that vases decorated in styles that had previously been considered representative of earlier chronological steps are found in the same levels with the much more developed artistic creations, usually dated to the lowest limits of the LM I period. This indicates that some contexts outside Zakros previously thought to belong to phases earlier than the LM IB should probably now be redated: They include those of the so-called villas at Epano Zakros, Prophetes Helias Praissos, and Akhladia Siteia.
The next stage, Zakros VI, is represented by the pottery assigned by the excavator to a period of reoccupation, which was confined to only part of the settlement. Nikolaos Platon placed the reoccupation in the LM IIIA2 phase. The data drawn from the study of the pottery confirm that he underestimated the chronological and topographical extent of this period. The finding of even a few imported LM II vases from Knossos proves the existence of such a period at Zakros, which should be traced in subgroups of pottery considered as LM IIIA2. Moreover, even though limited, the presence of LM III pottery in contexts from the north and northeast hills shows that occupation during the Postpalatial period was not confined to a single quarter of the settlement.
In spite of the complete absence of LM IIIB sherds at Zakros, the site appears to have been reoccupied once again, on a truly limited scale this time, during the 11th century, to judge from some pottery found in a room of house E on the southwest hill.
To sum up, the port settlement was established in the MM IA, was flourishing and significantly expanding during the MM IB–IIA, grew even more in importance during the LM IA, and reached its zenith in the LM IB with the construction of a palace. The influence of Knossos on the palace is obvious in the pottery, the use of specific emblems, the type of archives, and the choice of architectural features, all of which suggest the strong possibility that this palace was a Knossian establishment.
Whether an earlier palace existed at Zakros cannot yet be determined. Nonetheless, the great structure underneath the East Palace Wing is obviously something more than a private house. The quantity and quality of its finds, the clear definition of the various functions in different parts arranged on successive terraces (the higher of which consist of workshops and a pottery kiln), its spacious, well-paved rooms interconnected by wide doorways, and, finally, its location on a site later occupied by part of the LM IB palace indicate that perhaps it should be considered an administrative center that functioned at least during the LM IA.
After a general destruction of the site around the end of the LM IB period, the palace was abandoned, but part of the settlement continued to exist until the end of the LM IIIA2, when it was also deserted.
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KHANIA (KYDONIA)
MARIA ANDREADAKI-VLAZAKI
IT is generally agreed that the modern town of Khania has been established on the ruins of classical Kydonia, one of the first-order city-states of Crete. According to Diodorus, Kydonia was one of the three cities founded by Minos in Crete (V, 78.2). This indicates that it existed even in Minoan times, which is confirmed by the reference to Kydonia in the Knossian Linear B tablets (Chadwick et al. 1986). Taking all of this into account, as well as the wealth and significance of the Minoan settlement of Khania, we are compelled to locate the seat of a very important Minoan and Mycenaean palatial center in the same site occupied by the classical city (Andreadaki-Vlazaki 2002, in press b).
In the beginning of the 20th century, modern Khania was rapidly extending outside the old city walls, and quite a few rich chamber tombs of the LM III period were revealed at that time (Jantzen 1951). Questions about the settlement of these Minoan people arose at once. The low hill of Kastelli, east of the Old Harbor, where traces of ancient buildings and Minoan pottery were visible, was the most probable settlement. This is confirmed by the extensive excavations that began in 1964 and are still continuing today in a few open areas of this densely occupied region.
The hill has been inhabited without interruption from Early Minoan times. Recently, the excavations in a small street of Kastelli revealed very interesting evidence for the early human activity. Below the ruins of various periods, quite a few narrow and mostly deep pits were dug into the rock, perhaps recalling pile dwellings. Later on, large houses with well-built rooms, carefully laid floors with circular hearths, walls coated with plaster, and pottery of exceptionally fine quality indicate that this was an important Prepalatial center. Furthermore, EM imports and local imitations suggest that the settlement had contacts with Knossos, the Peloponnese, the Cyclades, and even lands farther afield, as a unique EM III ivory plate, perhaps part of a game board from the Near East, may indicate (Andreadaki-Vlazaki in press b).
A lasting, close contact between the Khania area and the eastern part of the Peloponnese (especially the Argolid), a connection that existed throughout antiquity, originated in EM times. The geographic position of Khania, opposite the Peloponnese, favored travel. Even by chance, a Peloponnesian sailor could arrive in west Crete just by following the sea currents, as Menelaos did (Odyssey ?, 303 ff.). The island of Kythera was instrumental in this communication. The similarity between the EM III/MM IA pottery (e.g., cups with protobarbotine and incised decoration) of Kastelli at Khania and Kastri on Kythera is indicative in this respect (Coldstream and Huxley 1972, pl. 18, nos. 7–9, 13–15).
In the first half of the second millennium BC, the settlement at Khania developed into a dynamic center. The products of the local pottery workshop followed the styles of central Crete, and a number of vases were also imported. Unfortunately, the MM II constructions on Kastelli have been destroyed by the extensive building activity of the periods immediately following, and very few remains have survived.
The majority of the Minoan finds in Khania date from the Neopalatial period. At that time the built-up area was restricted to the hill and the south and southeast part of its base (Andreadaki-Vlazaki 2002, pl. La). This concentration is probably due to the different structure and organization of the settlement when tied to a palatial center. Up to now, no central court has been revealed. However, the Greek Swedish excavations in Haghia Aikaterini Square, as well as fifteen Greek excavations in private plots and public areas, suggest the idea of a nearby palace. The direct and indirect evidence that prompts such a view includes the Linear A archives, the palatial features in the architecture, the emphasis on ceremonial and cult areas, the scenes on seal impressions, and the mason’s marks.
The archives consist of 99 pieces of clay tablets, 124 roundels, and 28 nodules (Papapostolou, Godart, and Olivier 1976; GORILA 5; Andreadaki-Vlazaki and Hallager 2007). Most of these articles were found in the Katre no. 10 plot. Preserved by their accidental hardening during the violent conflagration at the end of LM IB, they contain lists of agricultural products and censuses of people and animals. They attest to the functioning of an advanced administrative system connected with the centralized economy of a powerful society. Regarding the number of Linear A tablets, Khania is in second position among the Minoan centers and in first position with regard to the roundels (Hallager 1996).
Many of the architectural features in the Khania settlement have been identified: a lustral basin, Minoan halls with pier-and-door partitions, lightwells, ashlar façades, fresco paintings, columns, pillars, well-organized storage rooms, well-developed drainage systems, and paved floors with red-painted plaster in the joints of the slabs. The palatial elements found at Khania were at first attributed to private buildings owned by the elite. However, the increase in number of these elements, in combination with the recovery of ceremonial and cult places, has allowed us to formulate the hypothesis that part of the excavated constructions could well be included as further evidence of a palace.
In the Neopalatial settlement, three main architectural phases have been recognized. The first one dates back to the MM III period, the second starts in the beginning of the LM IA, and the third starts at the beginning of the LM IB. The final destruction by conflagration comes at the end of the LM IB. The following transitional years, known as the LM II period, can be characterized as an intermediate period. In these years, the inhabitants of Khania roughly repaired the ruined buildings, thereby setting the scene for the following grand period characterized by the Mycenaean presence in the Minoan culture.
The most important and characteristic Neopalatial areas in the Kastelli hill and the Splantzia quarter are the following (Andreadaki-Vlazaki 2002, 2005):
a. Haghia Aikaterini Square (Greek Swedish Excavations)
Excavation over an area of 550 square m. and to a depth of 2 m. has revealed parts of two streets, an open area, and five buildings (for one of which we have a complete plan). This structure covers 220 square m. and has a second story, the larger part of which was an unroofed area. It consists of fourteen rooms on the ground floor, with a huge threshold at the entrance. It includes a Minoan polythyron hall, a lightwell, a kitchen, a storeroom, and a double staircase for the upper story. In the center of the kitchen, a rectangular clay hearth has been preserved, and the discovery of numerous loomweights indicates the existence of a loom in the vicinity.
The findings from House IV, such as an offering table and a clay foot model, denote a cult activity in the area.
b. Lionakis Plot
Located to the west of the previous area, this plot contains an important Neopalatial building with mud-brick walls, paved floors with red plaster in the joints, and the characteristic doorjamb bases.
c. Katre No. 10 Plot
Most of the Linear A tablets, roundels, and nodules of the archives of Khania come from this excavation. Found in a thick layer of red soil above a floor of beaten earth, they had probably fallen from the upper story.
d. Mathioudakis Plot
Situated in the eastern extremity of the Kastelli hill, this plot contains part of a vast Neopalatial building that has been uncovered here. In one of its rooms, a thick layer of pumice stone was spread all over the floor, which may hint at the presence of a shrine. On top of the pumice stone room, a great pillar may have been erected during the Mycenaean period.
e. Daskaloyannis Street Complex (Figure 39.1)
Daskaloyannis Street is one of the main streets in the town of Khania, located in the Splantzia quarter, east of the Kastelli hill. Due to municipal works projects, part of the street (74 m long by 8 m wide) had to be excavated. A very important Neopalatial building complex emerged, the excavated part of which is more than one thousand square meters in total. The strong outer walls are founded on huge, rough limestone blocks, while the inner ones are usually made of mud brick. The complex is divided in two parts.
In the southeast, an impressive threshold marks the main entrance. Inside the building, two rooms on the west lead to an adyton or lustral basin, which has a square ground plan, each side measuring 4 m. outside and 2 m. inside (Andreadaki-Vlazaki 1993). Its walls were preserved up to a height of 70 cm, and it was full of debris from the superstructure. During the LM IA period, this underground room was converted into a room on the ground-floor level. The pillar of the staircase and the walls of the room were decorated with fresco wall paintings down to the paved floor. The motifs are an imitation of marble revetment at the bottom and a frieze with a running spiral at the top—a decoration similar to that of the adyton in the east wing of the palace at Knossos. The pillar carries the most impressive decoration: a depiction of the core of the marble.
The proportions of a grand hall, located to the right of the lustral basin, permitted many people to gather there. The north end gives access to an immense platform or podium surrounded by drains and constructed of large rectangular limestone blocks 45 cm in thickness. In the middle, a low, thin wall encloses a plain rectangular area, and the drain held quite a few conical cups. The drainage system starts from the extensive courtyard to the west. In this area, in the northwestern corner of the building, a special structure with a luxurious double drain has been revealed. In front of it, another pit was found—again full of conical cups. A huge number of similar cups, many of which have a hole in the bottom, have been collected from the different earthen floors of the courtyard. Most of the cups were found upside down.
In the northeastern niche of the courtyard was a thick, loose layer of ash that contained many conical cups and animal bones, mainly from young pigs, as well as sheep, goats, cows, a wild goat, a deer, and a dog (Tzedakis and Martlew 1999, 106: Mylona). Straight to the north, more ceremonial activities took place in another open area. In the southeastern corner, a ritual bothros came to light among different earthen floors full of conical cups like those found in the courtyard. A group of five rooms found farther to the north, all of them with sunken floors, contained an abundance of conical cups and cooking utensils. These rooms also have ground floors.
Strong ritual and cult elements are noted in the Daskaloyannis complex. Its particular architectural structure, in combination with its multiple pottery finds, suggests special ceremonies, some of which were probably successive instances of feasting (Andreadaki-Vlazaki in press a). The lustral basin may represent one of the focal points of the complex since it can hold only a limited number of persons. On the contrary, the great hall, which ends at the platform, points to the gathering of many visitors. The platform hints at an open-air rite, and the west courtyard completes the picture. The Splantzia platform reminds us of the raised loggia of Malia. Similar structures were also uncovered in the central building in the Neopalatial settlement of Kastelli Pediados (Rethemiotakis 1992–1993, 44–45, plans 2 and 4).
Figure 39.1. Daskaloyannis street. Part of the neopalatial building complex (from the south) (photograph by Maria Andreadaki-Vlazaki).
Another elongated structure outside the Archanes complex has been interpreted as a similar exedra (Sakellarakis and Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1997, 79, plans 6, 7, 81, 145). Such platforms seem to be a common feature of open-air ritual scenes depicted on Neopalatial seals. In the rural sanctuary of Kato Syme in Viannos, the Neopalatial podium, surrounded by a drain, provides a ready parallel (Lebessi and Muhly 1990, 324–29, figure 3). During the final Minoan centuries and even the Classical period, the Splantzia area retains a ceremonial and sacred character, according to quite a few findings in huge pits dug there (Andreadaki-Vlazaki in press b).
Figure 39.2. The Master Impression; Haghia Aikaterini square (Khania Archaeological Museum; photograph by Ilias Iliadis).
Quite a few Neopalatial seal impressions with interesting cult scenes derive from Khania (Papapostolou 1977). Among them, the unique Master Impression was found (figure 39.2) in a pit in the Greek Swedish excavations among LM IB and II material (Hallager 1985; Andreadaki-Vlazaki 2005, 23–26, pl. III). The sealing represents a low hill by the sea, with a steep, rocky shore (i.e., a landscape identical to the topography of the Kastelli hill, where it was found). A fortified complex of multistory buildings crowned with horns of consecration occupies the hill and the surrounding plain. At the top of the central and higher wing, a male figure is holding a spear or staff in the gesture and position of a young Master. The fact that he stands among horns of consecration emphasizes the sacred character of the scene and reminds us of the Young God in the well-known LM III Kydonian seal stone (PM IV, 708, figure 532; Andreadaki-Vlazaki 2005, 23, pl. Vd).
Like most of the centers on the island, the settlement was destroyed suddenly in 1450 BC by an enormous fire. Some of the building sections were reused during the following LM II period. In those days, the name Kydonia was incised on one of the ten stelai bases of the funerary monument of Amenhotep III at Kom el-Hetan in Egypt, together with the names of various Cretan and Greek mainland cities. This epigraphic testimonium may reflect the itinerary of an official journey of the pharaonic court to the Aegean. Just by chance, a scarab with Amenhotep’s cartouche was found in Kastelli (cf. Banou in Karetsou, Andreadaki-Vlazaki, and Papadakis 2000, 246; also Keel and Kavoulaki in ibid, 320, cat. no. 329).
During the Final Palatial period, Mycenaeans took Aegean commerce under control and incorporated Crete into their “koine.” In Kydonia, the Mycenaean element seems to be stronger, and the 14th and 13th centuries represent the apex of the town’s urban development. The beginning of the period witnessed a new building program; large constructions, organized in a different way, appeared (Hallager 1997). Khania evolved into a very important center with Mycenaean, Cypriot, Syro-Phoenician, Egyptian, and probably Italian imports. It also enjoyed close relations with the Argolid and Boeotia. The local pottery workshop, known as the “Kydonia workshop,” developed into one of the predominant such places on the island. Its products, which are distinguished by the exceptionally high quality of the clay and slip, have been found at Rethymnon, Knossos, eastern Crete, and Patra and even in Cyprus and Sardinia. Representative of this workshop is the famous pyxis with a scene of a kithara player, found in a tomb in the area of Aptara (Tzedakis 1969, 1970; Kanta 1980, 288–89).
Kydonia seems to have been the center of an important overseas trade network in the LM III period, as it emerges from the study of a specific vase type, the inscribed stirrup jar. Outside Khania, such vases have been found at Rethymnon, Knossos, Thebes, Orchomenos, Mycenae, and Tiryns. It is noteworthy that the adjective wa-na-ka-te-ro was painted on the shoulder of some of the stirrup jars (Catling et al. 1980; Andreadaki-Vlazaki and Hallager 2007). Chemical analysis has revealed that 75% of these vases were made of clay from the Khania area and that they were used to transport aromatic oils or locally produced wine. This trade must partly explain the need for a literate bureaucracy.
The discovery during the Greek Swedish excavations of the first Linear B tablets, dating from LM IIIB early, was an event of major importance for the history of Khania (Hallager, Vlasakis, and Hallager 1992; Godart and Tzedakis 1995; Palaima 1995). These tablets point to a centralized administration and very probably to a palace structure. The first one (KH Sq 1) records ten pairs of wheels and recalls a tablet from Knossos that mentions chariots without wheels from or to Kydonia.
In the offering tablet KH Gq 5, amphorae with honey are being offered to Zeus and Dionysos in the shrine of Zeus (Dion). The occurrence of Dionysos on this tablet of undeniable religious context is conclusive proof that the god existed even in LM III Crete. His connection with Ariadne, Minos’s daughter, cannot be just a coincidence. Besides, the Greek tradition presents Dionysos as a chthonic deity, the son of Zeus and Persephone, Dionysos-Zagreus. Furthermore, in classical Greece, honey was connected with chthonic rituals performed on the day of the dead during the Anthesteria, the old wine festival of Dionysos (Andreadaki-Vlazaki 2005, 25).
In the second tablet, KH Ar 4, a palimpsest, we read masculine proper names in connection with the cities in Crete punaso and wato. The most important thing on this tablet, which deals with the administration of personnel, is that the scribe’s handwriting is similar to that of Knossian scribe 115 of an earlier date. This shows that the same scribal tradition existed in both cities.
The population of Kydonia probably included a number of nonnative people, according to the indications of both artifact types and skeletal material. Although the evidence concerning the prehistoric settlement in Khania covers the entire Bronze Age, the evidence on the necropolis is limited almost exclusively to the LM IIIA and B phases. More than 170 tombs have been recovered to the east of the center, in a region that consists almost exclusively of soft limestone (Andreadaki-Vlazaki 1997). Most of these are chamber tombs, although there are quite a few pit caves, as well as a few pit graves and even shaft graves.
In 2004, part of the eastern cemetery was excavated and yielded unexpected finds. Just east of the Mazali plot, where Nikolaos Platon had found quite a few chamber tombs, fifty-four tombs came to light, dating mostly to LM IIIA (Andreadaki-Vlazaki in press b). These are pit caves and shaft graves mingled with chamber tombs. The most important tomb is the LM III A1 shaft grave of Mycenaean type, which contained an intact burial. Its pit is 3 m. deep. Stone walls have been built along the four sides in order to support the cover, which consisted of very thick, heavy stone slabs. This burial was protected from plunder because of the stones’ great weight. The interment of a high-status warrior, a chieftain, was found intact, surrounded by bronze weapons and a bronze bowl. The most valuable find is the 80–cm-long sword of the ‘horned’ Ci type (Driessen and Macdonald 1984), with an ivory pommel, a gold ring below it, and gold-plated rivets. A precious seal stone with a female figure in a tree cult scene also accompanied the burial.
The pit caves consist of an elongated, rectangular trench up to 3.30 m. in depth, on one long side of which a cavity was dug, corresponding to the dimensions of the dead and blocked up by a rough stonewall. Only a single person was buried in the cave, which was never reused. Among these tombs, there are three double examples with the burial of a warrior and his companion, who always had only a miniature jug and a spindle whorl as grave gifts. The large groups of weapons were associated with only a few clay vases, mainly three-handled, piriform jars and squat alabastra. The pit cave is a tomb type very rare in Crete and without immediate forerunners, and only the Zapher Papoura cemetery near Knossos has yielded it (Evans 1906; Alberti 2004). On the Greek mainland, only a few examples are reported from Argolid and Attica. Since no direct prototype can be traced in Greece, some scholars suggest an eastern origin. The closest parallel seems to be cave tombs in Cyprus and the eastern Mediterranean area.
The earliest pit cave, dated to the beginning of the LM II phase, is a very impressive construction. Its pit is 3.30 m. deep, and the cavity, blocked by a double stone wall, contained the interment of another high-ranking warrior. Two big, three-handled jars and two more beaked jugs of exceptional decoration, a silver hair-dress, a bronze mirror, an ivory comb with relief decoration, a necklace with glass beads, and three precious seal stones accompanied the burial. His bronze armor consisted of an excellent long sword of the Ci type, two knives, and twenty-two arrowheads. Of special interest is a haematite seal with a unique representation of the Master of Animals (Andreadaki-Vlazaki 2005, 23–24, pl. Va).
Despite the time gap, this part of the burial ground has clear links with the mainland, particularly the Argolid, with regard to the shaft grave and pit cave tomb types, as well as the chamber tomb. It also looks very similar to the Zapher Papoura cemetery of Knossos, with its well-known warrior graves. We are able to say that the similarities between mainland, Knossian, and Kydonian cemeteries are undeniably close.
This recent find is crucial for the history of Khania and emphasizes the great importance and role of Kydonia in Mycenaean times as a Cretan center in a period of rapid, large-scale political and cultural changes in Crete. An interpretation that sees the warrior burials as representing officials of different ranks in the palatial military organization, drawn from different levels of society and of different origins (e.g., mercenaries) seems to be the most plausible explanation of the evidence.
By LM IIIA2 and IIIB, a period with obviously more regionalized polities on the island, the chamber tomb became increasingly common as the most convenient rock-cut tomb for multiple burials instead of single ones. The height of the dromos in front of the chamber entrance varies from 1.80 to 6.75m, and the doorway is always blocked by a rough stone wall. The dead were put on the floor of the chamber in a position determined by the available space. Wooden coffins and the removal of relics were common practices. The clay larnax burial, a major distinguishing feature of LM III Crete, is absent in Kydonia. Only a bathtub decorated with octopi has been found.
Most of the burials were accompanied by funerary gifts. There is a clear distinction between the LM IIIA1 and IIIA2/B pottery assemblages. The later burials are characterized by several types of vases, mostly products of the local Kydonian workshop. There are also some Mycenaean imports and part of a Canaanite amphora among them. The most common vase shape is the stirrup jar, which is usually decorated with an octopus with its tentacles suited to any kind of belly. The small stirrup jar is likely designed specifically for perfumed oil. Bronze utensils and weapons compose another interesting group of funerary gifts. Only one intact tomb contained a great accumulation of bronze, reminding us of the tomb of the Tripod Hearth at Zapher Papoura: a big amphora, two bucket-shaped vases, three bowls, two ladles, a tripod cauldron, two mirrors, two pairs of scales, a sword, two cleavers, knives, and a spearhead.
Jewelry is not absent. Nice necklaces of glass and faience have been found. Golden artifacts are rare. Among the representations on the seal stones, the hybrid beings are noteworthy (Andreadaki-Vlazaki 2005, 25, pl. IV f–h).
In an important chamber tomb of a high-ranking individual were revealed finely wrought pieces of ivory, such as heads of warriors with boar’s tusk helmets, one of them en face, heraldically confronted lions, eight-shaped shields, columns with capitals, female figures carrying flowers, and lions attacking deer (Sakellarakis 1979; Poursat 1977; Andreadaki-Vlazaki in press b). These pieces were probably attached to a wooden box.
Until now, only a few skeletons from Kydonia have been studied (Hallager and McGeorge 1992). It seems that the average life span of women was 25.6 years, while for men it was 34.14 years. The average height of a male was 1.645 m, and for a woman, only 1.488 m. The women looked very fatigued. The rise in the death rate was due to pregnancy and childbirth; the low height was attributed to malnutrition and chronic ailments. The high infant death rate was a fact. As the studied skeletal sample comes from a group of tombs that appear to be inferior in comparison to the rest of the cemetery, another study is essential for more reliable conclusions. Dr. McGeorge has begun studying the skeletal material of the warriors’ graves. With regard to pit and shaft graves, her initial results are different: These graves have yielded tall men and women, as well as robust men with traces of wounds on the bones.
The Minoan settlement of Kydonia was suddenly abandoned in the LM IIIC period, as were most of the other settlements in Crete. The causes of this abandonment are unknown. The various hypotheses advanced revolve around the internal weakening and decline of Minoan civilization, in combination with more general upheavals throughout the entire Eastern Mediterranean basin, with the appearance of the Sea Peoples and the destruction of the Hittite kingdom. It is worth stressing that the city of Khania was not destroyed but simply deserted. This is clear from the almost empty rooms and the complete absence of signs of destruction (Hallager and Hallager 2000).
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KNOSSOS
COLIN MACDONALD
KNOSSOS was the main prehistoric settlement of the island of Crete and is best known for its monumental palace, the so-called Palace of Minos (figure 40.1a–b). It lies in the north of the center part of the island, about 5 kilometers south of its ancient harbor town at Poros-Katsabas. The palace is 100 meters above sea level on one of the few tells of the prehistoric Aegean, the Kephala hill, first inhabited around 7000 BC, some four thousand years before the inception of the Bronze Age.
The earliest settlement of Knossos in the prepottery or Aceramic Neolithic may have been the earliest formal settlement in the whole of Crete. While new discoveries and a wide range of archaeological methods are helping to clarify and challenge our views of early human habitation on Crete, it is important to note that the earliest signs of human activity on the island are found precisely where the ceremonial center of Knossos, the palace, was later built. The Bronze Age palace itself was, among other things, both a monument to the ancient religious ceremonies that had taken place on this spot and an expression of the new authority that was in place, initially at the Knossian level and later at a regional and perhaps even an island-wide level.
The fact that five thousand years of tradition and history lay behind the foundation of the Bronze Age palace at Knossos may help to explain why this was the only site in Crete where occupation was never seriously interrupted by the destructions that periodically visited this and other sites. Only during the 14th century BC was the face of Bronze Age civilization changed, with the destruction of the palace at a time when mainland influence on Crete was strong.
Figure 40.1a. General ground plan of the West Section of Knossos (from The Palace of Minos by Sir Arthur Evans, used by permission of Paterson Marsh Ltd. on behalf of the Sir Arthur Evans Trust).
Figure 40.1b. General ground plan of the East Section of Knossos (from The Palace of Minos by Sir Arthur Evans, used by permission of Paterson Marsh Ltd. on behalf of the Sir Arthur Evans Trust).
THE NEOLITHIC AND EARLY BRONZE AGE
There is no reason to imagine that the Neolithic population of Knossos was displaced by new, metal-using groups even if the arrival of some new people in Crete toward the end of the 4th millennium BC seems likely. Both the north-south orientation of houses in the area (mid- to late 4th millennium BC) later occupied by the Central Court of the Palace and the continuity of the burnishing ceramic tradition support a more gradual change from Neolithic to the Bronze Age than has usually been suggested. The large chalices of Early Minoan I, dark burnished to a finish approaching the finest Neolithic ceramics, have their origin both in the Final Neolithic of the 4th millennium BC and in contemporary EB I developments in the Cyclades and the north Aegean. Their use at Knossos, demonstrated particularly by their occurrence in an Early Minoan I well deposit, implies communal feasting activities on a large scale in the area where later the palace and its central court would be built.
Ceremonial activities for the community of Knossos certainly took place regularly on the Kephala hill during the 3rd millennium BC. The small, individual drinking cup, the footed goblet or eggcup, was introduced in the middle of the third millennium and continued to be the main drinking vessel at Knossos until the 19th century BC. Toward the end of the 3rd millennium BC or Early Minoan III, the first large-scale structure appears to have been built, although its character is unclear. It took the form of an impressive wall made of small, roughly worked blocks balanced by small stones in the interstices, which ran at least from the northwest corner of the later palace south, west, and south again to the level of the later Magazines XI/X, where it is lost east under the later walling. It may have been a platform of some kind for a building that dominated the hill. It is also possible that the so-called Early Keep or ‘Prisons’ date to this period, perhaps all together forming some form of complex with deep, underground storage facilities. Whatever the precise nature of this complex, it seems as though there was an attempt to build an impressive public building that overlooked one or more ceremonial areas and perhaps the northern approach from the sea. The building was not a palace in any sense of the word, and only its orientation and preservation by later builders implies any formal connection with later monumentality.
THE MIDDLE BRONZE AGE AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE PALACE
The construction of the monumental Palace of Minos at Knossos in the later 20th and early 19th centuries BC and its subsequent development for almost five hundred years (some expansion; frequent repair and remodeling after destructive episodes) can be considered a crucial point of departure from the gradual processes of development until then evident on the island. Although there is currently a trend to diminish the importance of the construction of ‘palaces’ in Crete and to bolster the Early Bronze Age evidence for large-scale ceremonial activity in open areas that later became the palatial courts, with the construction of the palace, the modest, clan-based community completed its transformation to a hierarchical, urban society controlled by one or more elite groups.
There was clearly greater central organization of a range of activities, not least religious and ceremonial, facilitated by writing and sealing. To what extent the palace became deeply involved in broad economic control of the region cannot be ascertained from the few, and undeciphered, documents of Cretan Hieroglyphic. It may be that in the first couple of centuries, the palace relied on largely local contributions as the main, regional ceremonial center (labor to build it and produce to maintain its personnel and the ceremonial and ritual events it organized) rather than formal revenues through taxes and tribute. The latter was a role more appropriate for its final century when, due to mainland Mycenaean influence if not control, the Linear B script was used on clay tablets and sealings for detailed accounting of the arrival of goods from a wide geographical area.
Although there is by no means agreement on how much of the palace that is visible today was built in the first hundred years of what we call the Old Palace or Protopalatial Period, it seems that the area covered by the Old Palace was almost the same as that covered by the ‘New.’ It is for this reason that, although the bipartite division into Old and New Palace periods may work for sites on the rest of the island, not the least of which is Phaistos, at Knossos it is misleading because it gives the mistaken impression that one palace building gave way to or was replaced by another.
In fact, after the first palace was built during Middle Minoan IB–IIA or 1950–1800 BC, despite numerous destructive episodes, it was not replaced at any time by a ‘new’ structure, although important architectural innovations of the late 18th to the mid-17th centuries (Middle Minoan III) were adopted in reconstructed or newly built areas of the palace (e.g., the NW Portico and Initiatory Area, as well as the Domestic or Residential Quarter of the East Slope). By the 16th century, or Late Minoan IA, these Neopalatial architectural leitmotifs (e.g., the finest ashlar masonry, pier-and-door partitions) and arrangements (e.g., the Minoan hall and the lustral basin) had been adopted throughout much of the island and beyond (Akrotiri, Thera and Trianda, Rhodes).
Apart from the great Central Court, which may have been a largely open space even before the palace was built, one of the most impressive elements of the architecture of the early palace is the long west façade, with its orthostatic, gypsum blocks and indentations. Another striking feature will have been an upper story with windows overlooking the West Court and looking toward the Minoan town as it stretched west up the Acropolis Hill, where occupation is attested from around 2000 BC at a distance of some 370 m from the palace (Warren 1987, 53). Some would place this façade in Middle Minoan III or the 17th century BC, but my opinion is that it is a construction of MM IIA at the latest, with traces of an earlier façade beneath its north end (Macdonald and Knappett 2007, 170). Even if a later date is correct, what we see today would then be a rebuilding of the original façade in order to maintain continuity and a link with the past.
The entrance system of raised walkways was certainly in place by the 19th century, as were three large, circular, stone-lined pits called the kouloures in the area of the west court; a fourth was found in the Theatral Area where people from the town of Knossos would have approached the palace region along the so-called Royal Road, a public way that was first paved by the early 19th century BC or Middle Minoan IIA, if not a little earlier (Warren 1994, 201–202). The road and the other paved thoroughfares of Knossos leading to and around the palace area were major public works carried out under the aegis of the palatial administration and marked a great leap forward in urban organization compared with the Prepalatial era of the 3rd millennium BC. Similarly, the great stone-lined kouloures were public constructions that may have been for storage, perhaps for produce like grain, which was poured into them during a harvest festival of some kind. Those in the west court went out of use at the end of the 18th century BC or a little later (i.e., Middle Minoan IIB or IIIA) (MacGillivray 1998, 33), when storage space both within and outside the palace may have decreased.
Rather less is known of Protopalatial houses (MM IB–II) than those of the Neopalatial period (MM III–LM I) and later. However, excavation southwest of the palace has shown that major terracing of the hill in MM IB and MM IIA allowed modest rectangular dwellings and workshops to be built. Drainage systems were installed to serve houses northwest of the palace by the Royal Road as early as MM IB (Evans 1928, 368, figure 204), so it is no surprise that very well-built drainage systems are installed inside the palace (Domestic Quarter and North Entrance) by Middle Minoan III, if not earlier (Macdonald and Driessen 1988, 235–58). The terracing of the Kephala hill, on which the palace stood, combined with the creation of a road network serviced by drains, transformed the Early Bronze Age settlement into a well-organized urban center run by a palatial administration that bore more than a passing resemblance to towns and cities in the Near East.
As in the palaces of the Near East, interior storage was of great importance from the beginning. The serried ranks of oblong Magazines of the West Wing were in place during the Protopalatial period, even if the walls dividing them today are much later; other magazines nearby, perhaps of Middle Minoan IB date, have tall gypsum doorjambs carved with large, deeply cut mason’s marks (croix pommée) but were cut off by later developments in the area of the East and West Pillar Rooms, whose gypsum pillars were adorned with carved ‘double axes’ belonging to the 17th century BC or Middle Minoan III, if not earlier.
Still more magazines and storage areas were located on the lower terraces of the East Slope, beneath spaces that later became the Court of the Stone Spout, the School Room, Room of the Stone Pier, and so on. How early storage in this area is attested is uncertain although it probably goes back to Middle Minoan II (19th/18th centuries BC); the latest storage jars or pithoi, including the aptly named ‘Giant Pithoi,’ are probably Middle Minoan IIIA in date or early 17th century BC (pace Evans 1921, 231–34), but the kalderim or cobbled paving on which they were found probably dates back at least to Middle Minoan IIB.
Apart from storing food and drink for consumption by palace officials and workers on a daily basis, as well as at ceremonies, and keeping the ritual paraphernalia and feasting vessels used in these events (e.g., ‘Early Magazine A,’ Macdonald and Knappett 2007, 161–65, figure 164; ‘Royal Pottery Stores,’ Evans 1921, 240–47), the first palace had several other functions, including production (Cadogan 1987). In addition, some palatial workshops lay outside but close to the palace (e.g., soft-stone seal carving and a horn workshop in the Southwest Houses: Macdonald and Knappett 2007).
Weaving may have been an important industry, producing fine cloths and, no doubt, ships’ sails; the Cretan melon-shaped loomweight for manufacturing special fabrics is first found inside the palace in the Loomweight Basement of the east slope (Evans 1921, 248–55) toward the end of the 18th century BC. It is of great interest that much later, when cloth became even more important within the Linear B palace economy of the late 15th and 14th centuries BC, this same, uniquely Cretan, shape of loomweight was still in use (unpublished Late Minoan II set of loomweights from the Southwest Houses excavated under the supervision of C. F. Macdonald in 1992–1993 and in 1996 with E. Hatzaki). Many of those who were involved in these industries could have lived within the palace itself or in its immediate environs and been supported by it.
We do not know whether those involved in more polluting industries, such as potting and metallurgy, were directly subject to and supported by the early palace, as they were under the later Linear B administration. However, there is no sign as yet of a large, possibly independent administrative and crafts quarter, like Quartier Mu at Malia. Indeed, it is possible to argue that the use of clay sealings in Middle Minoan IB and IIA contexts outside the palace indicates that the palace’s physical boundaries did not mark the limits of its power and control.
From the very earliest days of the palace, when a monumental façade stood at the southwest corner of the highest terrace (Macdonald and Knappett 2007, plates 1–4), a store of cups, jugs, jars, and bowls was kept for use during a feast nearby, in the West or Central Courts or in a hall of the west wing. The composition of the Middle Minoan IB deposit indicates that whatever feast the pots were used in, there was a strong hierarchical element to the composition of the groups attending, where the small number of fine vessels corresponds to small numbers of elite members, and the finest eggshell goblet represents the head of the ceremony, if not the leader of Knossos itself. The deposit appears to have been stored for use in a patron-role feast, and we may be witnessing the institutionalization of a feast in which the palace authority or ruler is the patron and host of an event during which the relative levels of subordination within society of those attending are cemented by their roles and position at the feast. The three clay noduli, a counter, and twenty-three miniature vase tokens from the same store indicate that the form of the feast was very much under palatial control (Weingarten and Macdonald 2005; Macdonald and Knappett 2007, 161–64).
If some form of line or dynasty was instituted in Middle Minoan I, perhaps to build, certainly to run the palace, we should not assume that it continued uninterrupted until the end of the Neopalatial period (Late Minoan IB or mid-15th century BC). The end of the Protopalatial period might be considered an appropriate moment for a change in the ruling body at Knossos on the basis of numerous changes that take place about this time. One of the most obvious is the abandonment of the Hieroglyphic script in favor of Linear A, the script that had been in use in the south of the island at Phaistos in Middle Minoan II. However, the more we learn about the 17th century, or Middle Minoan III, this crucial period of change, the more we see a gradual transformation into the Neopalatial palace and city that is largely visible today.
The great Hieroglyphic Deposit (Evans 1921, 271–85), probably from a disturbed deposit beneath stairs that lead to the upper floor of the west wing from the north end of the Long Corridor, cannot be closely dated. However, because it appears fairly advanced compared with the scattered sealings and single tablet of earlier periods (MM IB–IIA), with new types of sealings—the document sealing or flat-based nodules and crescent-shaped sealings—it is usually placed in Middle Minoan IIIA. By Middle Minoan IIIB, Linear A is the script of choice and very widespread, implying that it had some time at Knossos to develop into a well-known and widely used script. Two large goblets with pinched bases, a Middle Minoan IIIA shape that harks back to the classic shape of drinking cup from Early Minoan II to Middle Minoan IIA, were painted with Linear A inscriptions (Evans 1921, 588, 613). Thus, two scripts were being used in the same broad period, although not precisely side by side. It may have taken some time to wean the traditional palace scribes and administrators away from Cretan Hieroglyphic. However, I am not sure that we can view the replacement of Cretan Hieroglyphic by Linear A as sudden, although it was decisive.
THE MIDDLE MINOAN III—LATE MINOAN I PALACE (C. 1700–1450 BC)
Whereas many other sites in Crete had suffered greatly from destructive events at the end of Middle Minoan IIB, Knossos may have suffered less and perhaps not in the same way. In Middle Minoan IIIA, Knossos does not show signs of large-scale architectural transformation, but it does enter a new era in other ways, some of which have already been mentioned.
For example, foreign trade takes off, marked by significant contact with Thera and the Dodecanese, as well as with the coast of Asia Minor. We do not yet understand why this occurred, but Middle Minoan IIIA can be considered the beginning of Knossian involvement in established and new networks of the south Aegean at a time when the other sites of Crete appear to have been recovering from the disasters of Middle Minoan IIB. This might also be the period when Knossos begins to dictate aspects of Cretan material culture and even dominate the island on some political level (Wiener 2007), highlighted at a regional level by the construction of a palace at Galatas in the Pediada during Middle Minoan III.
At Knossos, during Middle Minoan III, the most characteristic elements of the palace were laid out, even if some did not achieve their final form until Late Minoan I. Without going into the precise dating of each, some of the main features were the following:
The West Court, now larger due to the filling of the kouloures, divided the town to the west from the palace on the east. The palace’s West Wing cast an early morning shadow over the court with its two stories, the upper walls of which were of plastered and painted mud brick with large windows. The entrance around the southwest, by the Corridor of the Procession Fresco, existed at this time, although the wall painting itself is probably a work of the later 15th century BC or Late Minoan II.
The entrance route could take the visitor through a large columned entrance porch called the South Propylaeum, a hubristic structure that was narrowed in Late Minoan I after an earthquake. The figures preserved in reproduction wall paintings, like the Cup-Bearer, belonged to the later Procession Fresco. Stairs led to the first floor and possibly top story of the West Wing. The main feature of the west side of the wing is the row of West Magazines, although their present dividing walls belong to a phase of repairs in Late Minoan II–IIIA since there is so much reused, broken ashlar masonry. The Long Corridor divides the West Wing and links its two sides.
On the east side, which borders the west of the Central Court, there are two important complexes, one dubbed the Central Palace Sanctuary (Panagiotaki 1999) and the other known as the Throne Room complex. The former includes the well-known East and West Pillar Rooms or Crypts, the Vat Room (with its deposit of Prepalatial and early Protopalatial objects), and the Temple Repositories, where the faience figures of the Snake Goddess and votaries were found. The arrangement of the spaces here—essentially a series of six squares—changed over time as the function also evolved. However, it appears that it at least remained an area for storing shrine paraphernalia over a long period since, once the Temple Repositories had gone out of use, a collection of stone vases, many of them religious rhyta of the finest quality, was stored in a room above and to one side of the East Pillar Crypt.
The Room of the Throne and the Lustral Basin, with its complex of preparatory ancillary rooms behind, is one of the most important areas of the palace and is directly linked with the Central Court by an antechamber. The present state of the room with the gypsum seat/throne and benches may date to the early 15th century or Late Minoan IB, as may the accompanying wall paintings of heraldic griffins and palms. However, the arrangement, which focuses on a Lustral Basin, goes back to Middle Minoan III, when there may also have been access via the area of three cists south of the antechamber through to the Central Palace Sanctuary. Ceremonies in the Central Court are likely to have been controlled from the west side of the palace, where so much emphasis has been laid on ritual.
The east side of the Central Court, like the west in Late Minoan I, may have been lined with a stoa of pillars or columns (Shaw 2002). One story would have been visible behind, although in the case of the Domestic Quarter, there were at least two more floors to reach ground level via the Grand Staircase. A great cutting was made into the side of the hill to accommodate the new quarter as early as Middle Minoan II. The Domestic Quarter of the 17th–15th centuries BC is a showcase of Minoan palatial architecture, from colonnaded staircases and lightwells to columned halls divided by pier-and-door partitions, and all were adorned with wall and sometimes floor paintings (Fish or Dolphin Fresco). This was Cretan Bronze Age living at its most elegant. There was also an element of rigid planning in the circulation pattern, perhaps going back to Middle Minoan IIB and IIIA, which allowed participants in a ceremony to split up at the bottom of the Grand Staircase and take part in different rites before meeting again in the great Hall of the Double Axes, probably for the culmination of the ritual.
The rest of the East Slope was given over to attractive courts and reception rooms (e.g., the Great East Hall, perhaps with relief frescoes and storage beneath in the Magazine of the Medallion Pithoi). To the north, an attractive North East Entrance was lined with fine ashlar masonry. From Middle Minoan III, a series of architectural modifications led to the creation of the North Entrance Passage, with its bastions and with the relief wall painting of a raging bull, one of the great animal icons of Knossos (figure 40.2). The wall painting has been dated anywhere between Middle Minoan IIIA and Late Minoan IB (late 18th to early 16th centuries B.C.); whatever its true date, wall paintings were of great importance at Knossos and eventually throughout Crete from Middle Minoan III to Late Minoan I and later. Some of the Knossian frescoes may have immortalized real ceremonies (e.g., the Miniature Frescoes, probably of Late Minoan I date and found just southwest of the Northern Entrance).
We know little of how the Second or New Palace was run since there are few deposits that contained documents of any kind. The palace had not yet reached the bureaucratic frenzy of Late Minoan IIIA, but goods stored and moved were recorded and sealed, and ‘letters’ were sent between Minoan centers (see Weingarten this volume). The nature of activities inside the palace may not have differed greatly in the Protopalatial and Neopalatial periods. There was, however, a marked change in the perceived quality of life, which was achieved through architectural and artistic developments that spread throughout the island and beyond and ultimately put flesh on ‘Helladic’ mainland material culture to allow the creation of ‘Mycenaean.’
The town of Knossos was made up of a combination of modest houses and fine mansions, the largest of which was the Little Palace, about 300 meters west of the palace along the Royal Road. These town houses adopted many of the palatial architectural formulas, so much so that the closest parallel for the Little Palace is the Domestic Quarter of the palace. The general size of houses had increased greatly, and terracing on the slopes around the palace had been consolidated to create larger building platforms (e.g., area of the Southwest Houses). As in the Palace itself, the houses exude an impression of increased affluence; it may be important that most were built after the first phase of the expansion of Knossian interest abroad, perhaps as the benefits of this bold movement were reaped.
Figure 40.2. The North Entrance Bastion and the reconstructed Throne Room area floors are visible from the Northeast Entrance (photograph by Colin Macdonald).
THE FINAL PALACE PERIOD (1450–1300 BC)
There may be some signs that the palace suffered destruction around 1450 BC (Late Minoan IB); some of the buildings in the town of Knossos were certainly burnt and never rebuilt. This was also the time of destructions throughout the island. Certainly, after 1450 BC Knossos looked different. Although many aspects of the following periods (Late Minoan II to IIIA) can be used to demonstrate a floruit in the arts and crafts, notably metalworking (see, e.g., Popham, Catling, and Catling 1974, 195–257), other aspects (e.g., architecture) give the impression of a period of decline. Astonishingly, no more limestone ashlar masonry was cut after the Late Minoan IB destructions that afflicted most of Crete, including Knossos. Gypsum was used extensively in Late Minoan II, as demonstrated, for example, by one of the unpublished Southwest Houses (S.VII), which reuses broken limestone ashlar in its walls, frames windows with gypsum, and also uses it for traditional pier-and-door partition jambs, unless these are reused from an earlier structure.
So too, in the palace, many rough walls were inserted to change circulatory patterns or to control access, although many of these were removed with little more than a nod by Sir Arthur Evans. Evans had stripped most of the palace down to its Middle Minoan III to Late Minoan I skeleton, so that its later plan is now difficult to reconstruct. In addition, there may well have been a great difference between the way the palace looked in Late Minoan II–IIIA1, when the great Palace-Style Jars were so prominently used, and the way it appeared in the last days of the Linear B administration in Late Minoan IIIA2, so well evoked by Mervyn Popham (1987, 297–99), with scribes working in both palatial halls in the west wing and on cramped landings in the domestic quarter.
The period following the Late Minoan IB destructions has been variously described as ‘Mycenaean,’ ‘Monopalatial,’ and ‘Final Palatial’; the only one that is acceptable for Knossos is the last, yet it should be used only as a term of convenience rather than defining a ‘Third’ and Final palace. The controversy concerning the date of the final destruction of the Knossos palace (LM II, LM IIIA, or IIIB: e.g., Palmer and Boardman 1963; Popham 1970; Driessen 1990) has not been adequately resolved. A date toward the end of the 14th century (LM IIIA2) seems most likely, if certain deposits can be placed in an earlier phase, LM IIIA1, when palace-style jars were still in use. The date of the destruction of the Knossos palace is important since we need to know at what point this major economic center leaves the Mediterranean stage and lapses into a ceremonial twilight—destroyed but remembered. My own view is that a date for the final destruction of the Linear B palace around 1325–1300 BC would seem appropriate, just before the inception of Late Minoan IIIB pottery styles.
The most obvious change between Late Minoan I and Late Minoan II–III is that from ‘Minoan’ Linear A to the ‘Mycenaean’ Linear B script; the latter was not widely used in Crete, in contrast to Linear A, which is written on pots, metalwork, and ritual objects, as well as on tablets. The script is not so changed as is the language used for the economic records of the palace. The British architect Michael Ventris identified the language as Greek in 1952, thereby transforming Aegean Late Bronze Age studies (Chadwick 1976; also see J. Rutter [http://projectsx.dartmouth.edu/classics/history/bronze_age/lessons/bib/25bib.xhtml#21] for a carefully devised bibliography of Linear B studies). However, there are also many aspects of continuity, so much so that we might even be tempted to put the ‘Mycenaean Greek’ language into the mouths of ‘Minoans.’ This particular aspect of cultural change needs more careful examination. The presence of mainlanders can be considered highly likely, but in what capacity we do not know.
The end of the palace, when it came, was accompanied by a fire that baked tablets and clay sealings, as most crashed to the ground from upper stories. The tablets document a rather frenetic final economic year but give no hint of the disaster to come. If earthquake was the cause, why did the Knossians not rebuild and repair as they had done countless times before? Other factors undoubtedly caused the abandonment of the palace as an institution that had lasted more than half a millennium.
POSTPALATIAL KNOSSOS (1300–1000 BC)
The 13th century at Knossos probably saw a reduction in occupation until around 1200, when a new settlement may have been founded. The inhabitants’ activities were now so different from before that the archaeological layers are defined by a gray, ashy earth, as compared to the red-brown decayed mud brick of earlier centuries. The town flourished and had contacts outside Crete as far afield as Italy and Cyprus.
Inside the former palace area (Popham 1964), there is little evidence of activity in LM IIIB, a notable exception being the Shrine of the Double Axes (Evans 1928, 335–44), perhaps a shrine to serve any informal (i.e., nonpalatial) ceremonies that could still take place in the area of the old Central Court. However, we must admit that a notable amount of evidence from the palace area was lost or removed during the original excavations. Nearby, in the area of the southwest houses, the first activity after a major LM IIIB destruction is represented by an Early Protogeometric pit that dates to about 1000 BC, which was sunk to extract masonry from one of the houses (Coldstream and Macdonald 1997, 197, 203–204). The pit was backfilled with the debris removed from the destruction levels of the Late Minoan II house, including most of a magnificent palace-style jar, the significance of which these robbers will not have understood.
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KOMMOS
JOSEPH SHAW MARIA SHAW
LOCATION
The Minoan and Greek site of Kommos (figure 41.1) lies next to the Libyan Sea in south central Crete, along the western edge of the great Mesara Plain. It is almost due south of the inland Hagia Triadha site and is southwest of palatial Phaistos, which it apparently served as epineion during the Minoan period (Shaw and Shaw 1985, 2006). Kommos is due west of the modern town of Pitsidia and a few kilometers north of Matala, a port town of Greek and Roman Phaistos.
BRIEF HISTORY OF SETTLEMENT AND USE
Kommos was lightly settled as early as the Late Neolithic/Early Minoan period, especially on the sloping side of the small southernmost hills known as Tou Spanou Ta Kephalia (“the heads of the hairless one,” a reference to its relatively bare profile during recent times). Like most Minoan sites, Kommos was mainly an agricultural community, with its inhabitants sustained by farming and herding but also by the sea. The settlement expanded during the prosperous Middle Minoan period, perhaps to 1.5 hectares. Resettlement and expansion followed, possibly after an earthquake, in MM III/LM I, perhaps to 3.5 hectares, followed by sporadic and somewhat casual use until the end of LM IIIB, ca. 1200 BC, when the site was deserted (J. Shaw 1996, 1–14, 379–400; 2002, 2006a–c). In about 1020 BC, locals established a small temple upon the Minoan ruins.
Figure 41.1. Kommos area site plan, with town (top, center left, and Southern Area (below) (by Giuliana Bianco).
THE MINOAN TOWN
A major topographical landmark at the site of Kommos is a slab-paved road that leads to the sea (figure 41.1, lower center, left [“road”]). It also divides the Minoan settlement into two parts: a town that sprawls north, up the slope of a hill, and the relatively flat area to its south, where a number of monumental buildings rose in succession over time, largely one atop the other.
As exposed in excavation, the maximum settled area of the town was perhaps 3.5 hectares. The pottery found shows it to have been settled as early as MM IB and to have continued into LM III, falling into decline by the later part of the latter period, especially in LM IIIB. This long history of occupation splits in two main parts, before and after MM III when, we believe, a destruction occurred, likely the result of an earthquake, necessitating major rebuilding.
Naturally, the period after the destruction is the one about which we are the best informed, at least architecturally, as the earlier buildings were generally overlain by the new ones. There is also the difference that, in the period preceding the seismic event, houses were not usually built with open spaces around them, as they were later. This makes it more difficult to speak of individual “houses,” and, since it is a widespread phenomenon at other sites, it has led, in more recent literature, to the use of the term “household,” shifting the emphasis to the inhabitants themselves—extended families occupied the same building over long periods of time (Wright 2007). The term is equally useful with reference to the Late Minoan houses, where the longevity of use by members of the same family still applies.
Volume 1, part 2 of the Kommos series (Shaw and Shaw 1996) concentr ates on the area of the town, its roads, public spaces, and the houses. Contributing to the publication of the houses were often the very people who excavated them: Lucia F. Nixon, James C. Wright, John McEnroe, and Maria C. Shaw. Other members of the team contributed to the study of the finds (Shaw and Shaw 1996, chapter 4, 243–345), and there are ciwith general discussions by Maria C. Shaw, on the “Town Arrangement and Domestic Architecture” (345–77), and another by Joseph W. Shaw, on “Domestic Economy and Site Development” (379–400).
The pottery was published in separate volumes, split chronologically between Philip P. Betancourt (Kommos, vol. 2, 1990: down to and including the MM III period) and L. Vance Watrous (Kommos, vol. 3, 1992: on the Late Bronze Age). Foreign pottery was found throughout the site, including the town, though the higher concentrations were in the southern area of the site, both in the Civic Buildings and in what we labeled House X, which was built next to them. The location marks it as elite, though there may have been other houses that were eventually covered over by the buildings associated with the later Greek Sanctuary.
Of additional interest is that House X, compared to the other houses, yielded the most imports, including a Cypriot pithos. Yet, surprisingly, a kind of foreign pottery was found on the Hilltop and Hillside areas of the town that was not found there, the simple reason being that this kind of pottery, identified as coming from Sardinia (Watrous 1992, 163–68) came from LM IIIB levels, which were not always preserved in the more eroded southern area where House X was—a fact commented upon by Jeremy B. Rutter (Kommos, vol. 5, 2006, 674) in his recent publication of the pottery from the monumental buildings there.
With this broad review in mind, we can turn to specific aspects relating to the town: its topography, the architectural character of the houses, and the activities as implied both by architectural features and finds. With regard to town planning, we are aware of one main road that ran north to south, which we nicknamed the Rampa dal Mare. On the south, this road stopped nearly across from a major entrance into palatial Building T, and, in a parallel arrangement, another north-south road that ran alongside the east side of House X stopped right at an entrance located in T’s northeast corner.
The majority of the houses in the town of Kommos belong to a category defined by McEnroe (1982) as Minoan Type 3 Houses—a study that has now been widely accepted as a dependable model for gauging house status architecturally. Two houses, positioned along the Rampa dal Mare and nicknamed by us the “North House” and the “House with the Snake Tube,” were of this type. They are among neither the humblest of Minoan houses nor the most sophisticated when compared with houses at some other sites, those at Knossos, Malia, Zakros, and Palaikastro, for instance.
House X at Kommos approximates a McEnroe Type 2 house, the criteria for which include the numerous rooms, which vary in size, and a pillared portico (the range suggests a degree of specialization in space use). Like the North House, which is also among the better built of Type 3 houses, House X was provided with two staircases, the smaller built in the innermost part of the house, allowing perhaps for privacy for some of its residents. Finally, and exceptionally in terms of the areas exposed at the site, House X was decorated with frescoes. The favored theme was landscape, including one of excellent quality depicting lilies.
There is evidence for household activities of a more ordinary type and evidence that goes somewhat beyond such a category. An example of the former is the food processing indicated by the many stone querns and mortars and the hand tools that were used to crush substances. Such tools and implements became the subject of a now classic study on the subject, written by Blitzer (1995, 403–535). Included in this category are stone presses (spouted slabs with a circular central depression).
These were found set on built platforms and were evidently used to press grapes to produce wine or olives to produce oil. Another activity for which there is evidence at Kommos is weaving—loomweights and spindle whorls, which are the subject of a systematic study by Dabney (1996, 244–62).
More appealing to the needs of the mind and the spirit are objects like seals, one with a beautiful composition of two antithetical fish, another with a hybrid creature of a known type: half bird/half woman. The latter was found in what archaeologists usually refer to as a Household Shrine, in House X. Another cultic object, the socalled Snake Tube, was found in a house named after this find. These “shrines” occur at other Minoan sites during LM III and are often associated with times of decline.
This impression is reinforced at Kommos, for in both houses in which such “shrines” were found, there is evidence for a lack of initiative, at least as far as the maintenance of the house is concerned. This is the time when houses were subdivided and when use shrank to fewer rooms. Oddly, at Kommos, this is also the time of a flourishing international trade, contrasting with the decline on the domestic front. One can only hypothesize that whoever ruled Kommos at that time did not have the wellbeing of the local population in mind.
THE CIVIC OR SOUTHERN AREA
From as early as MM IIB, long after the settlement was founded, the lower, southern part of the southernmost hillside and flatter shoreline adjoining it were chosen as the site for special monumental construction, a tradition that was to last for hundreds of years.
The first phase may have begun with a building in the lower, flat area east of the shoreline. Because of later successive construction, nothing of that building remains, but a broad, paved walkway similar to those in the west courts of Minoan palaces led up from the shore to where the building may have stood (figure 41.1, in the central court at lower left, center).
The second phase, in MM IIB, began with excavation for a broad east-west road cut into the hillside, beginning at the shoreline and extending at least sixtysix meters to the east. At some further point, it probably became a track branching off in different directions to inland settlements, especially those to the east and the north. South of this road was then laid out a huge rectangular platform, for Building AA, which was supported by walls retaining fill brought in from somewhere nearby. Its eastern and southern walls were cleared during excavation; the northern was obscured by later construction, while the western one has been washed away by the sea. Although details of the overall plan of AA remain unknown, it probably featured a central court with a stoa bordering it along the south side and perhaps the north (see J. Shaw 2006b for details).
In MM III, the beginning of the New Palaces Period in Crete, AA was replaced by a new building, T. Like AA, T had the plan of a palace (built wings around a rectangular court), and its court measured 28.64 m. wide (east-west) by 39.10 m. long (north-south). Six columns fronting stoas bordered it on the north and the south. Both stoas and court were used for gatherings. There were two large wings on east and west. The former featured long, corridor-like rooms that served for storage. The western wing, now unfortunately partly destroyed by the sea, had two stories. A large area of first-floor rooms no doubt served mariners and others arriving or leaving by ship in the harbor area. The exterior walls of Building T are good examples of monumental ashlar masonry containing some of the largest blocks known in Aegean Bronze Age architecture (J. Shaw 1983a). The impressive size of the building and the few entrances found leading into it combine to suggest that security was constantly in the builders’ minds (Shaw and Shaw 2006, 845–78).
Figure 41.2. Restored LM III Building P, the ship sheds (by Joseph Shaw, Maria C. Shaw, and Giuliana Bianco).
Building T was to fall into ruin not long after it was built, perhaps because of a combination of destruction caused by nature (earthquake) and neglect resulting from shifting priorities in the governing power structure in the western Mesara. Parts of it were reused (e.g., J. Shaw et al. 2001). Then, during the Postpalatial period, in LM IIIA2, another large building, “P” (figure 41.2), was constructed above T’s eastern wing, with a new plan but from materials reused from T. Building P was composed of six large galleries, each about six meters wide and forty meters long, with their open ends facing the shore. Earlier, much of T’s western wing had already been destroyed by wave action brought about by a change in relative sea level (J. Shaw 2006b, 60n203; Gifford 1995, 78–79).
What was P’s function? The excavators have proposed that its huge galleries functioned to store commercial and/or military ships of the local fleet during the winter, nonsailing months (M. Shaw 1985; Shaw and Shaw 1997, 1999, 2006, 845–78). Their argument is based on the positioning of the open galleries facing the sea and set back from the highest line of wave reach. Also, the very size of the galleries, without parallels on inland Minoan palatial sites, suggests that extremely large objects could have been stored safely within them—their side-by side plans also suggest storage. Especially pertinent is that in plan they parallel groups of Classical Greek ship sheds, which were about the same size and were also open toward the sea. In the latter case, they were set right next to the sea and built so that triremes and other warships could be winched up sloping ramps for storage and repair.
Recent events have increased the likelihood of the “ship shed” explanation. The first is the discovery in a harbor town of Knossos, at Katsamba, of a similar building of the same date with parallel galleries also set facing the sea (Whitley 2007, 109). The second is that quantities of hematite, found on the earthen floors of galleries in Kommos’s Building P (Shaw and Shaw 2006, 78, 82, pl. 38d), can now be reasonably associated with the painting of the exteriors of the hulls of ancient (Roman) ships as a way to discourage marine organisms from attaching themselves to the hulls (Colombini et al. 2003, 661–62, 673). It is possible that this tradition, now also traceable back into the Classical Greek period (Blackman and Lentini 2006, 196), originated during the Bronze Age or perhaps even earlier.
A HARBOR TOWN: BRONZE AGE KOMMOS AND THE SEA
During the Classical Greek era, “enclosed” harbors, formed by projecting headlands, between which could be stretched ropes or chains, were preferred (J. Shaw 1990). Such harbors, often well sheltered from wave action, protected commercial and military ships from enemy attack by sea. During the Bronze Age in the Aegean, however, two harbor types were most frequented. The first was a peninsular site, with open harbors on either side offering a variety of approaches to sailing ships during windy weather, such as at Aghia Irene on Kea, or Knidos, or, probably, Akrotiri on Santorini (Shaw and Luton 2000; see also Doumas 2007). The second harbor type was on an open shoreline, sometimes partially sheltered by an offshore islet or island, as was Amnisos on Crete (Schäfer et al. 1992). Such was also the case with Kommos, on a north-south shoreline, with an islet (the “Priest’s Slab” or Papadoplaka) a few hundred meters offshore. The town was set with its back to the prevailing northwest wind.
Because it was situated on the coast, Kommos may have had the disadvantage of being exposed to piratical raids. Its inhabitants had the advantage, however, of being able to harvest the wealth of the sea by fishing either from the shore or from numerous small oared or sailing boats that they could anchor off shore in good weather or pull up on shore when strong winds were blowing. Evidence for fishing activity lies in the numerous bronze fishhooks, barbed and unbarbed, often with flattened shank ends for line attachment, found in MM and LM houses (Blitzer 1995, pl. 8:85; J. Shaw 2006c).
In addition, the same terracotta loomweights used in the process of weaving functioned as weights to keep down the lower edges of nets suspended from floats (J. Shaw 2006c, 841n13; Dabney 1996, 2000). Water sieving of promising floor accumulations has provided the bones of fish consumed, from the commonest small shoreline fish (wrasse, bream, parrot fish) to the larger ones, such as groupers, which find shelter under projecting slabs and boulders, to large, deepwater schooling fish such as tuna, which frequent, then as now, the deeper waters out beyond the Paximadia islands, which can be seen some kilometers offshore (Rose 1995, 204–40).
Kommos was also situated so as to play a role in local and international trade. We can be confident that cargos such as metals bound for inland Cretan centers were unloaded there to be transshipped inland. In addition, agricultural and locally manufactured products were most likely sent abroad in exchange.
Our best evidence for networks of interchange (e.g., from Gavdos Island and from Knossos, both local Cretan) is the pottery discovered in the town houses and civic buildings, especially in Late Minoan contexts, where fragmentary vessels (but sometimes also complete pots) can be traced, because of their fabric, shape, or decoration, to Anatolia, Cyprus, Syria, Palestine, and Egypt and, for the LM IIIB period, to Sardinia to the west (Rutter 1999; Rutter and Van de Moortel 2006, esp. 630–88; Watrous 1985, 1989, 1992; Watrous, Day, and Jones 1998). While the pottery on most Minoan sites is almost invariably local, that at Kommos represents numerous sites on Crete and elsewhere and constitute an ongoing study. The collection of international pottery from the Kommos site is greater than that recovered from any other Aegean site, mute witness to the frequency of commerce passing through during its long period of use. That many of the ships arriving there were of substantial size is suggested by the large anchors recovered (J. Shaw 1983 b, 1995) and the size of the galleries (figure 41.2) in which at least some of the ships were most likely sheltered (mentioned earlier).
SOME SIGNIFICANT FEATURES OF THE KOMMOS EXCAVATION
When considered along with other Minoan settlements, Kommos becomes an informative example of a Minoan harbor town built next to a broad exposed shoreline, like Amnisos, Kato Zakros, and Palaikastro. Uniquely at this point, extensive evidence for Aegean maritime trade with Cyprus, Egypt, Syria, Asia Minor, Sardinia, and elsewhere reflects its historic role. During Old and New Palace Periods, Kommos featured a civic building with a huge central court, an architectural feature recognized in a number of major Minoan settlements. During the Postpalatial period, even though Kommian economic activity had slowed, a large building, P, with six galleries facing the coast, was built. It probably housed military and/or commercial ships during the winter, nonsailing months.
THE KOMMOS PUBLICATIONS
The extensive publication program for the site (mentioned earlier) ranges from preliminary reports that summarize progress to date, to articles that deal with some special aspect of discovery, to the final series of interrelated volumes, now completed. The last cover a broad spectrum of consideration, including area survey and site history, geomor phology and land use (Gifford 1995; Parsons 1995), modern and ancient fauna and flora (Reese 1995; Ruscillo 2006; Shay and Shay 1995, 2000), and Minoan domestic economy, as well as typological studies of artifactual remains (e.g., Blitzer 1995), especially pottery recovered during excavation of houses and civic buildings (e.g., Betancourt 1990; Watrous 1992; Rutter and Van de Moortel 2006). Volume IV in the series of volumes published by Princeton University Press focuses on the archaeological and epigraphical studies of the three superposed temples and associated buildings within the Greek Sanctuary, as well as the role they may have played in local cultural history. A separate monograph (J. Shaw 2006a) recounts some of the events and problems of the excavation.
Accompanying the material published in printed form is a digital archive presently available at https://tspace.library.utoronto.ca/handle/1807/3004. This contains many of the separate studies referred to here, as well as the volumes in the Kommos Princeton University Press series. In the same digital archive are many of the basic excavation records, in particular the excavation notebooks and trench reports from 1976 through 1995, as well as specialists’ reports and interviews with Pitsidia elders about the recent history of the area. All of these can be used to learn more about the process of excavation and examination of the evidence as experienced by the excavators themselves. They have been made available through the University of Toronto’s “T Space” program, designed to permanently preserve selected research project records.
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MALIA
JAN DRIESSEN
IT is unfortunate that, despite its size and the scale of the archaeological investigation, we still do not know the ancient name of the site of Malia. Some suggestions have included setoija —mentioned in the Knossian Linear B tablets—and Milatos, a place name assumed to have later moved eastward.
Located in a fertile, terra rossa coastal valley a few hours by foot from the main Minoan site of Knossos and majestically encircled by the Selena mountains, Malia (figure 42.1) is a type site for Minoan archaeology for several reasons. Not only was it abandoned at the end of the Bronze Age and hence its ruins were less affected by later occupation (as is the case at Knossos and Phaistos, for example), but it has also been more thoroughly excavated and documented than other Cretan sites. Its main contribution to Minoan archaeology concerns its Middle Bronze Age remains, which are exceptionally rich and well preserved.
The site was discovered in 1915 by S. Xanthoudides (Effenterre and Tzedakis 1977), who grasped the size of the operation and invited the French School at Athens to continue his work from 1920 onward, which it has done ever since with an impressive series of monographs published as Études crétoises. Several general works and guides have also been published (Poursat 1988, 1992; Effenterre 1980; Pelon, Andersen, and Schmid 1992).
In more recent years, collaboration between the dynamic local archaeological service and the French School at Athens, backed by European funding, has made Malia into a showcase for effective heritage conservation and new ways of presenting archaeological remains to the public, with the construction of a series of roofs that leave the ruins free and integrate relatively well in the landscape (Schmid 1990).
It is not impossible that the Malia area was already inhabited during the Early Neolithic period. It would have been attractive for Neolithic communities, and cores taken in the marsh to the northwest of the palace show the presence of possible domesticated wheat from at least the 7th millennium BC onward (Dalongeville et al. 2001; Tomkins in press).
Figure 42.1. Site plan of Malia (courtesy of L’École française d’Athènes; plan no. 37863, © EfA/C. Prenez and G. Clement).
At present, Late Neolithic sherds are extremely scarce (Effenterre 1980, 83, 85, figure 107) and of uncertain provenance, but this may be more a result of intensive agricultural practices. Late Neolithic occupation has been identified by survey on the south slope of the Arkovouno hill, east of Malia (Müller 1998, 549).
So far, nothing substantial has been found on the Malia site itself before EM IIA. Sherds, usually incised, polished gray and black but sometimes painted (Agios Onouphrios, Koumasa style), and isolated walls of this period have been identified beneath the Central Court of the later palace and the area immediately north and northeast (Abords Nord-Est, henceforth ANE), west of the so-called Agora, around the Hypostyle Crypt and near Quartier Mu (Pelon 1986, 33; Effenterre 1980, 28, figure 38; Karantzali 1996, 56; Poursat and Darcque 1990; Farnoux 1990 b). A fragmentary Koumasa figurine was also collected in the West Wing of the palace (Effenterre 1980, 87, figure 112). Note that, apart from the palace and some major buildings that have received specific names, excavated areas at Malia are usually identified by a Greek letter, as is the case with Quartier Mu.
From this evidence, one may deduce that a small village occupied what was to become the core of the palatial site, a low (14 m above sea level) hill with good views of the surrounding area, perhaps close to a series of natural waterholes situated to the northeast and south of the later palace (Müller 1990, 1991). Incidentally, sherds of this period were also collected on the Kefali hill at Sissi, 4 km east, and it is possible that a small settlement—recognized by Hood, Warren, and Cadogan during their travels in the early 1960s but now destroyed—may have existed east of the hill.
From EM IIB onward, things were rapidly changing, and surprising architectural remains have been encountered beneath the later palace. It seems very likely that some of the walls in the later West Magazines (I1) were already constructed at this time—a foundation deposit, including Vasiliki pottery, was placed within them (Driessen 2007, 84, figure 6)—and these would be incorporated within the later Middle Minoan and Late Minoan I rebuildings. Beneath the later Hypostyle Hall (IX2), north of the later Central Court, a series of rooms with more or less the same orientation as the later palace was laid out. From these rooms come a clay sealing and a gold bead (Pelon 1986, 1993; Pelon and Hue 1992). More important, one can argue that both the Central and West Courts existed even at this time (Driessen 2007, 83–86).
To the northwest of the palace, west of the court dubbed the ‘Agora,’ further EM IIB remains were found in connection with a small obsidian-working area. The presence of large chunks of obsidian in earlier levels in the north part of the later palace may imply that other workshops existed and that part of Malia’s later success was related to its Cycladic connections, for which there is no evidence later. South of the agora, remains of a series of badly preserved Prepalatial rooms destroyed by fire were excavated. In addition, flush with the West Court of the palace, a small building with three rooms was cleared, and in them, Vasiliki sherds were found.
A complete jar in Vasiliki style was also found in an earlier level of house Db (Effenterre 1980, plate VII), and EM IIB was also identified in ANE. Soundings here and there have produced more EM IIB sherds, which suggests a settlement of about 2.58 ha. during this period. The survey has identified at least one other large EM site on the south slope of the Arkovouno close to the Malia-Sissi road, one hundred meters west of the earlier Neolithic site (Müller 1998, 549). In addition, the now destroyed settlement northeast of the Kefali hill of Sissi continued to be occupied.
Moreover, it has been argued that some of the Vasiliki ware found at Malia was imported from the Mirabello area, while some was made of clays locally exploited in the Sissi area (Pelon and Schmitt 2003). All of this clearly suggests that the site of the later palace was already significant from this early phase onward, with an open court served by several buildings especially for storage and provision for particular feasts and rituals (Driessen 2007, 90–92). The implication is that Malia by now served as a regional center for different communities in the area, including at Arkovouno and Sissi.
There seems to be a clear break between EM IIB and EM III. This is suggested not only by the presence of large quantities of EM IIB sherds in leveling layers for subsequent constructions (e.g., area V in the palace; cf. Pelon and Schmitt 2003) but also by a series of new areas that are now built upon. Pure EM III deposits are, however, still very rare (Poursat 1988, 65n8), so the EM III phase is still hard to pin down at present—although the ossuaries (charnier I) seems to have been inaugurated during this phase, as shown by a series of vases in dark on light, as well as a fine human-shaped rhyton in the same style from charnier II (Demargne 1945; Baurain 1987).
A series of soundings by Pelon (1983, 1989) suggests that the first monumentalizing activity of the building that would eventually develop into a canonical palace dates to the EM III–MM IA phase, but there is an ongoing discussion among archaeologists digging at Malia on the chronology of the different deposits (for a review see Poursat and Knappett 2005, 193–94). A foundation deposit formed by a Patrikiès-style teapot within a stone box in room IV7 (Pelon 1986) highlights the importance of this construction. Pelon (1980, 1983) has found remains of the EM III–MM IA building in many rooms, allowing a reconstruction of the general outline of its plan (cf. Schoep 2002, figure 5).
This building would remain unscathed until a violent destruction at the end of MM II (Pelon 2005, 190). Schoep (2002, 2007) has argued for a relatively modest architectural embellishment of this building but disregards the cut sideropetra blocks that characterize the earliest remains in the northwest quarter of the palace (Area V) and the reuse of such blocks within the later structure (Driessen 2007, 76n8). Sideropetra, a hard gray limestone, was much harder to cut than the sandstone used in the somewhat later Quartier Mu and Hypostyle Crypt or the Neopalatial palace.
The same limestone occurs reused in the Chrysolakkos building, the so-called royal burial building north of the site (Shaw 1973). Excavations have shown that an earlier monumental construction existed on the spot, and it has been only partly recovered beneath the eastern portico. The quality of the plan and architectural details of this earlier building contrast with what is known from elsewhere on the site, and, in general, its organization resembles that of the MM II hypostyle crypt with large, plastered rooms accessible via steps. There is nothing in this building that suggests a funerary function. The reused limestone orthostates in the later, Protopalatial Chrysolakkos building may come from this earlier building, if not from another construction. The first phase of the palace would be a good candidate because of the similar stones that still exist within the building and the uncertainty as to the original appearance of the first façade walls.
It is, furthermore, a possibility that at least part of this settlement was protected by an enclosure wall, identified to the east of Quartier Zeta and in isolated spots to the northeast and northwest, but its line cannot be followed everywhere, so it may never have been completely finished. Charniers I, II, and III were especially used during this period (EM III/M IA), but inverted pithoi with skeletons were also used as a burial method and were found in many other areas north of the site (Treuil 2005, 216). Mirabello impor ts continue dur ing this phase. At Sissi, a small house tomb cemetery and a settlement with a large building on top of the Kefali hill seem to have been used from this period onward, also suggestive of a break between this period and the previous. It has been suggested that the success of the Malia settlement during EM III–MM IA was in fact the result of a voluntary synoikismos between the local inhabitants and those coming from the Arkovouno site (Müller 1997; Driessen 2001).
The houses south of the palace, accepted to date to MM IA/B, contrast with the regularity of the palace building and later Protopalatial constructions (Chapouthier and Demargne 1962, 13–17, and for the area to the west see Chevallier, Detournay, and Dupré 1975). The excavators distinguished between at least three houses (A, B, C) partly on the basis of fixed hearths of a type that is rather common during the Middle and early Late Bronze Age on the site, but the agglutinative plan is surprising. The remains ran beneath the later Neopalatial palace and are no longer visible. Further remains of this phase were found in Block Gamma and perhaps in the House on the Beach. It is likely that, when the town rapidly expanded during the following MM II phase, some earlier constructions were simply leveled since there seems not to have been a destruction before the end of MM II.
Despite claims that the Chrysolakkos building survived into MM II (Stürmer 1993), it may have been abandoned earlier—in MM IB (Poursat 1993, 607), implying that its reconstruction would date to the same phase or to the end of the previous one, MM IA. With its size (1156 m2), it would be one of the largest Protopalatial buildings. Although located close to the funerary zones, the nature of the Chrysolakkos building is under discussion. Human remains were few—one long bone and two skulls—and may belong to later interments made when the building was already in ruins (Treuil 2005, 214). Remains of objects of personal adornment— and half a dozen small gold pieces, including a pendant with two wasps (as well as the Aegina treasure, according to some) (Effenterre 1980, plates III, XV–XVI) were found here—and these are rare in nonfunerary contexts, but the architectural plan and elaboration, a more or less square platform building with portico, does not find ready comparison with contemporary funerary architecture.
At present MM IIA remains elusive, and, as Poursat and Knappett (2005) have shown, there is little means at present for subdividing MM II at Malia. Poursat (1988; Poursat and Knappett 2005, 194) has identified an MM IB layer—distinct from EM III–MM IA on the one hand and MM II, as represented by the Mu destruction layer, on the other—beneath Quartier Mu. Most of the palace walls, however, stayed in use during this MM IB–II phase, when the settlement expanded enormously, up to 40 or 60 hectares as has been suggested, perhaps at this stage forming the largest Middle Bronze Age settlement on the island of Crete (Whitelaw 1983, 339; Müller 1996, 1236; 1997, 52; 1998, 548, 552). It is unlikely that the occupied area was as continuously and densely occupied as its center.
The clearest sign for urbanization, apart from the buildings and courts, is the presence of a series of raised walks in sandstone slabs that crisscross the paved courts and follow some of the streets at specific locations (Driessen 2009). Indeed, taking into account the score, scale, and quality of public or semiofficial buildings on the site, a case can be made that Malia had approached statelike status with a fully integrated settlement hierarchy of several levels. Moreover, the Malia survey, which covered about 40 km2, located about eighty Protopalatial sites, often situated in three almost concentric circles around the palatial settlement (Müller 1990, 1991, 1992, 1996, 1997, 1998).
Imports—whether Cretan or foreign—are more common in this period than in any other phase of the settlement’s history, and Malia products, especially seal stones, are widely distributed over central Crete (Poursat and Papatsarouha 2000).
Knappett (1997, 1999) has shown to what extent the tableware found at Myrtos Pyrgos (III) on the south coast resembles that found in Quartier Mu, thereby indicating that the elites of both sites may have been in close contact and perhaps even part of the same social group.
Af finities also exist with sites on the highland plateau of Lassithi, as well as with the Mirabello area, and some have recognized a Malia state during this phase (Cadogan 1990; Betancourt 2007). Sever al authors (Schoep 2002, 2004) have stressed the dynamic creativity of the elites at Malia, but very little progress has been made with regard to the political and social structure of the settlement during this early period.
The precise nature of the Protopalatial palace is not altogether clear because of the shallowness of stratification and the scale of the Neopalatial rebuilding. The East Magazines already existed, and large areas of the Protopalatial building, not rebuilt on afterward, have been cleared in the northwest part of the palace. These seem especially to consist of magazines and workrooms with plaster floors and connect well with those found close to the Neopalatial polythyron of the palace proper (area III), where two fine swords—one decorated with an acrobat on its gold pommel—were discovered on the plaster floor (Chapouthier 1938; Pelon 1982, 1983, 2005, 186). A polychrome fruit stand, an ivory figurine, a stone vase, and Chamaizi juglets, one of which carried a Cretan-Hieroglyphic inscription, were also found here. Some other administrative documents of this phase were found elsewhere in the palace. In the east part of the West Wing (area VI), more weapons were found, including a sword with an originally gold-plated, rock crystal pommel (Char bonneaux 1925; Pelon 2005, 189–90). Some of the West Magazines also existed during this phase, and the north side of the Central Court was already occupied by a Hypostyle Hall (IX2) (Pelon and Hue 1992; Pelon 1993). It has been suggested that the east façade of the West Wing was preceded, at least in part, by a portico.
Apart from the palace, a series of other important buildings belong to this phase, and pride of place should be given to Quartier Mu. Established in either late MM IB or early MM II, often on top of an EM III–MM I fill (Poursat and Darcque 1990, 908), Quartier Mu is remarkable for its degree of conservation, its architectural elaboration, the quantity of its finds, and the quality of its publications. The excavations of Mu have provided an extraordinary freeze-frame of the life within a sector of the Minoan town at the close of the MM II period. Among other finds, the excavations have yielded a surprising number of fine and coarse wares, stone vases, Cretan-Hieroglyphic clay administrative documents, seal stones (illustrating a real chaîne opératoire of seal stone production), bronze objects, stone tools, and so on (Detournay, Poursat, and Vandenabeele 1980; Godart and Olivier 1978; Poursat 1996). Among the 1,500 restorable vases and 10,000 catalogued pottery sherds, different local fabrics and many imports from the south coast, the Mesara, and the Mirabello area have been identified (Poursat and Knappett 2005), with tableware usually in local fabrics and transport and larger vases (pithoi, amphorae) often imported.
Building A of Quartier Mu was built first, and the other main building, B, was added later, when a number of workshops/houses were also constructed around the original complex, at which point the entrance was modified. Administration in Cretan-Hieroglyphic and textile production clearly took place on the upper floor. The two large buildings exhibit differences in architectural embellishment and functional organization, but the excavator, Jean-Claude Poursat, prefers to see all of the buildings that constitute Quartier Mu as interdependent, with Building A as its main center and the other buildings as dependent storage areas and workshops. Both buildings would have been under the control of a single individual (Poursat and Knappett 2005). Among the workshops/houses, at least one potter’s workshop, a seal cutter’s workshop, and a metal founder’s workshop have been identified. It is not clear whether the extensive remains of the same period found to the north, beneath Quartier Nu, belong to the same or another similar complex (Schoep and Knappett 2003).
Of the other Protopalatial complexes, the Agora, the Hypostyle Crypt, the Dessenne Storage Area, and the Sanctuary of the Horns may be discussed briefly. The Agor a is a court of ca. 30 by 40 m., par tly lined with aspropetra orthostates, constructed in MM IB or MM II; it may have stayed in use until LM III (Effenterre and Effenterre 1969; Effenterre 1980, 191). No later construction was ever built on top of it. It was, from the beginning onward, surrounded by a series of public and domestic buildings. Some of these continued to be used in LM I and even later (Lambda quarter), whereas others were destroyed in MM II and replaced by later constructions. Some have interpreted the Agora as a meeting place, while others view it as an arena for bull games (Effenterre 1974; Graham 1974).
To the south of this court is located the Hypostyle Crypt (Amouretti 1970), an enigmatic, semiunderground building with ashlar walls, accessible via a series of steps, and perhaps used for some kind of (ritual) gathering because of the presence of benches. During MM II, it also comprised a series of spacious magazines, as well as a hall and a lightwell. It was partly reused in the Neopalatial period, at which time evidence for its earlier function was removed.
The so-called Dessenne Storage Building, southwest of the palace and located alongside one of its paved walks, consists of a series of large storage areas in which many pithoi were found. It has been suggested that, instead of a large storage complex, the complex would be formed by two individual houses (Treuil 1999). Another possible MM II construction is the Horn Sanctuary (sanctuaire aux cornes), which surprises observers because of its two orthostate walls with plastered horns on top.
A fragment of a fresco that shows a red bucranium on a white and blue background may represent one of the earliest figurative frescos on the island. However, no other finds have been made that could confirm the cult function, in contrast with another building, now no longer visible, which contained ritual vases and has been identified as an independent sanctuary of the same period (Poursat 1966).
Within Block Epsilon, an MM II domestic structure (Epsilon beta) includes an exceptional example of a painted plaster floor (Daux 1965, 1000; 1966, 1015).
The fire that destroyed Quartier Mu was probably the same one that affected, at least partly, the Agora area, the Hypostyle Crypt, the Dessenne Storage Building, and some independent shrines, as well as other less well-preserved house remains that were often later incorporated into Neopalatial constructions. Pelon (2005, 189) argues for an earthquake destruction in the palace. The subsequent Neopalatial settlement seems smaller and more confined to the area around the palace.
The first, MM III, phase of the Neopalatial period remains elusive since few secure deposits can be attributed to this phase, apart perhaps from a pure MM III fill found in sounding 32, west of Building B of Quartier Mu (Poursat and Darcque 1990, 911). Some of the vases first dated to LM IA may now perhaps better be assigned to MM IIIB, such as those published by Hazzidakis (PraktArchEt 1915: 124–25, pl. 9) and the earlier destruction layer found in the Hypostyle Hall (Pelon and Hue 1992, 23; Pelon 2005, 191).
Apart from certain parts of the earlier building that may have been patched up, remains of this phase are rare, and it is not impossible that the palace building was never completed, thereby explaining the scarcity of deposits. Substantial walls, said to be MM III, were found in the northwest part of the palace and immediately north of the silos in the south wing, perhaps indicating the north and south façades of this chimerical building (Pelon in Poursat et al. 1983, 701–703, figure 22; Pelon in Poursat et al. 1984, 884–87; Poursat 1988, 75). An entrance may have led into the MM III palace from the west, where a raised walk abuts, but this was later blocked by the LM IA rebuilding. Also, in ANE and close to the tourist pavilion, some MM III pottery was identified, but no associated architecture.
One of the most surprising buildings of the Neopalatial phase on the site is Block Epsilon, whose size (3000 m2) and architectural embellishment (ashlar, frescoes, lightwells, lustral basin) contrast with the other buildings of the same phase, even with the palace (Bradfer-Burdet 2005). Initially constructed in MM III, it was modified on several occasions, suffered minor destructions, and was eventually abandoned in LM IIIB. Did it replace the palace for a period while the latter was being reconstructed?
That the new palace was constructed late in MM IIIB or early in LM IA seems clear from a series of tests (Daux 1965, 1004; Pelon 1989, 1980, 64–65) and a foundation deposit in room IV:3 (Pelon 1986, 19; Poursat 1988, 75). This new building uses much ammouda or sandstone ashlar in its western façades and other areas but not in its eastern façade, although it was also looking out over a large court. Most of the architectural remains visible in the palace would date to this phase (Chapouthier and Demargne 1942, 1962; Chapouthier and Joly 1936).
It is also obvious that the LM I palace underwent several modifications (Driessen and Macdonald 1997, 182–86, for a detailed account), including the reduction in size of the Central Court, the blocking of the Long Corridor, and so on. These modifications may have been made following minor earthquake tremors (Pelon 1980, 55; Effenterre 1980, 377–78), perhaps connected with the Santorini eruption (Driessen and Macdonald 1997, 186).
In general, the final destruction level of the palace is somewhat surprising partly because of the scarcity of finds, the paucity of frescoes (although some examples have been noted; cf. Pelon 1980, 18), and the almost entire absence of administrative documents, despite the destruction by fire, of which many traces have been found. The early excavators suggested that, since many rooms were found empty, pillaging had preceded this fiery destruction (cited in Pelon 2005, 191n58). A finely carved leopard mace and a stone rhyton in the shape of a triton with a decoration of genii (Pelon 2005, 194; Baurain and Darcque 1983) likely come from the destruction level of the palace. Both objects may have been hidden and hence escaped pillaging. Objects that can stylistically be dated to LM IB (or early LM II) from the palace are rare: a flat, globular stirrup jar with marine decoration from room XIV2 and some vases from Magazine XXVII4, as well as an Ephyraean goblet fragment and some sherds from around the north court (Pelon 2005, 195) (i.e., close to the area where, after the destruction of the palace, the so-called Oblique Building would be constructed). It is hence perhaps more likely that the palace was destroyed earlier, late in LM IA or early in LM IB.
The main entrance to the palace at this time was probably from the north side, but several other entrances exist, perhaps each implying a specific category of visitors or users of the complex. In contrast with the palaces of Knossos, Phaistos, and Zakros, where the Minoan hall is located in the east wing, at Malia it is situated to the northwest, perhaps looking out over gardens on top of the Protopalatial remains. A north court—where, after the LM I destruction, the Oblique Building would be constructed—forms a buffer zone before the Central Court. North of the latter is the hypostyle hall with a staircase next to it, probably leading to an official reception room with columns on the upper floor.
It has been noted that the Central Courts of the Neopalatial palaces at Knossos and Malia were of almost identical original dimensions, surely indicating the fixed and ritualized nature underlying their use. The court at Malia was relaid half a dozen times, and it is the LM IA level made of Sissi earth that still shows today. The regular patches of paving at some discrete places within the court have not yet received satisfactory explanation. There is a very hard spherical stone in the northwest corner, usually identified as a baetyl, as shown in Minoan iconography, and in the center of the court are the remains of a small pillared structure, interpreted as a sacrificial hearth (Pelon 2002).
Both the east and the west wing have batteries of parallel storage rooms. The west wing comprises a series of spaces that are surprising because of their elaboration: the so-called Loggia, interpreted as a special, elevated area for admiring the various events taking place in the central court, a pillar crypt with two square pillars carrying a series of mason’s marks, and a large, columnar hall, similar to that at Zakros and obviously meant to entertain larger groups. Southwest of the court is located the famous pierre à cupules (XVI:1), an object likely used for specific ritual or cult activities.
In the southwest wing was one of the few rooms—strangely enough accessible only from outside the palace—which still yielded objects during excavation (XVIII:1), including a small altar with incised signs, two terracotta feet, and other cult paraphernalia (Pelon 1980, 213–18; Effenterre 1980, 337). A nearby room held a deposit of stone vases, some unfinished (XVII:2). The south wing probably also contained a series of workshops and service areas.
Outside the palace, to the southwest, a series of circular structures was excavated, usually interpreted as grain silos, perhaps having a capacity of as much as 4,000 hectoliters (Pelon 1980, 222). A number of paved courts surround the palace, and many paved roads serve the town. Although the system was Protopalatial, it may have largely been maintained during the Neopalatial period, although it was encroached upon in different places (Blocks Epsilon, Zeta, Delta). Most of the excavated areas have shown traces of occupation during the Neopalatial period (Villa A, Block Nu), but there are also some good examples that illustrate the standard of living of the period.
In Block Delta, House Da, for example, preserved a Minoan Hall, as well as a lustral basin and one of the best-preserved Minoan stone toilets, which was connected to a waste system outside. Destroyed by fire probably late in LM IA, it included a few seal stones, figurines, a lead ring, and a bronze double ax among its finds. House Db, originally a Protopalatial construction, was reused and modified in LM IA, only to be destroyed by fire during this same period. In it were found a fine stone lamp and a lid depicting a bird, pithoi, a large bronze basin, and a fair number of bronze tools.
East of the palace, three houses in the Zêta Quarter were excavated (Za, Zb, ZY), and all three seem to have been destroyed in LM IB. House Za consists of two wings that seem to show a more public part (with a Minoan Hall and a lustral basin) to the west and storerooms and living areas to the east. Much pottery comes from these last rooms, including a Marine Style alabastron. House Zb also contains a Minoan Hall, a slightly sunken lustral basin, and a hearth in its central room. The building preserved many finds, including pottery (two Marine Style vases), seal stones, loomweights, bronze tools, a large collection of obsidian, and a stone sphinx. House ZY also yielded a large collection of bronze tools and weapons.
As mentioned, Block Epsilon, built in MM III, was considerably modified during LM I to include a series of spacious halls, lightwells, and a lustral basin and was embellished with ashlar and frescoes. The reoccupation of the building makes it difficult to determine which parts of the complex were destroyed in LM IA, LM IB, or later. The building also yielded much pottery, many stone vases, seal stones, and a series of bronze daggers. House Ea is a simpler construction and seems to have gone out of use as early as LM IA. To the northeast of the site, close to the Agia Varvara bay, a modest LM I building was excavated, perhaps a simple farm (Pelon 1966).
Funerary evidence for this period is scanty, although Charniers II and III were also used in MM III–LM IA on a limited scale (Treuil 2005). The survey around Malia has shown that the number of sites dropped considerably from the Protopalatial to the Neopalatial period, even if some of the sites grew larger. There is an obvious loss of integration where settlement hierarchy is concerned, and it has been suggested that the Malia (and Phaistos) polity was henceforth demoted to a secondary settlement, with Knossos remaining the single primary settlement in the center of the island (Driessen 2001).
Precisely what happened during LM II–IIIA1 at Malia is not yet clear, nor do we know for certain whether the traces of occupation that have been identified represent continuity or reoccupation by other groups (Farnoux 1997). Traces of mixed LM IB–LM II deposits exist in blocks Epsilon and Nu, and some isolated material comes from elsewhere, including the north court of the palace, where the Oblique Building, which is usually interpreted as an independent shrine, was constructed with recovered blocks amid the cleared ruins (Pelon 1997). Poursat has come upon what may be a pure LM II deposit west of Quartier Mu in sounding 28 (Poursat and Darcque 1990, 910). Politically, Malia (with Sissi, where LM II pottery has also been identified) may have remained within Knossian control since most of its pottery seems imported.
The next phase, LM IIIA1–early2, is attested only by sherds and isolated vases, especially from blocks Nu and Epsilon (Farnoux 1997). It is likely that the site suffered yet another destruction, since Quartier nu was built entirely on top of rede-posited destruction material of this phase before an entirely new complex was laid out. The nature of the destruction is not clear, but it is obvious that, when Quartier nu was reconstructed in the following LM IIIA2–B, phase, Knossian influences diminished and local customs reemerged.
This is, at least at first sight, a relatively prosperous phase for the settlement, with several isolated nodes of habitation within and around the ruined landscape of the Neopalatial town. Malia is no longer an urbanized site but seems simply a collection of individual farmsteads. The survey has identified such farmsteads at different places, and, within the previous urban zone, reoccupation occurred in Quartier lambda, east of the Agora, and in the east part of Quartier epsilon (Pelon 1967, 508–11; 1970, 115–17). It has been suggested that these were occupied by clans composed of different families (Driessen and Fiasse in press). A seal impression comes from this area.
Quartier nu is formed by a large complex (750 m2) made up of four or five habitation units around a small central court, perhaps an attempt to recreate a Neopalatial past. Beneath the southern portico of this court was found a pebble mosaic showing lozenges, spirals, and diagonal lines, the earliest example of this kind of floor treatment known (Driessen and Farnoux 1990, 1994). On top of the mosaic was found a large (1 m high) terracotta house model with three or four windows and two cylindrical chimneys.
East of the complex was a kitchen with a skeleton, perhaps an earthquake victim. The different units each have a main columnar room with a hearth. In most of the rooms large pottery deposits were preserved, especially amphorae, kylikes, pyxides, and stirrup jars, of which several were inscribed with short Linear B texts (Farnoux and Driessen 1991). A clay sealing and a large terracotta female figurine, as well as many stone and bronze objects, were recovered (Farnoux 1990 a, 1991; Driessen and Farnoux 1994). One of the pits found to the southwest of the complex may have been used to deposit the remains of ritual feasts. Whereas the west wing was obviously destroyed by earthquake, the east wing burned down.
Tombs of this LM IIIA2/B phase—especially cist graves, it appears (Treuil 2005, 218)—have been identified at several places to the north of the site, as well as near Malia, where a finely painted clay sarcophagus decorated with a double ax was found near the Agios Dimitrios church.
After the destruction around the middle of LM IIIB, the Malia site seems to have been abandoned, although the Kefali hill at Sissi seems to continue to be occupied until the end of the LM IIIB period. The LM IIIC occupation is limited to upland sites. The survey has identified Late Geometric sherds north of the palace site and Archaic sites elsewhere in the plain. During the Roman period, occupation seems again to have increased. The site itself seems also to have been occupied on a limited scale in the 14th century AD.
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PALAIKASTRO
J. ALEXANDER MACGILLIVRAY L. HUGH SACKETT
PALAIKASTRO (35° 12′N 26° 15′E) is fifteen kilometers south of Cape Sidero at Crete’s northeastern tip. The region comprises a five-kilometer-long coastal plain with sandy beaches on either side of an isolated, limestone-capped conical hill. The hill, rising 84 meters above sea level, is called Kastri, meaning “fort.” It dominates the plain’s center and provides the “kastro” element in the region’s modern name, which derives from the local pronunciation of palaio (“old”) and kastro (“fort”) in Greek. The steep Kastri promontory was a refuge acropolis at the end of the Bronze Age (ca. 1200–1100 BC).
Northwest of Kastri is the flat Kouremenos (meaning the ‘shaved one,’ perhaps a reference to ancient head-shaving rituals) plain, much of which until recently was marshland—the delta for the Kalogero river, which could mean either the “good” (kalo) and “strong” (gero) or the “Monk’s” (kalogero) river. In the center of this alluvial plain is a low gravely rise called Rizoviglo, meaning “Rizo’s lookout.”
South of Kastri is the tiny sheltered harbor called Chiona, from the Ottoman word for “Customs House.” Overlooking this harbor is the rugged blue limestone peak rising 254 meters above the sea, called Mount Petsophas—“skin eater” in Greek. The remains of east Crete’s most important Bronze Age peak sanctuary, the source of many terracotta figurines and stone vases inscribed with Linear A, are situated on the top of Mount Petsophas. Nestled at the foot of Petsophas’s northern flank is a little vale called Roussolakkos, meaning “red pit,” named for its fine, impermeable building clay, which has a deep ruddy hue.
The quarries at Ta Skaria, meaning “the grids,” east of Roussolakkos along the coast near Cape Plako, provided the aeolianite sandstone used in the town’s finest ashlar masonry. A network of roads established early in the Old Palace period, approximately 1900 BC, connected Roussolakkos with Minoan sites to the north (Vai), south (Zakros), and west (Petras).
The Bronze Age cemeteries at Hellenika, Sarandari, and Patema are on the routes to the northwest and east of the ancient town and on the slopes of Petsophas and Kastri.
EXCAVATIONS
The British School at Athens has carried out three excavation campaigns at Palaikastro. Robert Carr Bosanquet and Richard MacGillivray Dawkins directed the first campaign, which began in 1902 and lasted until 1906 (Bosanquet and Dawkins 1923). They revealed the main street and large urban blocks in the northwest quarter of the coastal Minoan city and the Archaic, Classical, and Roman sanctuary of Diktaian Zeus at Roussolakkos—Strabo’s Diktaion. They also found outlying Bronze Age cemeteries and dwellings, as well as the Bronze Age peak sanctuary on Mount Petsophas (Myres 1903; Rutkowski 1991).
The second campaign, which began in 1962 and ran until 1963, was led by L. Hugh Sackett and Mervyn R. Popham, who concentrated on LM IB Block N at Roussolakkos and the Minoan occupation on Kastri (Sackett et al. 1965, 1970). Subsequently, Sackett and J. Alexander MacGillivray began the third campaign with a topographical and magnetic survey in 1983. Their excavations from 1986 to the present have uncovered seven Minoan buildings in the city’s north sector (MacGillivray et al. 1984, 1987, 1988, 1989, 1991, 1992, 1998, 2000, 2007). In 2001 Michael Boyd and Ian K. Whitbread directed a geophysical survey that showed that the city occupied thirty-six hectares, making it the second largest Minoan urban center after Knossos. They also found indications of large structures in the Roussolakkos valley east of the present excavations (Boyd, Whitbread, and MacGillivray 2006). Rescue excavations by the Greek Archaeological Service have revealed a kiln, two houses to the east of the town, Mycenaean tombs, and more material from Petsophas.
HISTORY
Neolithic levels have not been encountered in the excavations, perhaps because trenches have not been dug in the Roussolakkos vale, where Final Neolithic (ca. 3100 BC) stone ax heads occur on the surface (figure 43.1).
The evidence for continuous occupation throughout the Bronze Age begins with the Early Minoan period (MacGillivray and Driessen 1989). Two small, possibly familial, holdings were built in EM IIA (ca. 2600 BC). These were succeeded by an imposing structure in EM IIB (ca. 2500 BC), partially excavated beneath the later Block X.
Figure 43.1. Palaikastro town plan (by Jan Driessen).
By the MM IB–IIA periods (ca. 1930–1800 BC), a well-planned town with foreign contacts emerged at roughly the same time as the first palaces in central Crete. This may imply that such a building also existed at Palaikastro, perhaps located in the Roussolakkos vale, as yet unexplored. There was widespread destruction at the end of the Old Palace period, approximately 1760 BC, followed by the reconstruction of the town with an improved paved street system with drainage channels. There is evidence of earthquake damage at the end of the MM IIIB period in approximately 1570 BC (Knappett and Cunningham 2003).
The region was covered in a blanket of ash, ca. 0.07 m thick, from the Thera eruption in Mature LM IA (ca. 1500 BC), and then immediately inundated by one or more tsunamis at least nine meters high, which reduced buildings to their foundations (Bruins et al. 2008).
Fine ashlar structures (Buildings 1, 3, 4, 5) were built in parts of the North sector in LM IB (ca. 1490–1460/40 BC), while other areas (Buildings 2 and 6) were left in ruins. The LM IB town provides the clearest example of Minoan urban planning, with wide streets defining large town blocks, impressive ashlar façades, and spacious main rooms with sunken central basins surrounded by four columns, dubbed the “Palaikastro Hall.” The finds suggest that these were the dwellings of rich traders who filled their storage rooms with finely decorated pottery and stone vases and kept track of their transactions on tablets written in Linear A.
There was a sequence of fire destructions (ca. 1460–1440 BC), most likely due to human aggression, during the LM IB period, ending with widespread damage. From the latest of these destruction levels comes a wealth of fine objects, including the Palaikastro Kouros—the gold and ivory sculpture of a vibrant youth stepping forward, which is a masterpiece of Minoan craftsmanship—found scattered in a square and adjacent shrine in Building 5 (figure 43.2).
In contrast to other east Cretan towns, much of the city, including the main street, was rebuilt in the LM II and LM IIIA1 periods (ca. 1440–1400 BC), often on the same lines as before. However, it suffered a further destruction by fire early in the LM IIIA2 period (ca. 1400–1320 BC), perhaps contemporary with the final destruction of the palace at Knossos. A period of extensive rebuilding in LM IIIA2 and LM IIIB ended with an earthquake in the middle of the LM IIIB period, around 1250 BC. The city was abandoned at this point, and occupation was limited to a small refuge settlement on the top of the Kastri hill during LM IIIC (ca. 1200–1100 BC).
A sanctuary dedicated to Diktaian Zeus occupied the area of Block X from the Geometric to the Roman periods (eighth century BC–fourth century AD). This sanctuary’s location is shown by the discovery of fragments of an inscription recording the “Hymn to Diktaian Zeus” in a pit near Block X (Bosanquet 1909). In this hymn, probably composed in the fourth or third centuries BC, the young god is summoned to return to Dikte, where his sacred altar stood. This leaves no doubt that the temple site at Roussolakkos was Dikte, famed in antiquity as the birthplace of Zeus. Here, so Greek myth relates, the young god was hidden from his jealous father, Kronos. Grown up, he overthrew his father and eventually returned to his birthplace to found the city, which the historian Diodorus of Sicily saw abandoned in the first century BC.
Figure 43.2. Palaikastro Kouros (photograph by Ioannis Papadakis, reproduced with the permission of the British School at Athens).
During the early centuries of cult at Roussolakkos, Diktaian Zeus was honored with bronze votive offerings of tripods, elaborately decorated shields, and other precious armor. Later, in the sixth century BC, a temple was erected and rebuilt several times, as shown by a sequence of fragmentary roof tiles. Inscriptions indicate that the sanctuary continued to function as an important place of worship for the inhabitants of the cities in eastern Crete into the Hellenistic and Roman periods. A terracotta sima with scenes of charioteers and warriors in relief, a series of antefixes with gorgon heads, and a frieze of lotus flowers and palmettes are the only decorative elements so far found from the temples that stood on this site (Thorne and Prent 2000).
MINOAN SOCIETY AT PALAIKASTRO
This town site differs from others in Minoan Crete in some significant ways. First, the town did not grow haphazardly in an agglutinative manner like the average modern Greek village or other Minoan towns or villages such as Gournia. Its main street shows evidence of organized, centrally directed, and long-lived civic planning, with new surfaces laid down in at least five phases over some four centuries (MM III to LM IIIA), drains kept in repair, and private encroachment from adjacent buildings ruled out (Cunningham 2007).
The settlement is arranged in extensive town blocks, several of which contain one central, four-columned hall with impluvium (known as the Palaikastro Hall and found at Blocks B, Г, Δ, and ∑), three with an adjacent lustral basin. Several also have particular rooms with public access, which may be interpreted as shops.
A reasonable inference, in terms of social organization, would be that the occupants of these house blocks consisted of extended families or clans, including people of some standing and means whose interests were coherent rather than competitive (not factions). Evidence for agricultural and trade activity comes from the storage capacity (for oil, wine, and grain) and from the presence of luxury objects, including fine ceramic wares, stone vases, ivory, some items of precious metal, and the occurrence (albeit rare) of Linear A documents.
The presence of central cult rooms (lustral basins) and of cult objects (especially rhytons, but also figurines, double ax stands, and fine Marine Style vases) also implies the participation of the occupants in common, even islandwide, cult activities.
The absence (to date) of a central administrative (or ‘palatial’) building might also seem a distinguishing feature, but the latest geophysical survey (Boyd, Whitbread, and MacGillivray 2006) suggests that such a building may well lie unexcavated to the south of the current excavations, so in this respect Palaikastro may well follow the normal Minoan pattern. What seems special is the widespread participation of the town’s inhabitants in social activities that might elsewhere have been the sole function of the highest (Palatial) class, whether political or priestly or both.
CRAFTS AND TRADE
A wide range of crafts both supported and stemmed from the two major branches of the Palaikastro economy—agriculture and trade. In addition to the work of builders, masons, and carpenters, these crafts included ceramics (with ceramic design and the production of terracotta figures), weaving, wall painting, metalworking, stone carving, and ivory working.
Periods of extraordinary creativity in ceramic production and design burgeoned both in the Protopalatial period—especially the finest thin-walled cups with imaginative designs in the Kamares ware style—and in the Neopalatial period (the finely finished wares of the LM IA and LM IIIA1 periods and the special palatial styles of the LM IB period).
One kiln was excavated in the Roussolakkos valley, but there must have been many workshops; several potters’ wheels have been found. More than a thousand locally made figurines were found dedicated at the MM I peak sanctuary on Petsofas: many have bent arms with clenched fists on the chest, Osiris style, and foreshadow the LM IB master work shown in figure 43.2; others are painted and show fashionable clothing styles. An LM IIIA dancing group from a cult context in Block Δ would be quite at home in a local village festival today. Also found were unusual MM I–II ceramic bowls, some containing complex scenes of shepherd and flocks, one with a group meeting of elders, as well as interesting documents of daily life and social activities.
Weaving was a normal activity in a Palaikastro house, as shown by the presence everywhere of loomweights of varying types. Although the products of the looms are lost, it is reasonable to assume that the export of attractively designed cloth or garments was one element in the town’s trade exchange. Again, it is certain that the interior walls of houses were decorated with brightly colored fresco work, though only fragments have survived, including fine floral designs—the latter found also on a fine plastered and brilliantly painted offering table. It has recently become clear that the high-quality and idiosyncratic compositions of Minoan painters (at least of those who worked at the great palatial centers) was valued overseas, both in Egypt and the Levant.
On the other hand, the crafts of metal- and ivory working were entirely dependent on imports for their raw materials, as to a lesser extent were the stone carvers. The import of bronze ingots and ivory tusks is graphically illustrated by the excavations at neighboring Zakro, and while it remains to be seen whether similar imports may also have come to a central administrative center at Palaikastro, finished objects in bronze and ivory have been found in many of the elite houses at Palaikastro, including bronze vessels, axes and knives, small ivory figurines of young boys, and relief plaques with herons and a nautilus design (from boxes?).
The existence of bronze working at the site during the late, Postpalatial, period is confirmed by the discovery of workshop debris, which included terracotta tuyères, crucibles, and molds for double axes and for a fine tripod stand (Hemingway 1996). The existence of a local ivory workshop is perhaps implied by the occurrence of a bag of bone and ivory strips found in the same context as the Palaikastro Kouros.
For their building, masons used a colorful variety of local stone and a little imported gypsum. Stone objects are very common at Palaikastro, from the greenstone axes of the earliest periods (Neo/EM) and obsidian blades of all periods to the finely shaped cups, bowls, and lamps of the Neopalatial periods. In stone carving, both the techniques and some of the materials used probably derived from Egypt, but most of the standard Minoan forms would have been made in Crete, many probably by local manufacturers.
Other materials have perished, but the craftsmen who made them were essential to the community: carpenters who built ships, houses, and furniture, leather-workers for bags, cloth, and shields. These, along with ropes and baskets, would all have been present in people’s homes.
CULT
The widespread dispersal in the settlement at Palaikastro of special objects usually associated with cult activity underscores this particular aspect of the site (Cunningham and Sackett 2009).
From the earliest times, religion was practiced in natural settings like caves, mountain peaks (cf. Petsofas, discussed earlier), and sacred groves, often represented on Minoan rings and seals. However, with the growth of towns and cities in the Neopalatial periods, worship was brought into the settlements, and the presence of house and town shrines at Palaikastro well illustrates the “urbanization” of cult. Ritual objects familiar from scenes of open-air worship, including fetishes like stalactites, triton shells, and large stone baetyls, are now found inside the settlement.
Other artifacts of cult include thymiateria (incense burners), numerous rhyta (some of the highest quality), horns of consecration, pyramidal ax stands, and the double ax (for whose manufacture in metal, stone molds have been found). The objects themselves and graphic representations of them on ceramics and frescoes (the latter especially at Knossos and Thera) show that the essence of Minoan cult was communal and ecstatic and included rituals of dancing and feasting, as well as processions and sacred offerings.
The most extraordinary cult figure from Palaikastro is a masterpiece of ivory carving, the chryselephantine Kouros, found deliberately vandalized ca. 1460/40 BC at the town shrine of Building 5 (MacGillivray and Sackett 2000). The excavators believe it to be a Minoan predecessor to Diktaian Zeus, also known as Zagreus and Cretan-born Zeus and equivalent to Greek Dionysos and Egyptian Osiris.
The earliest representations of this figure, which are shown, like Osiris, with clenched fists at the chest, are the MM terracotta effigies from the peak sanctuary on Petsofas. The prominence of this youthful male cult figure followed soon after, and may well have been validated by, the trauma and disillusionment that must have followed, the destruction of the site by the Thera eruption, with its ash fallout and tsunamis. When the time came for its own violent vandalization little more than a generation later, those responsible may have been involved in a new phase of reaction and a reversion to old beliefs or simply part of the contemporary invasion by Mycenaean marauders.
The traditional beliefs were back in style at a later town shrine, just across the street in Building 1, where, in approximately 1200 BC, we again find the female divinity, now crowned with horns of consecration and placed in a niche at the inner portal.
It is notable that the cult of Diktaean Zeus was centered on his temple at Roussolakkos, in the area of Minoan Block X, little more than 100 m. from the find place of the Palaikastro Kouros. Although the temple itself remains unexcavated, architectural elements have been found: Most important are part of an Archaic frieze and tile fragments spanning at least five successive temple roofs, as well as rich offerings, some probably from a earlier open-air altar, including a decorated bronze shield. This takes the cult back into the Geometric period. Most remarkable is the fragmentary inscribed text of a hymn to Zeus, composed in the Classical period but copied by a hand using letter forms of the 2nd century AD, thus extending the evidence for continuity of this local cult over at least a millennium.
DIET
The careful collection of bones during excavation and of other food samples through water flotation shows that there has been considerable continuity in eating habits in Crete over the ages. The Minoan diet was based on cultivated and wild plants, grains and pulses, supplemented by red meat, game, fish, and other seafood.
Evidence has been found for the consumption of emmer and einkorn wheat, barley, peas, lentils, bitter vetch, dwarf chickling, and horsebean; olives, grapes, and figs are certain, and pears, pomegranates, plums, and melons probable; wild herbs, edible weeds, bulbs, and mushrooms would have been used for both medicinal purposes and food; saffron and honey served as condiments.
Animal bones of goat and sheep are the most common, but cattle bones and snail shells also occur; duck and partridge are represented in Minoan art and are likely to have been part of the diet. Fish bones of comber, sea bream, picarel, damsel fish, horse mackerel, sand smelt, biennies, red mullet, and stingrays show that shoreline fishing was commonly done by hook and line or by nets; some deep sea fishing also took place from boats. Interest in the octopus is shown by its frequency as a motif in Minoan art.
Very common are the smallest fish (anchovies or sprat) netted close to shore; their occurrence in small ceramic jars suggests the production of allec or salted fish sauce, so well known in later periods (MacGillivray, Sackett, and Driessen 2007).
Many grills and cooking pots but no ovens have been found, which suggests that meat and fish were probably grilled, roasted on an open fire, or stewed with vegetables; preservation by smoking, drying, or pickling would have used olive oil and vinegar, as well as salt.
BURIALS
During the first phase of excavation (1902–1906), cemeteries were found outside the limits of the settlement at Roussolakkos in almost every direction: along the coast at Aspa, Patema, and Tou Galeti Kephala; on the lower slopes of Kastri at Ta Hellenika; and inland at Kephalaki, Koutsoulospilo, Sarandari, and near Angathia.
In the early phases of the Bronze Age, the tradition of secondary burial was practiced. Communal tombs, which reflected the power of the clan in society, were used. By contrast, the Late Bronze Age witnessed a significant change: bodies were now placed in individual coffins (or larnakes). This reflects a social change after the arrival of the Mycenaean Greeks, when greater emphasis was placed on the individual and the family.
The house tombs of the early periods (Prepalatial–Protopalatial or EM–MM) consisted of enclosures, probably unroofed, and covered ossuaries or narrow bone compartments. The bodies were probably prepared for burial in the open enclosures, where they may have been exposed in the rite of excarnation, and only later, when clean, removed and placed with the grave offerings inside the ossuaries. This type of burial was found at Ta Hellenika, where vases, the clay model of a boat, and a triton shell were found, and at Patema and Sarantari. The ossuaries at Tou Galeta Kephala were particularly rich: one held the remains of at least seventy-eight individuals, along with clay and stone vases, obsidian blades, and a bronze ax (average man’s height 1.62 m). The disturbed burials in another were accompanied by 140 clay vessels, stone vases, a triton shell, ivory, and stone seals.
The Ellenika cemetery continued in use into the Protopalatial (or MM) periods. Reuse of Tou Galeta Kephala in the Postpalatial (Mycenaean) period was shown by the disturbed remains of a warrior with gold leaf and a bronze-studded sword.
Mycenaean larnax burials were found at Kephalaki, where one clay larnax was exquisitely painted with religious symbols and scenes of nature or paradise. Others at Koutsoulospilo contained pottery, bronze mirrors, and an ivory bead, and at Aspa a child burial was found in a larnax with an oriental-style cylinder seal. At Angathia, a unique chamber tomb with dromos held a warrior burial.
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PHAISTOS
VINCENZO LA ROSA
PHAISTOS, identified by Captain Spratt in 1851–1853 (on the basis of Strabo’s description) and known then as Kastri, was systematically investigated by an Italian mission from June 1900 to 1909. Investigations were resumed from 1928 to 1932, during which time small soundings were conducted in order to verify the stratigraphy encountered, and a number of restoration and consolidation works were conducted that were concluded in 1936 (Pernier 1935; Pernier and Banti 1951). Systematic excavation was resumed by the Italian archaeological school from 1950 to 1967 (Levi 1976; Levi and Carinci 1988) and again from 2000 onward (La Rosa 1998–2000, 2000, 2002a, 2004, 2005, 2007).
The name pa-i-to attested in the Linear B tablet archive at Knossos coincides with the Greek attested in Homer (Il. II, 648: “well inhabited”; Od. III, 293–96, mentioned in relation to the lissé petre). The site is located in a readily visible position in the Mesara plain, which is crossed by the Ieropatomos River and bordered by Mount Ida to the north and the Asterousia mountain chain to the south. The geographical characteristics make the area, even today, particularly good for primary activities (such as agriculture and husbandry) and also well delimited from a geographic point of view.
The ancient settlement of Phaistos was set out on three hills (composed of limestone and marlstone), the westernmost of which (standing at a height of 154.85 m.) is named Christòs Effendi. The middle hill (with a height of 115.15 m. and indicated as Acropoli mediana by the first excavators) is today occupied by the excavation house and magazines. The easternmost hill (with a height of 97.10 m) hosted the palace.
The river, which also lapped against the site of Ayia Triada, runs to the north of the system of hills. The hill to the north of the river (Kalivia) was occupied by the Postpalatial necropolis (end of the 15th–13th centuries BC). Habitation quarters were organized on the hill slopes (at Chalara and Ayia Photini and in the area of the small village of Haghios Ioannis).
The earliest sign of frequentation dates back to the Final Neolithic period (ca. 3600–3000 BC) and is contemporary with the most recent of the ten levels identified in the test pits opened beneath the palace at Knossos.
The occupation of the easternmost hill of Phaistos (and of its southeastern slope, Chalara) was likely subsequent to the abandonment of a small cluster of habitations (as yet unidentified), which might have been located in the area of the plain, closer to the course of the river. The move seemingly took place as a consequence of a river flood caused by intense rain (Vagnetti 1972–1973). The eastern hill was then, and continued to be, the most important part of the settlement, although it is the lowest and therefore the least defensible of the three.
A series of communal activities, with the consumption of meat, some working areas, and a particular type of ceramic production (with specialized shapes and red ochre decoration), gives some idea of the vitality of the settlement, which developed within two distinct phases of the Final Neolithic period. These activities, also documented elsewhere, served to reinforce the links between local households and also to establish relations with the households of nearby communities (Todaro and Di Tonto 2008; Di Tonto 2008, 2009).
The reexamination of old contexts, together with the information recovered during the new excavations, has allowed two moments to be stratigraphically distinguished within the Phaistian Neolithic, which can be compared respectively to the FN III and FN IV of Knossos and Sitia (Todaro and Di Tonto 2008; Todaro forthcoming b). The earlier, identified directly on the bedrock, has provided remains of rectangular huts with rounded corners and of a single circular hut; the latter, with an internal diameter of ca. 2.50 m, is built on the border of the area that was later occupied by the central court of the palace and was reoccupied with a higher floor in the EM I period. In the second phase, the dwellings moved toward the southern and western slopes of the palace hill, the top of which remained in use as a communal area for the ceremonial consumption of food and drink (Todaro forthcoming b).
The EM I period marks the third phase in the life of the settlement and is characterized by monumental architecture, with two-story rectangular buildings that have windows and painted plaster on the walls (Phaistos III: Todaro forthcoming b). The fourth phase corresponds to a mature phase of EM I and is characterized by the monumentalization of the two ceremonial areas that had been used since the Neolithic period, which coincide with the areas later used as the western and central courts of the palace (Phaistos IV: Todaro forthcoming b). It is at this time that the nearby site of Ayia Triada was first occupied.
The subsequent phases of the Prepalatial history of the site (phases V–X: Todaro 2009; forthcoming b), which correspond to the periods between EM IIA and MM IA, are marked by three large building projects that considerably changed the appearance of the hill and led to the progressive formation of the terraces above which the palace was later built. The first, at the beginning of phase V (EM IIA), brought about the terracing of the areas that were later used as the western and central courts of the palace; the second, at the beginning of phase VI (EM IIA late), led to the establishment of a habitation quarter in the area of the future Cortile LXX, which was connected with the top of the hill via a ramp, identified beneath the later ramp LII, and of an artisans’ quarter (certainly potters), organized on terraces along the western slope of the hill (Todaro forthcoming b). The third, at the beginning of phase VIII (EM III), notably modified the morphology of the hill and led to the construction of a few buildings characterized by red clay floors (sometimes remade up to twelve times), identified beneath the western wing of the palace, beneath cortile LXX, and along the western slope. External cobbled areas and a paved ramp leading up from the area of Cortile LXX ensured communications between the various clusters of structures (Todaro forthcoming a).
In phase IX, which corresponds to the beginning of MM IA, the cobbled area on the top of the hill continued to be used; one of them led from the area of Piazzale I to the area of the central court. The artisan quarter also seems to have continued in use, although only periodically and in relation to particular events that seemingly alternate between periods of intense activity, which also brought about the gathering of several potters from the surrounding area, and periods of abandonment of some of the structures. This cyclical activity has been put in relation with the periodicity of the ceremonial activities that also took place in the area of Piazzale I in phase X, which coincides with the end of the MM IA period (Todaro forthcoming a, b). It is therefore possible that the settlement, rather than being unitary, was articulated in several clusters that were spread throughout the territory but which periodically gathered to celebrate their belonging to the same community (Todaro 2009; forthcoming b).
An interesting late Prepalatial site has been identified at Paterikiès, on a hill that is located halfway between Phaistos and Ayia Triada. The hundreds of teapots retrieved from a large dump (which were perhaps functional to prepare infusions of particular herbs) could represent the remains of votive offerings in the area of a sanctuary rather than the waste of a pottery workshop. The serial production of teapots (certainly not limited to local consumption) and the control of the sanctuary could be tied to the economic and political elites, who, in the following period, gave life to the palace at Phaistos.
The choice of the Phaistos hill as the location for the construction of a palace is definitely the expression of a new territorial equilibrium that assumed, perhaps for the first time, a pyramidal and hierarchical connotation. The real causes that led to this choice are not, however, very clear. Both the geographical position and the fact that the Phaistian hill offered a better projection toward the plain and therefore had better visibility could have been determinant factors in the location of the building of power.
The stimulus for the aggregation was perhaps of economic type; the means of such aggregation was perhaps religious. The basis of the Phaistian reign in the Protopalatial period has been hypothetically related to a surplus of primary activities such as agriculture and husbandry and of specialized production such as pottery (Levi and Carinci 1988) or stone vases (Palio 2008).
The palace, constructed on three different terraces, with an equal number of paved courts, was founded at the beginning of the MM IB period with an original extension of about 8,000 m2 (figures 44.1, 44.2). The central court (51.50 by 22.30 m) reached about 1,100 m2, in contrast to the ca. 1,250 m2 of Knossos and the 1,050 m2 of Malia. A paved ramp linked the lower west court (Cortile LXX) with the west court of the theatrical staircase (Piazzale I); the ramp followed the path of an earlier ramp constructed in the EM III period and reused in the MM IA period.
The thousands of sealings and associated Linear A tablets that were found in the MM IIB destruction level of the first palace demonstrate the importance of administrative activity in the life of the building (Militello 2002). They suggest the existence of oligarchies of bureaucrats who, curiously, do not seem to be suggested by the nature of the other data and finds.
The western façade (with orthostatic masonry) was, from the foundation, constructed on both the lower and the middle terraces. It has been possible to ascertain that the line of the original façade on the middle terrace coincided with that of the second palace. In the course of the MM II period, therefore, the front with the orthostats on the middle terrace was seemingly pushed forward (toward the west), thus allowing the construction of a new wing of the building (La Rosa 2007).
The southwest wing, excavated in its entirety by Levi, comprised a single three-story building rather than three superimposed palaces, as the excavator had supposed. Levi had actually based his heretical classification of the Protopalatial period on this particular reading of the stratigraphy of the area and distinguished three Protopalatial phases (the first of which was further distinguished into A and B), thus totally repudiating Evans’s classification (Levi 1976).
The existence of a sacerdotal class is proved, in the case of the palace at Phaistos, not only by the rooms used as shrines or by various assemblages clearly referable to the ceremonial sphere but mainly by the large court with the theatrical staircase and raised walkways that, rather than ensuring a comfortable walk during rainfall, as previously hypothesized, were seemingly intended to be used as obligatory routes for processions and for important people or people with a particular function. The area was approximately trapezoidal and measured about 36 by 40 m, with a surface of about 1300/1400 m2.
A recent revision of the stratigraphies and materials from the area of the court with the theatrical staircase (Piazzale I) has led to the recognition of three key elements that spanned the period between MM IB and MM IIB, which allows the western court to be considered, more than the central court, as the place for ceremonial activity par excellence. A phase of the baetyls (at least two) was identified—baetyls that had escaped the attention of the old excavators and were situated near the southern limit of the court during the MM IB period.
The second phase (MM II) seemingly had Vasca XXX as a ceremonial structure of reference, lined with stucco and situated immediately to the west of the paved area. The so-called Bastione was built in relation to this rectangular structure, but was wrongly interpreted as the location of the army entrusted with the defense of the palace. The building, with two architectural phases, was connected to the Vasca via a stuccoed ramp.
Figure 44.1. Plan of the Phaistos palace and its surroundings in the LM I period (drawing by E. Stefani, with additions by R. Oliva and B. Salmeri; elaboration by M. Tanasi).
Figure 44.2. View of the Phaistos palace from the northwest (photograph by the author).
The third phase within the ceremonial area is represented by the construction of the so-called kouloures: large circular subterranean structures (ca. 4 m in diameter, with a depth of up to 2.50–3.00 m) that have been interpreted as enclosures for sacred trees (Car inci 2001). It is possible that the paving of Piazzale I, with its nine-step theatrical staircase (each step of which is 24 m long, 0.60 m wide, and 0.25 m high), which had a capacity of 400–430 persons (probably standing, due to the limited height of the steps), was the ceremonial space in which the inhabitants of the palace met those who lived outside (Carinci and La Rosa 2007, 2009). The large containers on the border of the paved area, which some scholars believe to have been used as granaries, have led to the supposition that one of these ceremonies could have been related to harvesting.
The already mentioned potential of the surrounding territory (mainly agriculture and husbandry) and the richness of the ceramic production illustrate a moment of great splendor during the life of the First Palace, the mythical founder of which, according to one tradition, was Radhamanthys, the brother of Minos. This richness continued until the end of the MM IIB period. In contrast to the other palaces, such as Knossos and Malia, it is possible to hypothesize a condition of autarchy or self-sufficiency at Phaistos, which was probably outside the Mediterranean maritime trade network.
Most of the materials found in the palace, in the houses built close by, and in the quarters of Chalara and H. Photini, consist of Kamares-style pottery, which is the most beautiful type in the entire Aegean. Imported vases and local imitations of Phaistian vases (but also administrative documents such as sealings and seals) have been found in places very distant from Phaistos, such as Monastiraki and Apodolou, in the Amari valley, and are testimony to the extent of the economic interests, if not political control, of the Phaistos palace.
A recent study (Militello forthcoming) has allowed the overall nature of Protopalatial Phaistos to be sketched, with particular regard to the much-debated issue of whether the palace represented an effective building of power (with a clear distinction between residents and common people) or was simply the social arena of competing factions (Schoep 2006). The available documentation (architecture, pottery, administration, seals, etc.), analyzed from the point of view of use and consumption, has led to the conclusion that the MM II palace was not only a place for ceremonies or the gathering of people. In fact, the complex functional articulation, the independent economic activity, and the tangible degree of closeness toward the outside all suggest that the building was also the center of an established authority of theocratic nature and was restricted to a limited number of persons.
The inhabitants of the palace interacted actively with the outside world and shared the same material culture (different in terms of quantity but not in terms of quality). The palace can be assumed to have also had a double aspect from an economic point of view: as a center of production of luxury items and also as a simple consumer of agricultural and husbandry products. It therefore lived off tribute and not though the control of production, as was also the case for the Mycenaean palace.
The emerging group of the Phaistian palace needs to be placed within a social egalitarian context. This group not only controlled production but also shared in it. In this perspective, the Protopalatial period cannot be considered in a unitary way, as was characterized by qualitative changes over time.
The architectural complexity of the southwest quarter suggests the existence of a social group that was able to plan for large-scale, long-term activity at the beginning of MM IB. The building seems, from a planimetric perspective, to be open toward the outside in this first phase and therefore functionally and socially permeable.
In a second phase, during the first part of MM II, the palatial building seems to have achieved its definitive form. The emerging group, after having consolidated its power, showed a greater capability for economic and workforce management, as proved by the administrative documents. At the same time, a trend toward the manipulation of the religious sphere began, and the architectural transformations reveal a closure toward the outside. Power is, at this point, solidly in the hands of a dominant group, although some traditional forms of communal festivity localized in the paved area of the so-called theatrical staircase are also maintained, perhaps for symbolic reasons but also to uphold a certain degree of social cohesion.
In the final phase of MM II, the palatial elite apparently elaborated a foreign iconography through the adoption of royal Egyptian and Near Eastern ideologies in order to emphasize a certain distance from the mortals—a sign of a movement toward royalty that was never fully accomplished (Militello forthcoming).
A strong earthquake, probably just before 1700 BC (at the end of MM IIB) (Monaco and Tortorici 2004), destroyed the palace and the houses of the settlement, which were never rebuilt. The two lower floors of the southwest quarter of the palace were abandoned, and only the upper floor was reconstructed (La Rosa, in AA.VV. 2001).
Recent test pits have shown that the reconstruction was particularly difficult in proximity to the western façade (La Rosa 2004, 2007). The remains of five courses of foundations have been brought to light just beneath the limit of the façade of the later palace; the lower course could be referred to the construction of the original palace at the beginning of MM IB; the fourth seems to document a first attempt at reconstructing the building destroyed by the 1700 BC earthquake, with a recession of the line of the façade. The idea of the recession was eventually abandoned for unknown reasons, and it was instead decided to resume the façade that had just been destroyed, to which three small rooms functioning as shrines (probably to ward off other earthquakes) were added near the theatrical staircase, which have led some to dub this phase the “Fase dei sacelli” (La Rosa 2002a; Carinci and La Rosa 2007).
A large house was built to the south of the ramp for an elite group that was also involved in the religious sphere (Carinci, in AA.VV. 2001). A pottery kiln was instead built above a destroyed house near the Piazzale of the theatrical staircase and the bending of the ramp.
A second earthquake in MM IIB (only a few years after the earlier one) caused the definitive destruction of the First Palace and had heavy repercussions for the economic and political structures. In a hectic transitional period, the ruins were leveled off in a massive operation and covered with a thick layer of calcestruzzo (known locally as astraki: Altavilla et. al. 2006), when an attempt was made to construct a new palatial building during MM IIIA.
The approximate estimate of the quantity of this calcestruzzo (including that which remained in situ, that which was removed during the excavation, and that which degraded and was already removed in antiquity) is between 3,000 and 3,400 m3, which provides an idea of the extent of the works and of the grandeur of the reconstruction project, which, however, was never brought to completion. Only the palace was rendered partially inhabitable in MM IIIA (with an administrative activity that, judging from the few surviving documents, was reduced to a minimum).
The column bases identified on the western side of the central court have been recently attributed to this period (suggesting that the central court was certainly in use), together with staircase 6, the original shoulder of which probably marked the line of the façade that was exactly resumed in the Second Palace (Carinci and La Rosa forthcoming). A new walking level in beaten earth was prepared above the paving of the piazzale of the theatrical staircase (Piazzale I). The Kouloures were probably filled in, and the orthostats of the previous façade represent the limit of the space in which the theatrical staircase remained entirely in sight. Ceramic deposits along the western area of the building and a lustral basin (the first in a palatial architectural context) also document the recovery that occurred during MM IIIA (Carinci and La Rosa forthcoming).
The so-called Disk building should also be dated to the MM IIIA period palace. It was constructed near the northern limit of the hill and provided the famous and mysterious clay disk with a text written on both faces (containing 241 symbols made by forty-five stamps or puncheons), which could perhaps be interpreted as a religious formulary.
The Casa a Sud della Rampa was entirely rebuilt in MM IIIA; the houses were certainly located at Chalara and on the Acropoli mediana but not at Ayia Photini. New decorative motifs document the increased importance of the wall decoration of rooms (Militello 2001).
A new earthquake destroyed Phaistos toward the middle of the 17th century BC (end of MM IIIA), with an extraordinary consequence: the total abandonment of the palace, which was thereafter left in ruins (with the central court free and seemingly in view) for more than a century and a half. The site continued to be inhabited in the MM IIIB period (second half of the 17th century BC), as revealed by ceramic deposits in the southwest area of the palace and on the Acropoli mediana, and by an elite mansion on the northeast limit of the palace hill (buildings 103 and 104); no frequentation traces were identified in the Chalara quarter (La Rosa 2002b; Girella 2007).
It is therefore probable that the autarchic economic model typical of Protopalatial Phaistos had gone into crisis at this point, in contrast to the more dynamic model typical of the centers of the northern coast (such as Knossos and Malia), which were largely interested in maritime trade. Knossos, therefore, seemingly absorbed the effects of the last earthquake much more quickly and gradually extended its political control over central Crete. The outcome of this control was perhaps the construction of the so-called Royal Villa at Ayia Triada toward the end of the 17th century BC (end of MM IIIB—beginning of LM IA), in which a sort of vassal of the Lords of the Labyrinth seems to have been established in order to control the economy of the surrounding territory (La Rosa 1997; Puglisi 2003). Ayia Triada had at this point seemingly become the administrative capital of the ex-Phaistian kingdom in the Mesara, and Kommos had strengthened its function as a large maritime establishment and was probably less involved in the affairs of territorial control.
The palace at Phaistos remained abandoned throughout the LM IA period. Another seismic destruction at the end of that period (and probably connected to the catastrophe that occurred at Thera) apparently heavily damaged the palace at Knossos and undermined the system of territorial control that it had exercised until this point (with heavy repercussions for the Mesara plain).
The second palace at Phaistos was not reconstructed until the beginning of the LM IB. At this time it was deprived of any bureaucratic-administrative function and underwent both an integral reuse of the central court and a considerable reduction in plan through the difficult removal of entire sectors of calcestruzzo that had remained unused for a long time (La Rosa 2002b). On its western side, the new building had an extension of 830–850 m2 less than the first one; the first one was, however, probably about 280 m2 narrower. The level of the paving of the piazzale with the theatrical staircase (only three or four steps of which were still visible, proving that the group involved had also been notably restricted from a numerical point of view) was also raised with the debris from the removal.
The reconstruction project was provided with a large monumental entrance. A fourth court was created on the eastern side of the building where the traces of a further, limited subphase are visible, which, perhaps when the palace had been partially abandoned, led to the construction of a pottery kiln (Tomasello 1996). The new building was not provided with frescoes of human figures or with administrative documents (contrary to the nearby Royal Villa at Ayia Triada).
At the same time, a rich mansion was built at Chalara (Palio 2001), as well as a house at Ayia Photini (Palio in AA.VV. 2001) on the northern slope of the hill and a large structure, partially visible, on the saddle at the base of the eastern slopes of Christòs Effendi.
The construction of the Second Palace at Phaistos, an event rich in ideological connotations, presupposes economic availability and a change in power relations with a weakening Knossian leadership that was so well documented in the previous phase, although this does not necessarily imply a decline or lack of political enterprise). The floor assemblages of the new palace were not, however, particularly abundant, in striking contrast to the richness of the destruction levels of the mansion at Chalara or of the house at Ayia Photini.
It might not be a coincidence that the only three relevant deposits retrieved from the Second Palace (complex of rooms 8–11; lustral basin 63d; and staircase 51) contained ceramic shapes that relate, totally or in part, to the cultic sphere, and that the skoutelia, the plain, handleless cups (certainly used in communal libation ceremonies), were the most common shape. It is similarly meaningful that only ten pithoi, whole or fragmentary, were found within the destruction level, half of which were concentrated in room 11. The mansion at Chalara contained nine pithoi, while the villa at Ayia Triada contained about fifty.
This new palace had a brief life (perhaps less than fifty years). It was most probably destroyed by an earthquake followed by fires (as evident in the nearby villa at Ayia Triada). From an ideological point of view, it cannot be considered causal that the so-called megaron was constructed above the ruins of the villa at Ayia Triada rather than above the palace. The Second Palace at Phaistos, with its numerous courts and public areas, its monumental entrance, the elegant peristilio 74, and the pottery kiln set within the eastern wing continued to preserve the mysteries of an unusual Dimidiata Domus Regia (La Rosa 2002b).
Numerous questions remain about the local picture of the Mesara of this period, as exemplified by the profound qualitative and quantitative differences between the destruction levels at Phaistos and Ayia Triada, which cannot be fully explained through subsequent architectural events. It seems that the process of political restoration at Phaistos was not completed because the administrative capital of the surrounding territory remained at Ayia Triada.
The situation seems to depend on a local logic rather than a Cretan one in a period in which the area might have reached a larger autonomy, but this hypothesis would require that the various scholars reach agreement about the consistency and role of Knossos in this period, without forgetting the high quality of the pottery. The available data do not, however, allow the hypothesis that the diverse consistency of buildings such as the Second Palace at Phaistos and the villa at Ayia Triada reflect a process of differentiation of the local elites, in which the Phaistian might have had a more accentuated religious or ritual connotation.
The picture is enriched by Kommos (from MM IIB), a site to which the excavators have attributed a palatial character. It cannot be ruled out that this center was kept out of the territorial dynamics of the Mesara by its specific function and position, which inserted it into a Mediterranean network of routes and exchanges. The only noncontroversial information is, so far, the absence from Phaistos and Ayia Triada of the imports that are so well documented at Kommos.
This political trend apparently also continued in the Postpalatial period (second half of the 15th to the end of the 13th centuries BC), when a mainland dynasty controlled the palace at Knossos. Ayia Triada (with its numerous public buildings) remained the center of Mycenaean power in the Mesara, and Phaistos reacquired a dominant position in the territory only at the end of the Minoan period, toward the end of the 13th century BC.
An elite building constructed at Chalara above the ruins of the mansion of the previous period is the only construction attributable to LM IIIA1–A2. The area of the palace, which was accessed through a ramp near the southwest corner, was certainly reoccupied. A sort of stepped altar is arranged in the southeast corner of the central court. Houses and floor levels were only identified in the area immediately to the west and south of the lower western court of the first palace, while a pottery kiln was established at Chalara (Tomasello 1996).
The surviving testimonies, in other words, suggest a settlement of a certain consistency (perhaps articulated in nuclei) that was probably deprived of public or monumental buildings. Moreover, some of the rock-cut chamber tombs of the necropolis at Kalivia (datable to the end of the 15th and the beginning of the 14th centuries BC) belonged to members of the Mycenaean warrior elite who reigned at Knossos—as demonstrated by the swords, golden rings, jewelry, seals, and other precious objects of the funerary assemblages, which, unfortunately, cannot be precisely reconstructed due to the nature of their excavation (Cucuzza 2002). It is also useful to recall that two-wheeled decorated war chariots, which were privileged symbols of power and proclaimed the authority of the Knossos palace, are associated with the name pa-i-to (which most probably refers to a large territory rather than just to the site) in the Mycenaean archives of Knossos.
The southern Mesara area (in which it is also necessary to locate the site of da-wo) appears to be linked to both intense animal exploitation, especially sheep, and weaving and to be perfectly integrated into the complex system of Mycenaean textile production. In fact, 21,666 units of sheep are listed in the Mesara; tablet KN Dn 1094+1311 mentions 1,509 at pa-i-to and 2,440 at da-wo; working women who came from these two sites or settled in them are indicated as pa-i-ti-ja and da-wija. In tablet KN Lc 52, the women of da-wo are expected to provide 207 units of wool, which is among the largest quantity ever recorded for a single group. The Mesara, from the Knossos archive, also appears to have been a formidable wheat producer: 10,000 units of wheat (which represent the largest quantity ever recorded in Linear B, corresponding to 96,000 liters, which would require something like 1,700 pithoi to be stored) are concentrated at da-wo (Cucuzza 2003).
The most recent (13th century BC) and poorest nucleus of the necropolis that has been conventionally attributed to Phaistos, but might also be connected to some minor site, has been identified at Liliana. The first excavators defined the two groups of tombs of Kalivia and Liliana as “elite” and “plebeian” respectively. A sporadic resumption of the deposition is attested in the large tholos at Kamilari, and traces of frequentation have been noticed at Paterikies (Levi 1976).
The abandonment of the nearby site of Ayia Triada at the end of LM IIIB led immediately to a notable resurgence of Phaistos, for which an act of synoecism has been hypothesized. A very rich LM IIIC ceramic deposit (12th century BC) connected with communal and ritual practices was uncovered in 1955 near the Stratigraphical Museum (Borgna 2004b). A large house with several constructive phases has been excavated immediately to the west of the so-called theatrical staircase: it was probably a self-sufficient structure (also from the point of view of artisan production), for which a comparison with the oikos of the Homeric world has been proposed (Borgna in AA.VV. 2001; Borgna 2004b).
The data related to the sub-Minoan period (12th–11th century BC) are not very perspicuous but give the impression of more inhabited nuclei spread throughout the territory rather than a large unitary center as in the previous period (Palermo in AA.VV. 2001).
A vigorous resurgence of the center in the last quarter of the 7th century BC sees the construction of a large temple, probably a Letoon. The destruction by Gortyn in the middle of the 2nd century BC ends the long history of Phaistos.
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Mainland Greece
ARGOLID
SOFIA VOUTSAKI
THE Argolid is one of the most intensively investigated and best-documented regions of the Aegean. Due to its fertile soils and its geographic position at the crossroads of communication routes, the area played an important role in social and cultural development throughout the Bronze Age.
The Argolid, as we define it on the basis of modern administrative divisions, is divided into natural subregions that witnessed different types of development throughout the Bronze Age (Wright 2004a, 115–16). The fertile Argos plain and the mountainous periphery that drains into it was—all through the Bronze Age—the heart of the Argolid, where the most important settlements were located. The valleys to the southeast, around Asine and Kandia, are reasonably fertile and had good anchorages. The Epidauria, the Methana peninsula with Troizenia, and the southern Argolid are less productive; these areas were separated from the Argos plain by mountains and were oriented more toward the Saronic Gulf.
CHRONOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
The chronological divisions in Aegean prehistory are agreed upon in broad terms, though its subdivisions, especially the transition to the LBA, are debated (see the debate between the proponents of the ‘Low Chronology,’ e.g., Warren and Hankey 1989, and those favoring a ‘High Chronology,’ most recently Manning et al. 2006). Table 1 (at the beginning of this book) presents a simplified version of the chronological framework (full discussion, with references, can be found in Rutter 2001, 106; Shelmerdine 2001, 332).
THE EARLY HELLADIC I PERIOD
The beginning of the EBA in the Argolid is not very well documented, as EH I settlement layers are often obscured by later occupation, and only a few graves have been found in the Argolid (three graves in the settlement at Apollo Maleatas: Theodorou-Mavrommatidi 2004). Alram-Stern (2004, 587, 602, based on Weisshaar 1990) mentions thirty-three EH I sites (mostly small ones; see Dousougli-Zachou 1998, 29), but the settlement pattern is not well understood. The material culture is undistinguished, and metal is rare (Rutter 1997, lesson 3). The local pottery differs from the classic EH I assemblage of central Greece (concerning the ‘Talioti assemblage,’ see Dousougli 1987; Weisshaar 1990). In terms of cultural development, the phase should be seen as a terminal phase of the LN (Rutter 1997, lesson 3) rather than an embr yonic stage of the EBA.
THE EARLY HELLADIC II PERIOD
The EH II period witnesses population increase, economic growth, clearer differentiation within and between communities, and the production of more elaborate and diverse material culture (see Pullen 1985; Wiencke 1989; Alram-Stern 2004; Weiberg 2007). The Argolid plays a significant role in these developments. Several excavations (Asine: Frödin and Persson 1938; Lerna: Wiencke 2000; Tiryns: Kilian 1978, 1979, 1981, 1983; Kilian, Hiesel, and Weisshaar 1982; Berbati: Säflund 1965) and intensive surface surveys (references in Rutter 2001, 97–105; see also Wright 2004a) allow us to sketch a reasonably complete picture for this period.
Demographic growth is indicated by an increase in the number of settlements occupied in this period: Cosmopoulos (1998, 43) reports fifty-three sites in use in EH II (see also Wright 2004a, 119–23). An increase in the size of settlements is also evident: Tiryns, apparently the largest settlement, may have reached 6 ha, Asine 3 ha, and Lerna 2.25 ha, but many smaller sites existed as well (Cosmopoulos 1998, 42). A site hierarchy has been reconstructed consisting of regional centers (Tiryns, Lerna, perhaps Phournoi in the southern Argolid), smaller (satellite?) sites, and hamlets/ farmsteads. However, the number of tiers, as well as the criteria for placing the settlements therein are debated (Rutter 2001, 124, with full references).
The reasons underlying this demographic and economic growth are difficult to comprehend. Renfrew, in his seminal Emergence of Civilisation (1972), has attributed the emergence of differentiation to economic changes and the intensification of production. He has argued that the introduction of Mediterranean polyculture (the cultivation of cereals, olives, and the vine) led to agricultural specialization and the emergence of a redistributive elite. The elite used surplus to support craft specialists in order to produce valuable items for local consumption and for exchange and thereby consolidated its position within the community.
Renfrew’s model has been criticized on theoretical grounds (see most recently Barrett and Halstead 2004, with full references). However, for the study of the EH period, the main problem with Renfrew’s model is the weak support for the initial change: The evidence for the cultivation of the olive and the grape in the EBA Aegean is very uncertain (Hansen 1988; Hamilakis 1996). Another explanation for the expansion into more marginal land may be the ‘secondary products revolution’ (i.e., the use of cattle for traction and the production of dairy products and wool) (Sherratt 1983; Manning 1994). Although the archaeozoolog ical evidence does not fully support this hypothesis (Halstead 1996, 32), a fragmentary figurine of a yoked (?) pair of oxen, found in Tsoungiza (Pullen 1992), is the first indication of the use of the plow in the prehistoric Aegean.
To return to the archaeological evidence, settlements in this period not only become larger but also acquire certain ‘protourban’ features: collective works (e.g., fortifications, streets), monumental buildings, and sometimes a more regular layout (Hägg and Konsola 1986).
EH II Lerna (Wiencke 2000) is the best-documented example. The forti-fication wall was erected in stages, and the towers and outer wall were added later. The wall was more or less contemporary to Building BG, the earlier central building that was razed to ground for the construction of the House of the Tiles. The House of the Tiles (so-called because of the terracotta tiles used for its roof), was a large (25 by 12 m) freestanding house with two floors and an open paved area around it. The ground floor had a regular axial design, with two large halls and two smaller rooms flanked by corridors (hence the type is called ‘Corridor House’—Shaw 1987). It was found largely empty (perhaps it was undergoing repair at the time of destruction?) with the exception of some pottery and a mass of sealings in a small room.
Renfrew (1972) inter preted the sealings as an indication of a redistributive system and hence the House of the Tiles as the residence of the redistributive elite (see also Wiencke 1989, 504). However, new discoveries (e.g., the sealings found in the site of Petri—Kostoula 2004) have weakened the connection between sealings and central buildings. Recent studies (Nilsson 2004, 144ff., 208–14; Peperaki 2004, 226–27; Weiberg 2007, 53) prefer a more open or communal function for the House of the Tiles, but the question cannot easily be settled. It has been proposed that another monumental structure, the ‘Rundbau’ in Tiryns, a circular construction consisting of concentric corridors, is a granary (Kilian 1986b, 68–69; see also Haider 1980), though we have little information about its function.
As only a few EH II burials have been found in the Argolid (Cavanagh and Mee 1998, 22; Pullen 1994; Weiberg 2007, 188ff.), analysis of them does not really elucidate social relations. Strangely, most appear to be intramural, a practice usually attributed to the EH III period.
While the EH II period is characterized by intensification of exchanges across the southern Aegean (Alram-Stern 2004, 485ff.), the position of the Argolid is not very well understood as only objects from Lerna have been analyzed in detail. The list of imported raw materials includes obsidian and flint (Runnels 1985a, 143–48) and andesite from Aegina (Runnels 1985b). Carter (1999, 53–69) has argued that some coastal sites, including Lerna, acted as centers for the importation, manufacture, and further distribution of obsidian. Metal seems to have reached Lerna from Laurion, the Cyclades, and northern Greece and also possibly from sources outside the Aegean (Kayafa, Stos-Gale, and Gale 2000). Pottery in the EH Argolid (and the mainland as a whole) seems to be produced and distributed locally (Alram-Stern 2004, 477), though imports have been found in Lerna (Wiencke 2000, 634). The Argolid as a whole, in contrast to coastal sites in Attica or Euboea, received very few Cycladic imports and produced no local imitations of Cycladic types (Sampson 1988, 8; Alram-Stern 2004, 486).
THE EH III–MH I–MH II PERIOD
The transition from the EH to the MH period in the Argolid is marked by a severe discontinuity involving destructions, population decline, and social regression (Maran 1998; Rutter 2001, 113). Monumental structures such as the House of the Tiles and the Rundbau, as well as also entire settlements, are destroyed and/or abandoned. Both the number and the size of sites decrease markedly (Wright 2004a, 119–21; Zavadil in press). However, the decline is less dramatic than in other regions of the southern mainland; in fact, certain (poorly documented) sites such as Argos (Touchais 1998) or Mycenae (Shelton in press) may have remained fairly large during the earlier MH period.
The changes in settlement pattern are accompanied by pervasive changes in material culture (new pottery types, apsidal rather than rectangular houses, etc). Forsén’s (1992) study has demonstrated that these changes, hitherto attributed to waves of invaders (Howell 1973; Hood 1986), do not all appear at the same time, nor are they consistently associated with destruction (or postdestruction) layers. Recent studies place more emphasis on environmental factors such as land degradation and erosion (Zangger 1993) due to overexploitation, but the dates of these phenomena and their causes (climatic or anthropogenic?) are still debated (Whitelaw 2000; for climate change, see Manning 1997). However, migration, or at least infiltrations of ethnic groups, remain part of the explanatory framework (Maran 2007).
Whatever the causes of this discontinuity were, its social consequences were profound. During the early phases of the MH period, differentiation within communities appears minimal. Settlements now consist of freestanding, randomly placed houses, and there is no evidence of collective works. House construction and contents vary little before the MH III period, though exceptions exist.
Mortuary practices confirm the absence of overt differentiation, though subtle variation between age and burial (kinship?) groups can be observed (Ingvarsson-Sundström 2003; Voutsaki 2004; Milka in Voutsaki, Triantaphyllou, and Milka 2005, 37; Triantaphyllou in press). Simple intramural graves contain as a rule single, contracted inhumations, rarely accompanied by offerings, though exceptions are found. Material culture is in general austere and rather conservative despite some technological advances (Kayafa in press; Spencer in press). The dearth of metal finds, and of precious metal in particular, further emphasizes the absence of social asymmetries. Therefore, in the Argolid at least, there is little evidence for elites or aggrandizing leaders (contra Kilian-Dirlmeier 1997 and Wright 2004b). It has been suggested, therefore, that social organization in early MH times was based on kin divisions (Voutsaki 2005) and that status differences emerged only toward the end of the period. This may explain the overall uniformity of material culture and the austerity of social practices in the early MH period.
However, differences between communities existed, both in size and population and also in the diversity of their economic activities. Undoubtedly, economic life must have been based on agriculture and animal husbandry (Nordquist 1987; see Hielte-Stavropoulou for pastoralism in the MBA). Craft specialization may not have exceeded the level of household industries (Nordquist 1995; Hartenberger and Runnels 2001), but activities such as metalworking are attested in only a few sites (e.g., Lerna). The disrupted contacts between the Argolid, the Aegean islands, and Crete are already reinitiated in MH I (Rutter 2001, 122–24; for the situation in EH III see Runnels 1985b; Alram-Stern 2004, 486). While the distribution of imported ceramics (Rutter and Zerner 1984, 77–78; Nordquist 1987, 62–67; Zerner 1993, 50–51) allows us to reconstruct several small-scale networks overlapping and intersecting in the Argolid, different sites received different amounts of imports. The Argolid’s central position in (ceramic) exchange networks, as well as the uneven participation of various communities in these networks, may have been factors underlying the later developments.
MH III–LH I–LH II
The process of recovery from the crisis that affected the Argolid and the entire southern mainland starts in MH III and becomes consolidated during LH I–LH II (see Dietz 1991 on the transitional period). During these phases, population growth is attested by an increase in the number of sites (Zavadil in press) and in the size of some of the settlements (e.g., Mycenae, Argos). Certain areas that lay abandoned during early MH are now resettled, and survey data suggest a more intensive land use (Wright 2004a, 122). A three-tiered site hierarchy can once more be reconstructed (Rutter 2001, 130–31), although, in the absence of information on settlement size, the criterion is often the presence of rich tombs.
Indeed, the main changes take place in the funerary realm: in MH III–LH I–LH II, mortuary practices undergo a profound transformation. Extramural, formal cemeteries are used more widely, and the practice of intramural burial gradually dies out; the practice of reuse of the tomb and the secondary treatment of the body spreads; new tomb types—the shaft grave, the chamber tomb, the tholos, especially designed for reuse—are adopted; there is a general increase in the quantity, quality, and diversity of funerary offerings. These changes are manifested in the most dramatic fashion in the Grave Circles of Mycenae (Karo 1930; Mylonas 1973; Graziadio 1991). The two bur ial precincts must have contained the members of the emerging elites in Mycenae, a site rising suddenly to power. They were made conspicuous by the enclosures and the sculpted stelai and contained large and impressive shaft graves. The deceased were buried with complex rites involving sacrifices and funerary meals and were accompanied by an amazing array of elaborate and exotic funerary offerings. The conspicuous consumption of coveted goods and their acquisition via gift exchange networks become the main strategies for the creation of power and prestige in this period (Voutsaki 1997). However, while status becomes an important criterion of social classification, kinship and descent remain important, as is apparent in the introduction of multiple tombs: The chamber tomb is adopted in LH I, and the tholos tomb in LH II.
Changes are less noticeable in the domestic realm: For instance, on the Aspis the haphazardly positioned MH IIIA houses are replaced in MH IIIB by a series of houses that adjoin each other and encircle the top of the hill (i.e., following the site’s possible outer enclosure) (Touchais 1998, 76). More differentiation between domestic units is evident: For example, some MH III houses in Asine are much larger and complex and built with a more regular layout than earlier MH houses (Nordquist 1987, 87–90). Evidence for the existence of some kind of central buildings is, however, scanty, as early Mycenaean layers are obliterated by later occupation. Nevertheless, the LH II fresco fragments and feasting debris found in Mycenae (French and Shelton 2005, 175–77; French 2002, 44–47) imply that some kind of mansion stood here in this early period (the situation in Tiryns is less clear— Kilian 1988; Maran 2001).
These social changes bring about changes in material culture. The local production of valuable items and the adoption of figurative elements in the hitherto uniconic MH culture (Rutter 2001, 141–42) signal a new receptivity to external stimuli. These changes need to be explained against important historical developments: the peak of the Minoan palatial power and the growth of maritime polities in the Aegean; increased mobility and interaction in the MB III–LBI Aegean; the disappearance of the important harbor town of Akrotiri because of the volcanic eruption at some point in LB I; the demise of the Minoan palaces in LM IB. The social changes on the mainland and the rise of mainland centers, especially Mycenae, cannot be understood without reference to the integration of the mainland in expanding networks of exchange (Sherratt and Sherratt 1991; Voutsaki 1997). Recent studies have suggested that the manipulation of external contacts and alliances (Voutsaki 1997, 2005; Wright 2004b) must be closely related to competition between emerging elites that was eventually resolved—as much as it was ever resolved—with the emergence of the palatial system in LH IIIA. The process of Mycenaean expansion, which starts at the end of LH II, should also be understood in this light.
LH IIIA–LH IIIB
This period represents the peak of palatial power and centralization, as well as the climax of cultural expansion across the southern Aegean—two processes that are clearly interlinked. During LH IIIA, impressive palaces and the first fortifications were built in Mycenae and Tiryns (Maran 2001; French and Shelton 2005, 177; French 2002, 57–58; Wright 2006), while the wall in Midea was built later, in LH IIIB (Demakopoulou and Divari-Valakou 1999). Circuit walls may also have existed in Argos, but their presence is debated (Touchais 1998, 11). The Argolid, with three citadels, at least two impressive palaces, elaborate royal tholoi, and several hill forts, becomes perhaps the most powerful region in the southern mainland—only Boeotia may have been a serious rival.
The LH III period is a period of population growth, extension of settlement, and more intensive land use (Cherry and Davis 2001, 153; Wright 2004a, 121ff.). Palatial sites occupy the top of a complex, four-tiered site hierarchy (Cherry and Davis 2001, 150; Wright 2004a, 125). A complex road system connects Mycenae with both secondary centers and neighboring regions.
Unfortunately, a limited number of administrative tablets have been found in Mycenae and Tiryns, but they nonetheless fully confirm the picture of a centralized and hierarchical system reconstructed on the basis of the richer Linear B evidence at Pylos. The archaeological evidence corroborates this picture of a highly stratified society. Excavations in and around Mycenae (Iakovidis 1996; French 2002; French et al. 2003) have revealed different categories of building. The palace megaron with its complex design, central hearth, throne, and elaborate fresco decoration must have been the reception hall of the wanax. The so-called Ivory Houses, large buildings with special economic functions (storage, redistribution, production of valuable items?) may represent residences of palatial officials and are closely connected to the palatial system (Tournavitou 1995; French 2002, 67–68). Finally, the Panayia houses (Mylonas-Shear 1987; French 2002, 68) must have belonged to ordinary town residents, while outside the town the farmhouse at Khania (French 2002, 69) represents one of the few Mycenaean farmsteads ever excavated.
Hierarchy is clearly expressed in the funerary realm (Mee and Cavanagh 1984; Wright 1987; French 1989): While the majority, or at least a large segment of the population is now buried in chamber tombs, the use of tholoi in the Argolid becomes restricted to palatial centers (Voutsaki 1995). Since the palatial tholoi built in LH III, those of Atreus and Clytemnestra, are the most spectacular, large, and ornate examples, and chamber tombs in this period are generally poorer, the gap between the palatial elite and the rest of the population widens. The mortuary evidence therefore attests the establishment of a hierarchical, centralized, and exploitative system. However, the emphasis on display, both in the mortuary and the domestic realm (French 1989; Wright 2006), imply that power remained contested. This is confirmed in the most tangible fashion by the ‘arms race,’ the expansion and strengthening of citadels in Mycenae and Tiryns, and the construction of the forti-fication in Midea during LH IIIB.
Mycenaean expansion across the southern Aegean also reached its peak during this period (Mee 1988; Schallin 1993; Voutsaki 2001). As suggested earlier, the ‘Mycenaeanization’ of the southern Aegean should be seen as an integral part of the process of internal competition, of the constant quest for resources, and the need to establish political alliances with powerful neighbors. In this period, there is evidence of Mycenaean cultural influence across the entire Aegean extending to the coast of Asia Minor and northern Greece, while evidence for economic contacts extends to Cyprus, the Near East, the central Mediterranean, and the Balkans (Kilian 1986a). The mechanisms of exchange, and specifically the role of the palaces in this process of expansion, are heavily debated (Voutsaki 2001; Sherratt 2001). The palatial records give sufficient (albeit at times enigmatic) information on highly specialized production for export and in general about complex and sophisticated control over at least some sectors of the economy (general discussions: Voutsaki and Killen 2001; Galaty and Parkinson 2007; Shelmerdine 2006; for the Argolid in particular, see Burns 1999; Sjöberg 2001; Voutsaki in press). However, we should not oversimplify the picture: Exchanges in this period must have operated in different, though perhaps interconnected, levels and circuits: the gift exchange and diplomatic alliances between royal elites, as well as the more ordinary trade of raw materials and resources.
While establishing the role of specific regions and centers in the process of expansion is not easy, most of the decorated pottery found in the Near East comes from the Argolid and possibly from Berbati (Schallin 2002), a site clearly controlled by Mycenae (Schallin 1996, 124). In addition, Mycenae has by far the highest concentration of valuable imports in the Argolid (Cline 1994, 16; Burns 1999, 87, 105; Voutsaki in press). Therefore, in the Argolid at least, Mycenae seems to be quite successful in restr icting the flow of resources (see Bur ns 1999, 176–94; Sjöberg 2001, 188–96, for a different view). The implications of this for the political organization of the Argolid are difficult to understand. There are diverse views as to whether we are dealing with autonomous kingdoms centered on the three citadels or one unified kingdom, with Mycenae at its center (see discussion in Darcque 1998, 110–11; Sjöberg 2001, 13 –19), although possibilities between these two extremes should also be considered.
Whatever the causes underlying the emergence and consolidation of the mainland centers, their power was short lived: The destructions in LH IIIB and the ensuing ‘arms race’ imply that conditions remained (or again became) unstable during the peak of palatial power. Finally, by the end of LH IIIB, all of the palaces were destroyed in a series of violent conflagrations. The causes of the destructions are debated (Deger-Jalkotzy 1991, with full references), though most recently the possibility of earthquakes is favored most (Kilian 1980; Åström and Demakopoulou 1996). However, the collapse of the palatial system of control should not be attributed only to a natural disaster but also to the conflicts and tensions arising in an overcentralized and exploitative system. Warfare, local uprisings, and movements of population may have further weakened the Mycenaean political system, though we need not necessarily think in terms of grand invasions or large-scale migration (an idea revived in connection with the ‘Hand-made Burnished’ or ‘Barbarian’ ware; see Eder 1998, 20–22). External factors may also have played a role: The crisis engulfing the entire eastern Mediterranean certainly contributed to the demise of the mainland centers, which had come to depend on the supply of raw materials and symbolic capital from outside the Aegean.
LH IIIC
The last century of the Mycenaean period witnesses not only a process of decline but also localized and temporary recuperation. The destruction of the palatial centers is accompanied by the abandonment of small settlements (Foxhall 1995, 245, 247; Eder 1998, 29, 53) and a process of nucleation toward the larger sites.
While the complex palatial system collapsed after the destructions, recent studies have emphasized elements of continuity as well: The fortifications were repaired, some of the buildings within the citadels were restored, megara were built over the destroyed palaces in Tir yns and perhaps in Mycenae (French 2002, 136–38; Maran 2006), and religious activity continued above the Cult Center in Mycenae and the shrines in the Tiryns Unterburg (Maran 2006, 12). The frescoes in Mycenae and the Tiryns Treasure imply a certain affluence (Maran 2006, 127, 129ff.). Tiryns town seems to grow in size (Kilian 1985, 75ff.), and its layout is restructured (Maran 2006, 125–26). Howe ver, other important settlements or cemeteries (Mycenae, Argos, Asine, Nauplion) decrease in size. New mortuary practices are introduced (e.g., the use of the tumulus and cremation in Khania near Mycenae) (French 2002, 140).
External relations receive a serious blow by the destructions but seem to revive, if only temporarily and in certain sites (Mountjoy 1993, 174–76), despite the crisis that sweeps the entire eastern Mediterranean. However, by the end of the period, a general regression sets in: Settlements shrink or are abandoned; cemeteries fall out of use; imports cease; and the material culture is poor and carelessly made. The Mycenaean world has reached its end.
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BOEOTIA
ANASTASIA DAKOURI-HILD
BOEOTIA, a geographic area of approximately 2,580 km2 in central mainland Greece, is delineated by the massifs of Elikon to the southwest, Kithairon and Pastra to the south and southeast, and Mounts Khlomon, Ptoon, and Messapion to the northwest and northeast. The Yliki and Paralimni lakes and the Euboean and Corinthian gulfs further demarcate the region from the north, east, and south, respectively. In between these ranges and coastlines extend chains of fertile alluvial plains traversed by perennial and seasonal rivers. The region is crossed by key overland routes (Buck 1979, 4–5; Fossey 1988, vol. 1, 200), while its coastal areas and harbors connect it to important maritime routes of antiquity (Heurtley 1923; Schläger, Blackman, and Schaefer 1968; Gauvin and Fossey 1985).
A number of surveys have taken place in Boeotia to date. The Cambridge-Bradford/Durham Boeotian Expedition (Bintliff 1985; 1996; Bintliff and Snodgrass 1985; Bintliff, Howard, and Snodgrass 2007) and its ongoing successor, the Leiden-Ljubljana Ancient Cities of Boeotia Project (Bintliff 2006; Bintliff and Slapsak 2007; Bintliff et al. 2001, 2002, 2004, 2004–2005), have focused on Aliartos, Thespies, Thisbe, Tanagra, and Koroneia and have employed intensive surface investigation, architectural and GIS mapping, geophysical prospection, and aerial reconnaissance. Other surveys have taken place as part of the Ohio Boeotia Thisbe Expedition (Gregory 1983, 1992), the Stanford Skourta Plain Project (Munn 1990), the Grimadha-Tanagra Project (Roller 1987), the Plataies Survey (Aravantinos, Konecny, and Marchese 2003; Konecny et al. 2008), and the Eastern Boeotia Archaeological Project (Burke, Burns, and Lupack 2007).
More specialized surface investigations have clarified Boeotian topography (e.g., Bakhuizen 1970; Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979; Hope Simpson 1981; Fossey 1988) or have focused on the design of the Kopais water works (Munich Kopais Expedition: Knauss 1991, 2001; Knauss, Heinrich, and Kalcyk 1984). Most of the excavations have been undertaken by the Greek Archaeological Service. Archaeological fieldwork and research relating to prehistoric sites has also been conducted by early explorers (e.g., Schliemann 1881; de Ridder 1894, 1895; Noack 1894) or were carried out under the auspices of the Archaeological Society at Athens (Iakovidis 1989, 1998; cf. Iakovidis 2001; Tzavella-Evjen in prep.), the Canadian Archaeological Institute (e.g., Munn 1996; Fossey 1986; cf. Morin 2004), the American School of Classical Studies at Athens (Goldman 1931; Caskey and Caskey 1960), the Bavarian Academy and the German Archaeological Institute (e.g., Bulle 1907; Kunze 1934; Lauffer 1973–1974), and the British School at Athens (e.g., Austin 1931–1932).
THE EARLY BRONZE AGE (EBA)
At least fifty-six EBA sites are known in Boeotia (figure 46.1), though few have been excavated systematically (Buck 1979, 35n18; Konsola 1981, 52; 1984, 61–68; Alram-Stern 2004, vol. 2, 691–701). Most of the known sites (ca. thirty) established in this era are located along the eastern coastline or roads to major ports (e.g., Anthedon), which suggests the importance of maritime resources (Konsola 1981, 52). Evidence of cave habitation (Spyropoulos 1972b) may be connected to transhumant pastoralism.
The transition from the Neolithic to the EH I period seems to have been relatively smooth. Buildings and Red Burnished pottery have been identified at Eutresis, Lithares, and other sites, possibly also Orchomenos (Konsola 1981, 56n48), though curiously not at Thebes, which could be due to lack of comprehensive study. The EH II and transitional EH II–III periods, characterized by Urfirnis sauceboats (cf. Theban ceramic group A), Keros-Syros imports, and Cycladic- and Anatolian-inspired pottery (cf. Theban ceramic group B/Lefkandi I) are attested at 43% of known EBA sites. The later EH III period, typified by the presence of Ayia Marina ware (cf. Theban ceramic group Г) is known from Eutresis, Orchomenos, Lithares, Thebes, and elsewhere (Konsola 1981, 36–46; cf. Kunze 1934). The end of the transitional EH II–III period is marked by destructive fires at several sites on the Theban citadel, but such evidence has not been reported elsewhere to date. A number of regional sites were abandoned in later EH III, although apparently this was not an era of marked decline. Fire horizons dated to the end of this phase are reported from Orchomenos, Eutresis, Drosia (Konsola 1981, 43, 57) and, more recently, Thebes (Andrikou 1998).
Architecture is attested at Thebes, Orchomenos, Lithares, Eutresis, and other sites, including coastal ones (e.g., Spyropoulos 1970b; Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, F67, F64). Unexcavated buildings have been reported at Megali Katavothra (Konsola 1981, 38) and the west and east shorelines of Paralimni (Faraklas 1968, 1969a; Spyropoulos 1971a). Houses have stone foundations, mud-brick elevations, roofs made of logs, reeds, and clay plaster, stone thresholds with pivots, cobbled enclosed courts, and occasionally mud-brick or wooden pillars (Goldman 1931, 15–16, 25; Spyropoulos 1970b; Tzavella-Evjen and Rohner 1990). Herring-bone masonry is presently known only from Eutresis. Domestic facilities include hearths, benches, bothroi that sometimes contain wheat (Goldman 1931, 31), built-in pithoi (Spyropoulos 1970b), stone benches, and platforms (Tzavella-Evjen and Rohner 1990). In terms of production and the economy, flour making, weaving, production of stone implements (Tzavella-Evjen 1984, 173, 175), and ornamental work using boar tusk, mother of pearl, and bone are attested (Goldman 1931, 199–220; Spyropoulos and Tzavella-Evjen 1973). Cycladic-inspired pottery has been found in domestic contexts (e.g., Tzavella-Evjen 1973–1974; 1984, 156–57, 165–68), while vessels with potter’s marks are known from few sites, namely Eutresis, Lithares, and Orchomenos (see Konsola 1984, 132–33). Sealings are unattested to date, and seals are rare (Goldman 1931, 199; Aravantinos 2002).
Figure 46.1. Boeotia in the EH I–III period (courtesy of the author).
The Lithares settlement, 0.31 ha of which has been excavated, shows a fairly regular plan with a large street (54 m long, 2.5 m wide) and smaller alleys (Tzavella-Evjen 1984, 91; cf. Tzavella-Evjen 1985). At Orchomenos and Eutresis, the houses are spaced apart and do not form a coherent town plan. House sizes and plans vary from straight-sided megara, to apsidal and round buildings, to a possible but-and-ben house (Tzavella-Evjen 1973–1974; 1984, 47). Some large EH II buildings, for instance Eutresis House L, are comparable in size to the larger Theban longhouses but the Fortified Building at Thebes (see this volume) remains exceptional. The Orchomenos round buildings (6 m average diameter; Bulle 1907, 19–25) are possibly special function buildings, possibly granaries (see Alram-Stern 2004, vol. 1, 243–46 for other interpretations). The Eutresis Round Building (6.40 m diameter) is associated with a debris-filled chasm (Caskey and Caskey 1960, 129, figure 6) and could be of cultic nature. Other possibly cultic spaces are Room III of Eutresis House L, which yielded a bull rhyton and a terracotta altar (Goldman 1931, 19–20), and the so-called Shrine of the Bulls at Lithares, which produced more than sixteen terracotta (mostly bull) figurines near a pile of charred debris. The excavator interpreted it as a shrine initially (Tzavella-Evjen 1972; contra Tzavella-Evjen 1989); some scholars have argued for the original interpretation (e.g., Fossey 1997).
Numerous graves are known in eastern Boeotia, at Thebes and Eutresis, and at unexcavated or briefly explored sites (Papadimitriou 1931; Faraklas 1969a; Spyropoulos 1969a, 1970a). With a few exceptions (Goldman 1931, 221, 226), they belong to extramural/non-domestic cemeteries in the vicinity of settlements (Faraklas 1969a, enumerating more than one hundred tombs; Spyropoulos 1970a). The graves, which tend to accommodate single, contracted burials, are rock-cut pits of various shapes. They have small dromoi that lead to side entrances blocked with slabs or rubble, features usually interpreted as Cycladic (but see Konsola 1981, 54–56). Funerary furnishings include EH pottery and Cycladic-style artifacts, such as pyxides, frying pans, and stone vessels (Papadimitriou 1931; Faraklas 1969a; Spyropoulos and Tzavella-Evjen 1973). Marble figurines have not been found in mortuary assemblages, although a stone figurine with folded arms purchased by Bulle (1907, 121) may originate from a burial site near Orchomenos (Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, 238).
THE MIDDLE BRONZE AGE (MBA) AND THE SHAFT GRAVE PERIOD
Despite a relative decrease in attested settlements (at least forty-one), most sites continue to be occupied in the MBA. The region was densely inhabited, with a preference for hilly locations near fertile plains, river valleys, and coastal sites (figure 46.2). The period witnesses the rapid development of Orchomenos and Thebes as the two foci of west and east Boeotia, respectively (cf. Misiewicz 1988, 125). The latter is by far the most extensive and dense excavated settlement in the region and may well have exerted influence over, or controlled, other Boeotian settlements at this time, if not earlier.
Although the Orchomenos ceramic material has been studied (Bulle 1907; Sarri in prep.) and pottery from Thebes (Konsola 1981, 152–54) and other sites (French 1972) has been preliminarily assessed, synthetic studies are lacking. As a result, the overall chronological framework requires refinement. The study of imported material, such as Aeginetan ware (Sarri 2007), provides a basis for interregional comparison and is helpful in this direction. Three main habitation phases can be distinguished: MH I, associated with the prevailing Gray Minyan pottery; MH II–IIIA, with Gray Minyan and simple Matt-Painted pottery; and MH IIIB–LH I (Shaft Grave period), during which Gray Minyan, fine Matt-Painted, and Polychrome pottery are in use concurrently. Red and Yellow Minyan are also attested, but Black Minyan is rare. Early Mycenaean (LH I) lustrous pottery is rarely reported, presumably due to the ongoing use of Gray Minyan and Matt Painted (Mountjoy 1999, vol. 2, 640).
Figure 46.2. Boeotia in the MH I–III and the Shaft Grave periods (courtesy of the author).
Architectural remains are attested mostly at excavated sites such as Thebes, Orchomenos, Eutresis, Chaironeia, and a few other inland and coastal settlements (Konsola 1981, 35–46). Houses are straight sided and apsidal (cf. Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1993), though usually the former; both types can be in the form of a megaron. Construction techniques and materials, as well as domestic features (i.e., hearths, ovens, bothroi, clay-plastered benches), are similar to those excavated at EBA sites. The Eutresis houses are flimsier than their EBA predecessors but are well appointed with paved forecourts, water pithoi, hearths, ashpits, bothroi, baking ovens, built benches, and shelves, as well as large mortars, querns, and stone implements (Goldman 1931, 42–64). Roof materials include charred logs, reeds, and clay (Goldman 1931, 62–63). Finds at Orchomenos and Eutresis reveal a large variety of intensive crop species, indicating agricultural diversification (Bulle 1907, 60–61; Goldman 1931, 42, 64). Several clay bins in the Eutresis ‘House of the Merchant’ (building F) seemingly constituted a (food?) storage facility (Goldman 1931, 41–43). Boar tusk inlays, roughouts of bone, mother of pearl, and a possible mud-brick workshop show that a range of crafts, in addition to food, lithic, and textile production, were practiced at that site (Goldman 1931, 54, 60).
At Eutresis and Orchomenos, houses are spaced wide apart, forming clusters or ‘islands’ (cf. Goldman 1931, 50–51). At the former site, spacious paved streets are attested. There is no evidence of large-scale communal works other than a series of earth dykes along the west and northeast shorelines of the Kopais tentatively dated to the MH period (Knauss 1995; cf. Konsola 1981, 39). An enceinte is reported at Chaironeia (Tzavella-Evjen 1991; though not in Tzavella-Evjen 1990). The final word on the MH finds (Tzavella-Evjen in prep.) from this important prehistoric site is awaited.
Graves have come to light mostly at Thebes, Eutresis, Orchomenos, Chaironeia, near Yliki and Paralimni, the Euboean coast, and the north side of Kopais. They are cists, pits, or pithoi, the former two types being common. Cists are stone built or made of stone slabs; a larger version appears from the later MBA (e.g., Spyropoulos 1971b). Some of the graves, usually transitional, are set within stone periboloi (Spyropoulos 1971a, 1973a; cf. Aravantinos 1996). Pit graves are occasionally lined with mud brick (e.g. Spyropoulos 1971b, 1972a). Stone tumuli have also been reported (Aravantinos 1996). Tombs occur in domestic/intramural locations (Bulle 1907, 61; cf. Tzavella-Evjen 1990), although the Eutresis adult burials apparently were not associated with the houses (Goldman 1931, 224; cf. Sarri 2000). They also compose separate cemeteries near settlements (Konsola 1981, 59). Burials are contracted and furnished with a few pots or are unfurnished. Interestingly, carbonized peas and traces of a coarse shroud or matting have been found in mortuary contexts at Eutresis (Goldman 1931, 223, 225). Carnelian, glass/faience, quartz, amber, gold artifacts, and bronze weapons are included in funerary assemblages in the late MBA and transitional period (e.g., Biegen 1949; Spyropoulos 1971b). A cylindrical bead with linear decoration (Aravantinos 1996) may be an import dating to this era.
THE LATE BRONZE AGE
A documented 63% increase in the number of settlements (more than sixty-seven) during the LBA suggests a population boom probably correlated with the intensification of agriculture under the auspices of the two palatial centers, Thebes and Orchomenos. Thebes, the seat of the east Boeotian palatial administration, is surrounded by satellite settlements within a 20 km radius (figure 46.3). Linear B documents have been found at Thebes, though (imported?) inscribed stirrup jars or fragments thereof are known from Orchomenos and Kreusis (Raison 1968, 118–20; Spyropoulos 1969d). The documents from Thebes (te-qa-i) illuminate the economic and political geography of east Boeotia (Aravantinos 1987). Other recognizable place names in these documents, such as Kreusis (ke-re-u-so), Eutresis (e-u-te-re-u), Eleon (e-re-o), and Ptoia (po-to-a2-ja), confirm Theban control over the various provinces of east Boeotia. Other place names, namely Amarynthos (a-ma-ru-to) and Karystos (ka-ru-to), suggest that certain facilities in Euboea operated within the sphere of Theban economic and political influence (Dakouri-Hild 2005), but whether this points to the existence of a ‘great Boeotia’ encompassing south Euboea (Sergent 1994) is unclear at the moment.
Figure 46.3. Boeotia in the LH II–LH IIIB period (courtesy of the author).
The settlement pattern, in combination with archaeological evidence from Gla and Orchomenos, suggests the existence of a separate, large polity to the west, which controlled the fertile Kopais basin and the Larymna port and conceivably other areas to the north (Eder 2007). The seeming absence of fortifications along the hypothesized east-west Boeotian frontier (e.g., Onchestos, Davlosis) is peculiar, given the lack of a clear natural boundary, although this frontier (if it existed as such) could have been defended by fortified Aliartos (Buck 1979, 38). There is no evidence on the interrelationship and legendary discord between Orchomenos and Thebes to date. However, the investment in major construction at Gla and other forts, which protected the enviable expanse of agricultural land afforded by the Kopais water works, hint at potential threat (cf. Buck 1979, 39). The economic base of the west and east polities need not have been profoundly different (see Misiewicz 1988, 124–126), but a stronger focus on trade seems likely for Thebes within the framework of a mixed economy (cf. Aravantinos 2003a).
The Theban Linear B documents afford glimpses of the religious landscape of east Boeotia. Industrial units of divine establishments, namely those of Hera (e-ra), Hermes (e-ma-a2), and Potnia (po-ti-ni-ja), received wool allocations by the palace (Killen 1988). Possible sanctuaries of Hera (at a place called *63-te-ra, also referred to as di-wi-ja-me-ro) and Haphaia (a2-pa-a2) were among the recipients of food and wine for consumption during major state feasts (cf. Killen 1992, 1994, 1999). It is likely that the shrine of Potnia was situated at present-day Potniai to the south of Thebes, also the location of the later extramural sanctuary of Demeter and Kore (cf. Schachter 1981, 167; 1994, 1–4). Notably, the Plataies Heraion at the foothills of Mount Kithairon, where Mycenaean habitation is attested, was a major religious landmark of historical Boeotia (Schachter 1981, 242–50), whereas an important shrine of Hermes dating back to the Archaic period was located at Tanagra (Schachter 1986, 44). The sanctuary of Haphaia, a nurturing deity, may have been located at Aigina at the homonymous shrine (Aravantinos 1987; Piteros, Olivier, and Melena 1990) or possibly Boeotian Akraiphia (Schachter 1994, 16–17). Possible cultic sites in the Kopais include a cave (Spyropoulos 1972b) and a hill near Gla on top of which was carved a kernos-like installation, of uncertain date (Faraklas 1969b).
Comparatively little ceramic material has been studied comprehensively (Symeonoglou 1973; Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975; Andrikou et al. 2006; cf. Dakouri-Hild in prep.), but general stylistic studies (Mountjoy 1983, 1999, vol. 2) enable a good grasp of regional chronology. The LH II–LH IIIA2 and transitional LH IIIA2–B1 phases are represented mostly at Thebes, Orchomenos, Eutresis, and Tanagra; palace-style and Ephyraean pottery is included in the relevant assemblages (Mountjoy 1999, vol. 2, 648–71). Later material has been identified at a host of sites, but is best known from Thebes, where fire horizons have been dated to the transitional LH IIIA2–B1, LH IIIB1, and transitional LH IIIB2–C phases (cf. Dakouri-Hild 2001, 106–107). Gla shows evidence of repeated refurbishment since its establishment in LH IIIA2–B1; it burned down before LH IIIB and then again at the end of LH IIIB2 (Iakovidis 1992). At least one coastal site was devastated by fire at that time (Spyropoulos 1970b; Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1993). Parts of the Orchomenos palatial complex were abandoned in LH IIIA2 and at the end of LH IIIB, but there is no evidence of fire there (Spyropoulos 1973b). Likewise, the Eutresis settlement was abandoned without evidence of destruction (Goldman 1931, 236).
Except at Thebes, few architectural remains belong to houses (Goldman 1931, 64–68; Spyropoulos 1973c, 1974b; Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, G16). Traditional building techniques, materials, and domestic features were utilized (Demakopoulou 1977; Sapouna-Sakellaraki 1993). Circuit walls and segments of Cyclopean fortifications, sometimes with inner and outer rings (Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, G4, G6) or partial enceintes (Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, G11–G12) are most frequent in the north Kopais (see earlier examples and Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, G2, G10, G17) and protected the water-management system there. Other forts existed to the south and west of Kopais, in the east and south coastal zones, and at inland sites such as Eutresis, where some 21 ha, mostly unbuilt, are fortified (Goldman 1931, 68–75).
Palatial complexes have been brought to light at Thebes and Orchomenos. The 1903–1905 German excavations at the latter site (on and near the acropolis) revealed eroded LH architectural remains and few finds, including colored plastered fragments. Trials east of the acropolis produced fresco fragments of a possible bull-leaping scene (Bulle 1907, 81, pls. XXVIII–XXIX; cf. Immerwahr 1990, 195–96), although Boulotis (2000) prefers a siege theme, to which chariots, warriors, falling or swimming figures, and an architectural façade belong. The later excavations (1968–1973) below the acropolis brought to light three buildings, including a megaron with a hearth, as well as earlier architecture (Spyropoulos 1972a, 1973b). These structures were interpreted as palace ‘wings,’ but their location on the acropolis foothill and their layout, which appears to be axial, bring to mind the Mycenae House of the Oil Merchant (Iakovidis 1995; Boulotis 2000). An unpublished fresco deposit associated with the northern building included fragments of a miniature boar hunt scene (boar, spotted dogs, hunters with spears and boar tusk helmets, horse hoofs, and chariots), fragments of two youthful men, and male (possibly also female) figures engaged in an athletic contest. A fourth building in a nearby trench contained a number of bronze weapons and seals and was abandoned in LH IIIA2 (Spyropoulos 1974a).
The citadel of Gla in the northeast Kopais (23.5 ha) is encircled by massive Cyclopean fortifications (5.40–5.80 m thick, 2.8 km long), with offsets every 6–12 m and four gates. The ‘melathron’ to the north is an L-shaped building (1,871 m2) consisting of two semi-independent megara without throne placements or hearths. The melathron has been interpreted as the seat of two Orchomenian officials in charge of canal maintenance and cereal storage. The building is separately walled off and features monolithic stone thresholds with pivots, half-timbered wall elevations, tiled pitched roofs, an upper story in certain areas, frescoes, and horns of consecration (Iakovidis 1989). The ‘agora’ to the south (2,500 m2) consists of two parallel long buildings equipped with drains and ramped doorsills. This complex was apparently used for food storage in part, as suggested by burnt wheat, pithoid, and transport stirrup jars (Iakovidis 1998). The material from the agora fresco dumps is being prepared for publication (Boulotis in prep.). It includes unburnt decorative (rosettes, spirals, dadoes) and pictorial fresco fragments (micrographic architectural facades with consecration horns and double axes, windows of appearance with human figures, dolphins, octopi, nautili, seascape vegetation, and possibly a female procession) (Iakovidis 2000; 2001, pls. V-X; Boulotis 2000). Three smaller buildings, one of which is apsidal, are situated northwest, southwest, and east of the central compound.
The Kopais water-management system is a technical achievement of unprecedented scale and labor intensiveness in the Aegean. The project, which entailed the walling up of an estimated 400,000,000 m3 of stone and the transportation of some 200,000,000 m3 of earth, was apparently successful in transforming Greece’s largest polje lake into the most expansive agricultural resource of the Mycenaean world (Knauss, Heinrich, and Kalcyk 1984; Knauss 1991, 1995; cf. Knauss 2001, 26–41; Hope Simpson and Hagel 2006, 185–211). The system regulated the Kephissos and Melas rivers and drained the basin during the flood season (winter—spring); its discharge capacity has been estimated to be 150,000,000 m3 per second (Heinrich 1988). Its key components were several renovated (MH?) polder dykes, mostly along the north side of the lake; a permanent reservoir in its northwest bay; a great canal (25 km long, 40 m wide, 2.5 m deep) formed by stone-lined dams (25–30 m wide each), themselves perpendicularly reinforced with separate walls (Aravantinos, Kountouri, and Fappas 2006); a smaller canal east of Glas (Lauffer 1973–1974); and a series of natural subterranean holes or ‘katavothres’ to the northeast and east, through which water was funneled to the underground water table. The system created 90 km2 of year-round arable land and furnished an abundant supply of water during the dry months. Moreover, the main canal was in principle navigable, whereas its wide embankments could have functioned as a road (Heinrich 1988).
Graves, mainly rock-hewn chamber tombs clustered in cemeteries, are common, though most are looted or destroyed. Aside from Thebes, significant chamber-tomb cemeteries have come to light at Aulis and Kallithea (Touloupa 1964; Spyropoulos 1971c, 1971e; Aravantinos 1983) and Tanagra. At the latter site, two cemeteries (Dendron and Ledeza, the former of which is earlier) consist of more than 250 tombs combined. The Ledeza graves are arranged in dense rows, the larger ones higher up on the hill, apparently reflecting the quality of associated furnishings and social stratification (Spyropoulos 1969c). In general, remains of funerary meals, ceramics, and other mortuary goods are plentiful (e.g., Spyropoulos 1969b, 1969c, 1970c). The so-called ‘Thisbe treasure’ (Evans 1925) has been discredited largely as a collection of forgeries, though some items appear to be genuine and could originate from looted chamber tombs at Thisbe (Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, 250). Occasionally, orientalia are among funerary furnishings (Spyropoulos 1971e, 1971g, 1977; cf. Cline 1994, 151).
The larnakes excavated at Tanagra (ca. fifty, sixteen of which are from a single grave) date to the LH IIIB–C period (cf. Phialon and Farrugio 2005, table 1; Aravantinos 2003b). Other examples of Tanagran provenance surfaced in the European art market in the 1950s (e.g., Vermeule 1965; Iakovidis 1966, esp. 46–50). The four-legged, rectangular terracotta coffins (0.43–1.07 m long, 0.23–0.38 m wide, 0.34–0.69 m high) were made in molds and have perforated sides or bases. Their (usually flat) lids are ornamented with bird-like finials, sometimes detachable, that may have been used during funerary rites and probably held an apotropaic role thereafter. The larnakes were used as collective ossuaries and sarcophagi for single burials (Spyropoulos 1969c, 1970c). Many are decorated with black, gray, and red paint in geometric, floral, and marine designs (e.g., checkered pattern, spirals, ivy, octopus). The iconography represented by the larnakes is rich and illuminating, consisting of hunting, bull leaping, and prothesis scenes, mourning processions, (mythical?) encounters with sphinxes, sacred pillars, consecration horns signifying holy precincts (Rutkowski 1979), winged ‘souls’ and birds, and a possible boat journey in the realm of ‘shades’ (cf. Spyropoulos 1973c, 1974b, 1976). The painted larnakes represent a derivative and ‘stringy’ style (Spyropoulos 1969c; Immerwahr 1990, 154–58; 1995) that is nevertheless expressive and powerful, encapsulating the experience of mortuary performance (cf. Merousis 2000). The form of the Tanagra larnakes relate to Cretan funerary customs and may articulate a new kind of mortuary identity in LH IIIB Boeotia (cf. Spyropoulos 1971d). Thematically and stylistically, they belong to the mainland pictorial tradition, albeit a direct line of inspiration cannot be determined (Vermeule 1965).
Other grave types include Cretan-style shafts with burial niches and benches (Spyropoulos 1977); built chambers (Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, G51); and traditional pits and cists, usually dating to the early Mycenaean period, though not always (e.g., Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, G48, G51). The so-called Treasury of Minyas at Orchomenos is the only certain tholos tomb in the region (for possible others, see Biegen 1949; Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, F64, G29, G51; Spyropoulos 1971f). Although its top has long collapsed and its contents have been looted (cf. Schliemann 1881), its elaborate construction and monumental size (14 m dm) is closely paralleled by the (somewhat larger) Treasury of Atreus at Mycenae. The Orchomenos tholos features ashlar masonry, for which an estimated 1,000 m3 of local limestone were quarried (Knauss 1995), a gigantic door lintel, and a side chamber with an elaborately carved ceiling (Schliemann 1881, pls. XII–XIII; cf. Aravantinos 2003a, figure 3).
In sum, Boeotia has emerged as a significant province of prehistoric Greece throughout prehistory through excavation work. The archaeological record brought about by ongoing systematic and rescue excavations continues to illuminate society, economy, and artistic production in the region during the Bronze Age.
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CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN PELOPONNESE
WILLIAM G. CAVANAGH
THE LAND AND ITS RESOURCES
The Peloponnese, the heartland of Mycenaean civilization, covers about 19,000 km2. Of this, the Argolid, so prominent in accounts of the Bronze Age Aegean, forms only 11%, while the region considered here—roughly the modern prefectures of Messenia, Laconia (plus parts of Arkadia), and the island of Kythera–is four times larger than the Argolid and only slightly smaller than the whole of the island of Crete.
Our area’s seeming obscurity is due more to accidents in its history of exploration than to real poverty. Indeed, in a later period its agricultural wealth underwrote Sparta, the dominant Classical power: it occupies the wetter, western part of Greece, making it less subject to drought and unpredictable harvests, though it still contains a mosaic of environments, including coastal lagoons, perennial rivers, a great variety of arable soils, large extents of macchia, oak woodlands, pine and fir woods, alpine meadows, and extreme landscapes such as the arid European desert of southeast Arkadia. In addition to the farming base, there are mineral resources, notably metals in the area of Neapolis, and decorative stones, lapis Lacedaemonius from Krokeai and antico rosso from Kyprianon, which were prized in Bronze Age Greece.
Physically, the landscape is dominated by the massifs of Mount Parnon (1950 m above sea level) and Taygetos (2450 m above sea level), which define the mountain basins of Tripolis and Megalopolis, the central plain of Laconia, and sink into the sea to form the fingers of the Malea and Tainaron peninsulas. The relief of the southwest sector is much gentler, though still marked by mountains such as Aigaleon, which divided the two provinces ruled by the palace at Pylos, and Mount Ithome.
The region enjoys a long and varied coastline with a scatter of good harbors: the trinity of Kastri (on Kythera) and then Pavlopetri and Epidauros Limera on either side of the Malea peninsula formed an important node on the trans-Aegean trade routes (Janko 2008, 558), while a sophisticated hydraulic system was developed to serve the port for the palace at Pylos (Zangger et al. 1997). It also contains large inland basins, such as those of Sparta and Arkadia; located some distance from the sea, their prosperity, greater in the former and modest in the latter, belies the notion that maritime trade was the key to success for a Bronze Age site. It must be stressed that at no time in prehistory was this a unified territory, and the generalizations imposed by a short chapter here mask important regional differences.
THE EARLY BRONZE AGE
Although not as densely settled as Thessaly during the Neolithic, the southern Peloponnese supported large villages with a rich material culture and widespread trading connections. The end of that immensely long period culminates, in the Final Neolithic, in a radical change in material culture—for example, painted pottery almost disappears, while large storage and food-processing vessels become prominent.
Silver jewelry and copper tools from Alepotrypa confirm that the region participated in a wide-ranging exchange in prestige objects reaching up into the Balkans (Phelps 2004, 12, 168–69; Zachos 1996). New parts of the landscape were settled, and the occupation of cave sites became much more common; while caves like Diros in Laconia or Spilaio ton Limnon Kalavryton in Akhaia probably also served as regional cult centers, the smaller, less prominent caves, such as Alepochori in Laconia (Karkanas 2006; Koumouzeli 1989) were used by small groups of farmers, perhaps with an emphasis on herding (Cavanagh 1999; Efstathiou-Manolakou 2008).
All the same, given the immense length of FN—EHI over which we must distribute many small, short-lived habitations, population density was not great. However, by EH II, the southern Peloponnese saw a dramatic increase in the number of sites in that climax phase, which is common to the mainland, the islands, and Crete. Archaeological surveys have revealed a range of settlement sites that vary from small farmsteads to ‘towns’ of 3–5 ha, which may have housed as many as a thousand inhabitants. Different areas show different patterns: the Asea valley in Arkadia (Forsén and Forsén 2003, 192–96), central Laconia (Cavanagh, Crouwel et al. 2004, 128–35), and Kythera (Broodbank and Kyriatzi 2007) all have central settlements surrounded by farmsteads/hamlets, though their histories of development vary. The Asea valley, for example, sees no clear dispersion of sites during EH I or II, whereas the area east of Sparta and Kythera both see a rise in settlement in EH II. Messenia, on the other hand, “is not richly endowed with Early Helladic…sites” (Davis et al. 1997, 417).
Figure 47.1. Drawing of EH II seal impression from Geraki, Laconia (after Crouwel 2009, figure 7).
The region participated fully in those developments seen elsewhere in the Aegean. Excavations at Geraki (Crouwel 2009), for example, have yielded clay sealings (figure 47.1) (Weingarten et al. 1999) like those from Lerna and Petri, as well as fortifications of the ‘kastenmauer’ technique, found from Limantepe in Turkey to Lerna in the Argolid. Sophisticated architecture is also attested in this area, notably with the Corridor Houses of Akovitika but probably also at Asea and no doubt at other sites yet to be excavated.
Altogether on a different scale is the Minoan connection between Kythera and Crete, which has long been interpreted as a case of colonization, an argument now reinforced and extended by the evidence from the Kythera Island Project. Here, Minoan intervention has been attributed to a long-term process that culminated in Minoan settlement ‘whose aim was to establish independent access to the Cycladic mineral resources’ (Broodbank and Kyriatzi 2007, 267). Once established, Kythera’s Cretan connection made itself felt through much of the region for many centuries.
The long-running controversy over the transition at the end of the Early Bronze Age in mainland Greece takes on a special emphasis in the southern Peloponnese because the critical EH III pottery has proved so elusive. In fact, EH III pottery has been found only at sites in the Asea valley (Forsén and Forsén 2003, 195), Pylos (Late EH III: Davis et al. 1997, 419; Stocker 2003), and allegedly at the Amyklaion (Forsén 1992), and one or two sherds have been reported at other sites in Laconia (Banou 1999; Efstathiou-Manolakou 2008), including a few late EH III sherds from Ayios Stephanos.
Indeed, the very rarity of EH III pottery in the southern Peloponnese has inspired the suggestion that a’sub-EH IF style may have prevailed here, contemporary with EH III of the northern Peloponnese but continuing the earlier shapes and fabrics of the local EH II styles (Boyd 2002, 2; Broodbank and Kyriatzi 2007, 263–64; Rutter 2001, 125). Recent excavations at relevant sites have failed signally to provide any stratified context with such pottery: Geraki (Crouwel 2009) and Kouphovouno (Cavanagh, Mee, and Renard 2007; Renard 1989) have classic EH II and MH deposits but nothing resembling a local EH III; on the other hand, the very few closed EH III contexts have produced fabrics and shapes that find their closest parallels in the Lerna IV and V repertoires, not those of the preceding period (Rutter 2001, 123, on the very late EH III at Nichoria; Stocker 2003). The process of change from EBA to MBA was a gradual one (Forsén 1992), but it involved severe depopulation in many parts of the region (though not all; Kythera in particular escapes depopulation, thanks—no doubt—to its association with Crete).
THE MIDDLE BRONZE AGE
After the obscurity of the later stages of the EBA, a very different Greece emerges in the 2nd millennium BC. Some EBA sites continued into or were resettled in the MBA—natural acropolis sites (such as Geraki) and sites on the sea (such as Ayios Stephanos and Pavlopetri) commended themselves to both EBA and MBA settlers. Overall, however, most regions show a different configuration.
In particular, intensive surveys in Laconia and Messenia (though not the Asea valley survey) have identified sites founded in EH III/MH, with new settlements located on low hilltops, plateaus, or ridges (Boyd 2002, 7; Cavanagh, Crouwel et al. 2004). At Pylos, four small farmsteads of EH III date with simple, apsidal-ended houses (Stocker 2003) gave way over the course of the MBA to a nucleated settlement that covered much of the Englianos ridge (some 5.5 ha) (Bennet 1999). It appears that the Menelaion, near Sparta, underwent a similar expansion, though it started a little later. Likewise, by the end of the MH period, Nichoria was “the most substantial known settlement of the Five Rivers district” (McDonald and Wilkie 1992, 762).
Secondary MH centers in both Laconia and Messenia were smaller, and this hierarchical settlement pattern of centers dominating small territories implies a new political partition of south Greece, whose units were later to form the building blocks of the Mycenaean states. Some failures occurred (Geraki, for example, hardly survives the MBA), and for many sites we lack information on their development and that of their hinterlands (such as Palaiopyrgi, near the Vapheio tholos tomb, which may well have rivaled its neighbors at the Menelaion and Ayios Stephanos).
Settlements give the appearance of open villages with freestanding, apsidal ended or rectangular houses, perhaps of two rooms or more, simple graves in and around the houses, and perhaps large gaps between the houses. At Ayios Vasilios, a more open village plan with apsidal-ended houses is said to give way in MH II to a more densely packed settlement in which rectangular houses of several rooms were huddled into blocks separated by paved passages (Janko 2008).
Unluckily, many of the more extensively excavated sites (Pylos, Nichoria, the Menelaion, Peristeria, Kouphovouno) have yielded no coherent picture, and the dating of the various phases at Malthi is unclear. However, the impression of relative simplicity in the region’s material culture can be overstated. Both Nichoria and Ayios Stephanos bear witness to the rich ceramic repertoire, including large storage pithoi (some of the burials used massive ones), underlining the importance of the storage of agricultural commodities.
The range of painted jars and serving vessels (jugs, bowls) emphasize display and consumption, and the highly burnished tablewares, such as ‘Minyan,’ indicate the importance of dining and commensality in MBA society. As the period advanced, these types became ever more elaborate, with a greater variety of shapes and decoration (Howell 1992; Rutter and Rutter 1976).
Metal finds are not common, but crucibles and the remains of furnaces have been reported from Nichoria (McDonald and Wilkie 1992, 23, 26–28) and Ayios Stephanos. The latter has imports of Protopalatial pottery from Crete and perhaps also Nichoria (Howell 1992, 60; certainly imitations of Minoan are reported), indicating that this region was not isolated from developments elsewhere in the Aegean.
The remains that most clearly signal a degree of complexity in the MBA society of the different regions of the southern Peloponnese are the tombs (Bennet and Galanakis 2005 emphasize the regional differences). In Messenia, in particular, even in the earlier MH period, networks of burial mounds articulated the landscape, in part placed to act as visible markers for those who lived and buried their dead there and in part embedded in earlier settlements, evidently as a symbolic claim on the past (Boyd 2002, esp. 33–39). Grave offerings were not common, at most a vase such as a kantharos, but more notable finds belonging to ‘high-status’ people have recently been reported from the MH I tumuli at Kastroulia (Rambach in press). As the MH period advanced, so, too, did the variety, complexity, and display in tombs increase. A snapshot of these developments follows in the next section.
THE LATE BRONZE AGE
Early Mycenaean
By the beginning of the Early Mycenaean period, a great variety of tomb types had developed: single graves of various types, tumuli covering a number of single graves or enclosing collective tombs, single built graves, rock-cut chamber tombs, and tholos tombs (Boyd 2002; Lolos 1987). The last two types were to predominate in later Mycenaean Greece and were probably invented in the southern Peloponnese. Important early (LH I) chamber tomb cemeteries are found at Epidauros Limera in Laconia and Volimidia near Pylos.
The most spectacular finds come from the tholos tombs such as Routsi tomb 2, which held inlaid daggers, long swords, arrowheads, a spear, seal stones, amber, gold, ivory pyxides, mirrors, glass, palace-style jars, and imported Minoan pottery. Many others were robbed, but a few, such as Pylos Tholos Tomb V, the tholoi at Peristeria, Epia Anthia, Kakovatos, and Vapheio, hint at a wealth of offerings comparable with those of the shaft graves at Mycenae. Two or three such prominent tombs could dominate a single site, underlining the agonistic tensions within early Mycenaean society.
If we can rely on the archaeological evidence, other sites indicate a quieter register of ostentation—the small town at Analipsis, in Arkadia, has a larger tholos, with indications of wealthier but evidently not spectacularly rich finds, to serve the leading family, accompanied by more modest, smaller tholos tombs serving others in the community (Kalogeropoulos 1998). Although robbed, the main tomb had fragments of a boar’s tusk helmet, gold, ivory, silver, amber, bronze and flint arrowheads, and palace-style vases. The site of Pellana contains one very large, dominant tomb (this time a chamber tomb, again robbed, and with traces of similar finds) and a cemetery of smaller ones, though we are not sure of their dates (Spyropoulos 1998).
Nonfunerary architecture of the early Mycenaean period is harder to come by, but at Peristeria, the East House was a large, multiroomed structure that has been described as ‘sprawling’ (Vermeule 1964, 117) and seems to have served those buried in the wealthy tombs (surely it is no coincidence that one of the tholos tombs destroyed the house). The so-called Big House at Malthi, if MH or early LH, might fit the same picture, as could the heavily built structure at Katarrachaki (Lolos 1987, 28–41). Ayios Stephanos shrank in size, but the style of housing seems to have stayed much as before.
A new study of the remains at Pylos (Nelson 2001, referred to in Rutter 2005), indicates a sequence of buildings starting in LH I and developing into LH IIIA. These are more monumental in appearance and used carefully dressed, ashlar styles of masonry similar to those found in some of the more impressive tholos tombs of the time.
By LH II, we can point to another structure whose overall plan is more sophisticated: the first mansion at the Menelaion (figure 47.2) has a central megaron suite that measures roughly 17 by 6.5 m and a basement of organized storage magazines. The footprint of the whole building has been estimated at more than 500 m2; that is to say, it is comparable in size to the later House of Shields at Mycenae (Darcque 2005, 325).
The confrontation of the Menelaion, on one bank of the River Eurotas, with Palaiopyrgi/Vapheio some 5 km away and on the other bank, symbolizes the transformation that mainland Greece was undergoing during, roughly, the fifteenth century BC. The country was a patchwork of petty realms whose leaders, however, had at their disposal products of the most refined craftsmanship, such as the gold cups and the seal stones from Vapheio. As time went on, these were amalgamated into larger kingdoms and subjected to the discipline of a centralized economy mediated through a literate bureaucracy when the Minoan system was adapted to Greece.
Figure 47.2. Axonometric reconstruction of Mansion 1 at the Menelaion (after Catling 1977, 28, figure 5).
High Mycenaean
If the Menelaion marks an important next step toward the development of the mature Mycenaean state, the process of transformation from small fiefdom to major power has been traced most clearly for the kingdom of Pylos, where we have the advantage of the Linear B tablets and the insight they give us into its growth and culmination.
By its end, Pylos governed a territory of some 2000 km2. Bennet (1995) has sketched the development whereby early Mycenaean centers were either subordinated to Pylos or eclipsed; thus, the important early Mycenaean princedom at Peristeria was evidently displaced in a later period by the new, fortified, regional center at Mouriatada; at the same time the center at Beylerbey was overtaken by Pylos, while the site at Ordines grew in prominence under the palace’s patronage (Bennet 1999). Other, more isolated sites set relatively high in the mountains (such as Metaxada [Gaz. D22], Romiri [D31], Misorachi [D117], Chalvatsou [D118], and Kephalovrysi [D240] in Messenia and Arkines [C9] in Laconia) might hint at the use of uplands for pasturing sheep, as wool production for textiles was an important palace industry.
Through the overthrow of its rivals by means of the exercise of favor and patronage, as well as by economic reform, the palace of Pylos reworked the inhabited landscape of Messenia. In pursuing this policy it was not unique; thus, in our region, while we cannot be certain, it appears that the Further Province may have evolved into a united principality under Leuktron before it was annexed by Pylos. Likewise, the rise of major sites such as the Menelaion (Catling 2009) and Ayios Vasilios in Laconia saw some minor centers fade while their rivals flourished (Cavanagh 1995). The important new discovery of Linear B tablets at Ayios Vasilios (announced by Vasilogamvrou and Aravantinos in April 2009) underlines that a similar political and economic revolution took place in Laconia with the rise of a palace similar to those in Pylos and central Greece.
Recent work on Kythera tells another, but related, story. In the preceding Early Mycenaean period, the island was densely covered with small farmsteads, the Minoan town of Kastri was at its most prosperous, and the richest offerings were dedicated at the peak sanctuary of Agios Georgios. During the High Mycenaean period, in contrast, many farms were abandoned, the town shrank, and the tokens of prosperity grew fewer. This decline was no doubt partly related to political changes in Crete, notably the rise and fall of Knossos, but it can be no coincidence that the tablets at Pylos recorded slave women from Kythera (Broodbank, Kiriatzi, and Rutter 2005). Undoubtedly, the rise of the various Mycenaean states brought about both losers and winners.
Nichoria gives us a good idea of the vernacular architecture of a secondary Mycenaean center. The largest structure was the LH IIIA1 ‘megaron,’ unit IV-4A, whose main room, with an earthen floor and a central hearth lying between two single columns, measured 6.8 by 4.7 m (a little more than half the area of its equivalent in Mansion 1 at the Menelaion) (McDonald and Wilkie 1992, 433#x2013;39). Overall, the complex covered 133 m2.
The majority of the houses, however, were smaller (less than 80 m2) and were scattered across the ridge in a rather open formation following the lie of the land. The majority were also multiroomed and rectangular in form, and some probably had a second story; structure III-3, however, was a simple apsidal house. Such relatively simple structures can be found in the villages of the preceding and ensuing periods; sophisticated architecture seems to have been restricted to a powerful minority.
Many more sites are known from their cemeteries, which can vary from hundreds of tombs to just a few, according to the size of the settlement. The little site of Melathria in Laconia, a hamlet of about 0.7 ha in extent, was served by a small cemetery of chamber tombs, six of which have been cleared. The settlement was newly founded in LH IIIA1 and continued in use for some two hundred years (Cavanagh and Crouwel 1992).
Final Mycenaean
The southern Peloponnese was hit hard by the destructions that more generally mark the beginning of the end of Mycenaean civilization. The palace at Pylos burned down at the transition to LH IIIC, and towns such as Nichoria were abandoned at much the same time.
Indeed, relatively few sites have produced finds of the ensuing period. In Laconia, the cult site at Amyklai continued in use, and the area was to become a significant center in the Dark Age (as indeed was Nichoria after a gap). At the Menelaion, a major disruption is witnessed with the destruction of Mansion 3, but there are signs of continued occupation into LH IIIC early (Cating 2009), and recent discoveries point to a cult site below the later Archaic sanctuary—all the same, the site was abandoned at the end of the Bronze Age. Another major center in the 12th century BC was Epidauros Limera, whose harbor served to link it into the Aegean network, which connected other coastal sites such as Asine, Perati, and Lefkandi with sites in the Cyclades, Dodecanese, and Crete. Ayios Stephanos received a fresh influx during these unsettled times.
In all, as many as sixteen sites in Laconia have LH IIIC pottery (Demakopoulou 1982), and most of these fade from view by the end of the period. Messenia, densely populated in LH IIIB (the most recent estimate suggests a population of fifty thousand people), seems to have declined even more rapidly: it has just half a dozen sites with LH IIIC pottery (e.g., Eder 1998, compare 143, figure 18, with 146, figure 19). The Early Dark Age period saw a distinctly new beginning following the devastation of the southern Peloponnese in the 12th century BC, as Greece and the Peloponnese moved from the Age of Bronze into a new epoch.
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NORTHERN AEGEAN
STELIOS ANDREOU
UNTIL the end of the 5th millennium, the northern Aegean communities were dynamic partakers of the cultural processes that transformed southeast Europe and the Aegean during the Neolithic. During the 3rd millennium, however, the dramatic developments in settlement organization, elaboration of material culture, technological advancement, and exchange caused the focus of changes to shift to the south and east. As a result, the northern Aegean found itself on the borders of this dynamic new world for the rest of the Bronze Age. This shift does not mean, however, that northern communities froze in their existing ways of life, which mainly harkened back to Neolithic times. Instead, during the following millennia, the people in the different regions of Macedonia, Thrace, and the neighboring islands were active in developing varied ways of living through the manipulation of local traditions and the selective adoption of cultural forms and technological novelties from the surrounding regions.
The survey that follows concentrates on the regions of the north, which present the strongest evidence for contacts with the cultural developments in the Aegean during the Bronze Age. These include the islands of Thasos and Samothrace, coastal Thrace, the coastal plains of central and southern Macedonia, and the peninsula of Chalkidiki. The discussion also focuses on parts of the inland basins of eastern, central, and western Macedonia and leaves out northern Macedonia, which remained outside the reach of significant Aegean influences (cf. Mitrevski 2003). Groups living in these regions took advantage of inland passes to establish and maintain at some points of their early history strong contacts with the areas farther to the south. It cannot be overemphasized, though, that throughout their early history, communities in this part of the Aegean also developed and maintained strong contacts with their neighbors to the north by taking advantage of the major river routes and the numerous mountain paths.
With the exception of two pioneering archaeological expeditions in the first half of the 20th century, the archaeological record of the Bronze Age in the north has been collected primarily during the last forty years. Consequently, information is limited, compared to many other Aegean regions, and data are largely incompletely published and unequally distributed, both temporally and geographically (Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 2001).
THE THIRD MILLENNIUM
New ways of living become evident in the north Aegean at the end of the 4th millennium. The new manners incorporated some of the features of LN life, which were, however, reinterpreted and placed in a new frame of values and beliefs.
The evidence for a disruption of life between the late 5th millennium and the end of the 4th is as strong as in most other regions of the Aegean and the Balkans. Habitation was interrupted for a period of several centuries in Servia, Mandalo, Sitagroi, Dikili Tash, and several other tell sites (Manning 1995; Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 2001; Ozdogan 2003b). The discontinuity may be related to a radical change in settlement numbers, size, organization, endurance, and setting during the earlier part of the 4th millennium. The extent to which the phenomenon of settlement dislocation had to do with a breakdown of traditional social structures in communities and the disintegration of the widespread regional networks of the 5th millennium or were induced by an episode of climatic disruption remains to be investigated (Manning 1995; Mayewski et al. 2004). Former explanations, however, that attribute the changes to widespread population displacements caused by an invasion of Proto-Indo-European-language speakers, have gradually lost their theoretical and archaeological support (Whittle 1996).
More than half of the EBA (ca. 3100–2000 BC) sites in the Serres basin in eastern Macedonia were new foundations of very small settlements. New settings were often chosen on higher elevations with less or no access to the richer soils of traditional LN habitation (Fotiadis 1985). The same pattern was observed in other regions as well (Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 2001). The expansion of settlement was probably facilitated by a more diversified subsistence strategy, while the growth of maritime traffic and the resurgence of overland communications was eased by, among other factors, the novel use of donkeys (Becker 1986; Becker and Kroll 2008; Valamoti 2007). Several new EBA settlements were either short lived, leaving elusive traces, or occasionally signified by small cemeteries (Kotsakis and Andreou 1992 [1995]; Asouhidou Mantazi, and Tsolakis 1998 [2000];Mavroidi, Andreou, and Pappa 2006 [2008]).
The reoccupation of Neolithic mounds such as Servia, Mandalo, Sitagroi, and Dikili Tash, however, indicates that during the same period other groups were marking their presence in the landscape more visibly. A rise in settlement numbers during the second half of the 3rd millennium was observed in coastal Thrace and in the almost insular peninsulas of Chalkidiki. Recent research has shown a significant increase in small EBA sites, which were often located on tiny islands, coastal hills, and promontories with access to secure ports. Some were surrounded by fortifications reminiscent of 3rd-millennium sites in the rest of the Aegean (Grammenos, Besios, and Kotsos 1997; Papadopoulos et al. 1999; Ozdogan 2003a; Smagas 2007).
Skala Sotiros on Thasos is an excavated example of such a small settlement. The near coastal site was surrounded by a fortification wall, with a façade adorned with armed anthropomorphic grave stelae in second use and stones arranged in herringbone pattern. The material culture displays several eastern Aegean features, including the characteristic “depas” cups (Davis 2001; Papadopoulos 2001 [2003]), and shows that the effects of the rising, mid-3rd-millennium, maritime network were also felt in the northern Aegean. Signs of these effects are evident up to the northern tip of the Thermaikos Gulf, which in the Bronze Age stretched beyond ancient Pella (Aslanis 1985; Schulz 1989; Mavroidi, Andreou, and Pappa 2006 [2008]; Vouvalidis et al. 2003; Akamatis in press).
Defensive walls are not evident in continental northern Aegean settlements. A typical feature of EBA habitations, however, which was shared with adjacent regions, was the elongated house with or without an apsidal end. Most were framed with posts, but mud-brick structures are also attested. Working areas, food storage and processing installations, and food consumption were consistently placed or carried out inside such houses in Sitagroi, Agios Athanasios, and Arhontiko (Elster 1997; Mavroidi, Andreou, and Pappa 2006 [2008]; Pilali and Papanthimou 2002). The variety of cultivated and wild plants and fruits, including grapes and acorns, and the remains of domesticated and wild animals, including large quantities of fishbones and shell found in the dwellings of tell sites, demonstrate the pursuit of self-sufficiency (Bökönyi 1986; Renfrew 2003; Valamoti, Papanthimou, and Pilali 2005; Theodoropoulou 2007).
The architecture and persistent inclusion of maintenance activities in houses stressed the households’ autonomy and social identity, which were further underlined by infant burials underneath floors and by the reconstruction of houses on top of their predecessors. The plans of Arhontiko and Ayios Mamas during the later part of the period, with narrow paths separating insulae of long buildings with shared walls, and identical facilities for storage and food preparation, suggest the existence of an intermediary level of grouping between the household and the community and reveal distant affinities in terms of space organization with EBA settlements in the eastern and central Aegean (Pilali and Papanthimou 2002; Aslanis 2006 [2008]; Becker and Kroll 2008). Compact settlement plans, uniform house plans and orientations, clear settlement boundaries, and minimal dislocation of structures over time suggest planning in advance and the existence of well-defined social rules and practices that regulated life and prevented the expression of strong inequalities in communities.
The emphasis on the autonomous households in settlements was counterbalanced by the symbolic stress on collective identities in the idealized world of cemeteries. Small groups of compactly arranged stone circles containing individual cremations or inhumations and few, identical offerings under a common stone tumulus signaled small, short-lived communities that were colonizing the peninsulas of Chalkidiki in the middle of the 3rd millennium.
The commemoration of the collective past through tumuli was probably significant for the coherence of the fragile groups for both the display of their identity in the regional landscape and comparison with other groups. Occasionally it was amplified by the use of large anthropomorphic stelae depicting the mythical ancestors in the form of gigantic, idealized, male warriors (Asouhidou 2001; Tsigarida and Mantazi 2003 [2005]; Smagas 2007). Similar stelae have been found in second use in Thasos and several locations in Macedonia. Along with tumuli and cremation burials, they formed widespread third-millennium phenomena that demonstrate the extensive contacts of the region (cf. Whittle 1996; Bailey 2000).
In the slightly later single burial cemetery of Koilada in western Macedonia, the collective identity and cohesion of the community, despite some variability in grave types and practices, were stressed by the allocation of a special area for postfunerary rituals, the consistent orientation of graves and burials, and the lack of differentiations in burial offerings. In this case, the community was identified in the landscape through stone piles heaped primarily over single inhumation burials of males. They indicate the significance and possibly hierarchical relationship of gendered identities, which were also displayed during funerals through the consistently opposite placement of male and female bodies in the grave (Ziota 2007). Interpersonal antagonisms are, however, slightly more evident in the display of wealth and access to distant contacts in the cemeteries of large coastal communities such as Pella and Ayios Mamas (Pappa in press; Akamatis in press).
The novelties in life and death during the 3rd millennium are also evident in the new forms, techniques, and contexts in which material culture was produced and used. By the beginning of the 3rd millennium, the elaborate wares of the Neolithic had been completely replaced by coarser, dark, burnished vessels rarely decorated with channelling or incisions (figure 48.1). The most common types suggest a particular emphasis on the consumption of liquids—among which wine, known in the area from the 5th millennium on, must have held a vital position—and on the storage of grains (Sherratt 1986; Valamoti et al. 2007).
The novel forms may be partly attributed to dietary changes, but the decrease in elaboration signifies major readjustments in the symbolic significance of vessels and in the contexts of their use. The emphasis on the autonomy of households increased the importance of the display of stored agricultural wealth and the significance of serving food and drink during social occasions in the secluded space of houses. While the ceremonial aspect of these occasions was highlighted by the specialized use and the standardization of the employed vessels, the new context of display transferred the focus of symbolic expression from the vessels to the acts of storage or commensality, which had significant consequences for the appearance and technology of the pottery (Sherratt 1986).
Figure 48.1. Bronze Age pottery from the northern Aegean. EBA: 1–3; EBA/MBA: 4–5; LBA brown burnished: 6–8; LBA incised and encrusted: 9; LBA matt painted: 10–12; Mycenaean: 13–17; Ayios Athanasios: 1–3; Thessaloniki Toumba: 4–17 (drawings 1–3 by Ioanna Mavroidi; 4–17 by Rania Exarhou).
Analytical evidence suggests that some northern Aegean silver and copper deposits may have been exploited during the 3rd millennium (Stos-Gale and Macdonald 1991; Renfrew and Slater 2003). Depositional preferences and the low intensity of research, however, may have been responsible for the paucity of metallic finds. Despite this, there is some evidence that the significance of metalworking for the lives of people increased and that technological innovations, such as arsenical copper and the use of two-piece molds, were adopted during the period.
The hoard of about forty chisels and four sleeve-shaft axes found in a jar near the village of Petralona offers a glimpse into the invisible part of northern Aegean metalworking (Grammenos Tzahili, and Magou 1994). Molds and several axes found in different sites suggest that the production and circulation of large tools was not unusual in communities during the mid-3rd millennium, while copper and gold slugs in settlements indicate local metalworking related to the production of jewelry and other small metal finds (Heurtley 1939; Malamidou 1997; Renfrew and Slater 2003; Ziota 2007). The fact that all of the axes belong to a circum-Pontic type, which was rare in the rest of the Aegean, demonstrates the resurgence of access to far-flung continental exchange networks after the 4th millennium disruption.
The tin bronze awl, however, in mid-3rd-millennium Sitagroi, dates from a period of westward maritime movement of Anatolian prestige objects in the form, among other things, of finished tin bronzes (cf. Nakou 1997). Objects such as the latter or the faience jewelry from the cemetery and the settlement of Ayios Mamas (among the earliest instances in the Aegean), the marble bowls from Pella and Pieria, the zoomorphic ax from Sitagroi, the EH III patterned ware tankard from Kritsana, and the eastern “depas” cups from Pella and Thasos derived their value from the biographical implications of their circulation in long-distance networks and could have played a significant role as objects of display in the muffled antagonisms for prestige between household heads during the second half of the millennium (Heurtley 1939; Renfrew, Gimbutas, and Elster 1986; Besios 1993 (1997); Akamatis in press; Pappa in press).
THE SECOND MILLENNIUM
The incomplete archaeological record for the first centuries of the 2nd millennium BC does not allow the understanding of phenomena such as the abandonment of settlements in the western part of the Thermaikos Gulf during the MBA (Hänsel 1989; Pilali and Papanthimou 2002). Important tell settlements, however, such as Assiros Toumba were founded in the same period, during which the upland migration of sites in western Macedonia was also initiated (Wardle 1980; Stefani and Merousis 2003).
At Ayios Mamas, the late EBA insulae of single-space buildings were replaced at the start of the MBA by complex, post-framed structures. Communities in Chalkidiki and Pieria, as opposed to the rest of Macedonia, continued their involvement in maritime networks, which were now focusing on the elaborate wheel-made Minyan bowls that likely originated in coastal central Greece (Hänsel 2002; Aslanis 2005 [2007]; Becker and Kroll 2008; Psaraki and Andreou in press). A novel and isolated phenomenon was the Minoan involvement in Samothrace at the end of the MBA, which was probably triggered by the interest in northern Aegean metal sources (Matsas 1995; Davis 2001).
Figure 48.2. Thessaloniki Toumba (courtesy Toumba excavation archives).
The Late Bronze Age (LBA) (ca. 1650–1050 BC) is the period with the highest number of known settlements. Sites in most regions exhibit a strong tendency to move from coastal plains, basins, and valleys to hills and spurs on higher elevations, which feature less hospitable or rugged terrain (Stefani and Merousis 2003; Lespez 2008). The example of the Langadas basin shows, however, that habitation of lowland sites was not interrupted in central Macedonia, and the LBA expansion of settlements to new ground led to a substantial increase in the number and density of sites (Andreou 2001). Fortified settlements have been confirmed only in western Thrace, but new habitation sites on elevated points and defensible heights in other regions offered protection and good control of the surrounding terrain (Fotiadis 1985; Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 2001). Expansion to marginal lands was also triggered by the occasional extension of marshlands, further diversification of farming, a greater emphasis on animal resources, and a renewed emphasis on hunting, particularly during the end of the period (Bottema 1982; Becker 1986; Lespez 2008).
The increased mobility probably contributed to the disintegration of tell settlements in all other regions except central Macedonia. In the latter, tells not only persisted but also became the sole type of habitation site during the LBA (figure 48.2). Stone and mud-brick walls and clay banks were constructed at various levels along the periphery of several tells. It is not clear whether the early LBA, casemated, perimeter wall on the slope of the Thessaloniki Toumba and the clay bank that surrounded the Assiros Toumba were defensive, retentive, or both. They created, however, steep-sided mounds that mark clearly the places of the LBA communities in the central Macedonian landscape. Moreover, while sizes of mounds rarely exceeded 1 ha, their constructed prominence may have served as a basis for comparison among local communities. The transfer of habitation to the higher terraces in Thessaloniki and Assiros during the early LBA may have also served practical, as well as symbolic, considerations (Andreou 2001; Wardle and Wardle 2007; cf. Stefani and Merousis 2003).
Reliable information regarding planning and intrasettlement organization derives from a few systematically investigated tell sites in central Macedonia. There are evident inequalities between communities, but at the same time fluctuations in the spatial organization of individual settlements indicate the volatility and the restricted scope of the economic and political structures, which influenced life in the region during the second half of the 2nd millennium.
Communal planning and rules regulating life in settlements are manifest at Assiros, Thessaloniki, and Ayios Mamas in the definition of community boundaries and the regular network of parallel streets, which separated large, rectangular blocks of more than 150 m2 and up to fifteen spaces each in the first two sites. Post-framed, mud-brick walls on stone foundations were evident at Ayios Mamas and Thessaloniki Toumba by the end of the MBA, and in several settlements they became the rule for the rest of the period. Other building techniques, however, well established in the area since the Neolithic, also remained in use and occasionally alternated with mud bricks in the same settlement (Andreou and Kotsakis 1996 [1997]; Hänsel 2002; Videski 2005; Chrysostomou and Georgiadou 2007).
The replication of the same house and settlement plans, with some alterations, in Assiros and Thessaloniki between the 14th and the 11th centuries BC and between the 13th and the 10th centuries BC, respectively, confirm the underpinning of the established order by ancestral values. The entrenchment of all of the maintenance activities in the houses emphasizes the autonomy of each block, but the strong similarities among buildings suggest the existence of rules that prevented the overt expression of inequalities between groups and stresses the community’s collective identity. The dispersal of facilities and spaces related to storage, food preparation, and living in the 12th-century-BC blocks of Assiros and the 11th-century complexes of Thessaloniki Toumba provides some clues regarding the organizational structures of the groups that were inhabiting them (Wardle and Wardle 2007). The blocks may have been shared by small, semiautonomous descent groups. The fact that a similar pattern may be seen in a 15th-century-BC building in Ayios Mamas could indicate the long history of such a model of habitation in central Macedonia, one that may go back to the late EBA insulae of Arhontiko and Ayios Mamas (Hänsel 2002).
On the other hand, the quantity and variety of stored charred crops in the blocks of Assiros in the late 14th century BC suggest that the community of the time had the ability to store foodstuffs that may have exceeded its members’ needs (Jones et al. 1986). The concentration of pithoi and bins in 12th-century-BC buildings in Thessaloniki Toumba may point to a similar situation there in a later period (Margomenou 2008). So far, there is no evidence to suggest the operation of institutional, centralized political and administrative structures in central Macedonia from the 14th to the 12th century BC that would be able to secure the mobilization of labor and the pulling of agricultural produce to local centers and administer the redistribution of regional production to smaller tell settlements.
Instead, the occurrence of luxurious drinking sets, the evidence of vinification in Thessaloniki and Assiros, and the extensive cooking facilities and large cooking pots may suggest that hospitality and feasting could have been the mechanisms that strengthened bonds among communities and facilitated the recruitment of labor and the transporting and redistribution of food by successful communities. Such processes probably resulted in asymmetrical economic and social relations among settlements at the regional level (Andreou 2001). The untidy plan, the simple houses, the limited storage space, and the periodic setbacks in the spatial organization and building techniques of Kastanas Toumba, which was located on an island in an estuary of Thermaikos Gulf, indicate a community that must have often depended for its survival on the contiguous large tell of Axiohori (Hänsel 2002). Similar local networks of sites connected by loose, hierarchical bonds are evident in several regions of central Macedonia and Chalkidiki during the later part of the LBA.
Hardly any information exists regarding the LBA treatment of the dead in central Macedonia. Although it cannot be ruled out that the invisibility of funerary remains may be accidental, there are strong indications for a real lack of interest in formal places and practices for the dead at LBA tell sites.
On the contrary, burials became the main context for the definition of social identities in most northern Aegean areas outside central Macedonia after the late 14th century BC. A new emphasis on descent is suggested by the rows of graves in Aiani in western Macedonia, the cist graves with multiple burials at Spathes on Mount Olympus, the tumuli cemeteries in western and southern Macedonia, and the multiple burial enclosures in Faia Petra and Kastri in eastern Macedonia and Thasos (Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 1992; Poulaki-Pantermali 1988 [1991]; Besios and Krahtopoulou 1994 [1998]; Karamitrou-Mentesidi 2000 [2002]; Triantafyllou 2001; Valla 2007). A greater standardization of burial practices—primarily crouched inhumations and few cremations—is contrasted by the growing variability of burial offerings. Precious local artifacts and imports or imitations of foreign products, such as gold, silver, amber, or glass jewelry, Mycenaean-type swords and seals, Mycenaean- and Danubian-style aromatic containers, and luxurious matt-painted ceramic drinking sets occurred often as prestige items in tombs.
The wall surrounding a group of burials in Aiani and the placement of the burial enclosures on a prominent hilltop in Faia Petra suggest that spatial segregation of the burial grounds may have also been used to emphasize status differences. While many details are still missing, some cemeteries seem to signify the rise of elites at the end of the 14th century BC in certain inland sites located on prominent positions or along vital passes in western and eastern Macedonia. The control of the circulation and the funerary display of prestige valuables, which often showed affinities to the Mycenaean world or the Balkans, must have been significant elements in this process (Poulaki-Pantermali 1988 [1991]; Karamitrou-Mentesidi 2000 [2002]; Valla 2007).
Significant changes are also evident in the material culture of the LBA, despite the strength of traditional values and structures in northern Aegean societies. Bronze tools, weapons, and smaller implements were widely used and manufactured at least in the later part of the LBA. Traces of metalworking have been found in all of the excavated settlements, suggesting a pattern of small-scale local production dispersed in communities irrespective of their size or significance in the regional networks (Hochstetter 1987; Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 1992; Wardle and Wardle 1999; Mavroidi Andreou, and Vavelidis 2004 [2006]).
Positive evidence also exists for gold working, and analytical results suggest the exploitation of various local gold deposits. Besides, the weak analytical indications for the origin of silver artifacts found in Grave Circle A at Mycenae from the lead mines of Chalkidiki may gain some support by the incidence of early Mycenaean pottery imports in Toroni (Papadopoulos 2005; Vavelidis and Andreou 2008). Gold and silver jewelry, however, which occurs mainly in selected graves, were quite simple in form, while personal objects made of copper, bronze, or bone and found in settlements and tombs, display a variety of types known also in the Balkans and in the southern Aegean (Hochstetter 1987; Mavroidi, Andreou, and Vavelidis 2004 [2006]).
Small-scale production of purple dye from murex shells, a new expressive technology, was first attested in the late MBA levels at Ayios Mamas and Thessaloniki Toumba. It continued to be produced and used in the various buildings of the latter site until the beginning of the Early Iron Age (EIA) (Becker 2001; Veropoulidou, Andreou, and Kotsakis 2005 [2007]; Becker and Kroll 2008).
Throughout the period, a reduction in the variety of shapes of the handmade, undecorated tablewares and a growing standardization in terms of technology are evident, reflecting greater consistency in production practices (figure 48.1). Observations on the pottery of Thessaloniki Toumba, however, suggest a pattern of small-scale ceramic production by several potters (Kiriatzi 2000). The very limited employment of two handmade decorated items at the beginning of the LBA, one incised and encrusted and the other matt painted, with distinct geographical distributions, signals the introduction of important morphological and technological innovations to the local ceramic traditions (Psaraki 2004). The incised ware has strong Balkan affinities, and analytical evidence tentatively suggests that one of its main shapes may have been used for aromatic substances (Roumbou et al. 2008). The matt-painted ware, on the other hand, displays stylistic affinities with the transitional MBA—LBA painted ceramics of Thessaly and central Greece (Horejs 2007). Its repertory of shapes suggests luxurious drinking sets, probably for the consumption of wine.
The new decorated wares, then, were intended for display at social events of feasting and body cleansing, which could have provided opportunities for distinction to those who were in a position to fund the occasions (Andreou and Psaraki 2007). It is noteworthy that this innovation coincided with the reorganization of certain major settlements, with further indications of elaboration of the material culture and with the appearance of southern and central Aegean imports and influences in coastal sites beyond Chalkidiki (Hänsel 1989; Psaraki and Andreou in press).
The adoption of wheel-made, Mycenaean-style, decorated vessels after the 14th century BC in central, western, and southern Macedonia and later in Thasos marks a major innovation in the material culture of the northern Aegean, which also sheds some light on the interactions of the local communities with the Mycenaean world (Wardle 1993; Andreou, Fotiadis, and Kotsakis 2001; Jung 2002). Soon after their first appearance as imports, Mycenaean decorated vessels were imitated locally. Nevertheless, despite the intensification of local production in the 12th century, the ware always occupied only a small part of the tablewares in the area communities. The repertory of shapes was confined to a few decorated tableware forms, primarily those that were being used in the Mycenaean world for the consumption of wine and to a lesser extent as containers of aromatics. Furthermore, the wheel-made ware was clearly demarcated in terms of technology, production, and function from the traditional handmade, undecorated wares. Production of Mycenaean pottery, however, remained equally dispersed regionally and of small scale.
It is likely that the decorated Mycenaean vessels were introduced in the area in the same ceremonial contexts of feasting and body cleansing as the slightly older, handmade, matt-painted and incised wares. Their biography, however, which connected them with luxurious symposia and funerals in their esteemed places of origin and perhaps their technological qualities, provided the Mycenaean vessels with a higher prestige than their handmade equivalents, which they soon started to replace in the ceremonial contexts of use (Andreou 2003).
In inland western Macedonia, the employment of Mycenaean vessels seems to have been restricted to the highest levels of the elite, while the rest continued to use the matt-painted ware (Karamitrou-Mentesidi 1999, 2003). Uncontrolled access to the coast, however, and to incoming ships and the collective rules that regulated life in tell sites probably impeded a similar control over the circulation of the wheel-made pottery—and other incoming imports—in central Macedonia and Thasos, and this likely facilitated the wider adoption of Mycenaean vessels in these regions and the consequently faster retreat of the handmade decorated wares (Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 1992; Kiriatzi et al. 1997; Andreou 2003).
Dramatic developments, such as those seen during the LBA in the southern Aegean are missing in the north. Nevertheless, it is evident that several significant changes occurred in most aspects of social and material life. They involved a constant interplay between long-established structures, new social demands, and the selective implementation of external stimuli from a widening zone of communications and exchange. The outcome was the emergence of a variety of social formations with distinct features that not only differentiated northern Aegean societies from their outside neighbors but also distinguished developments in the various northern Aegean regions from each other. Another outcome was the employment of a series of new, complex technologies in a less rapidly changing organizational setting and the production of a richer-than-before material culture to be used in the new social contexts of consumption.
The absence of dramatic developments in the north is evident in the lack of a significant break in settlement and material culture at the end of the period and the transition to the Early Iron Age. Changes did occur, however, and they included the expansion of cemeteries to all regions of the northern Aegean, the reorganization of tell sites in central Macedonia, some of which grew considerably in size after the middle of the 9th century BC, and the further geographical expansion and increase in the number of settlements in all regions. At the same time, there are indications for the growth of clearer and more stable hierarchical social and political structures on the regional and the community level. These developments may not be unrelated to the reorganization of craft production and the considerable enrichment of most aspects of the material culture after the 10th century BC.
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LERNA
MARTHA HEATH WIENCKE
ANCIENT Lerna forms a low mound of some 12,000 sq. m. on the west shore of the Bay of Argos, beside an abundant spring. The inhabitants had easy access to good farmland, timber, and main routes north to Argos (10 km.) and south into Arcadia.
Excavation at the site was carried out in the 1950s by the American School of Classical Studies under the direction of John L. Caskey (Caskey 1954–1960), when some 20% of the mound was excavated. Most of the deposits belong to the Neolithic and Early and Middle Bronze Ages; the preserved finds are kept in the Archaeological Museum of Argos.
LCERNA I AND II (NEOLITHIC)
The Neolithic occupation at Lerna left three-meter-deep deposits, of which only little could be excavated. Some 10% of the Neolithic ceramic material, most frequently the painted Urfirnis (Urf), was preserved for study by Karen D. Vitelli.
By comparison with the pottery from Franchthi, which Vitelli had classified earlier (Vitelli 1993–1999), it was clear that the major Neolithic occupation at Lerna belonged to the earlier part of the Middle Neolithic (MN) period, with very little later Neolithic. It is unclear whether the first Lerna settlers used only Early Neolithic pottery. The very earliest deposits at Lerna correspond to Franchthi “F Interph 1/2,” “the earliest transition to the MN” (Vitelli 2007, 128).
LERNA III (EARLY HELLADIC I–II)
After the Neolithic occupation, Lerna may have been abandoned for a time. A vigorous Early Helladic (EH) II people occupied Lerna for four or five hundred years; the evidence dates chiefly to the latter half of that period. Little more than 10% of the Lerna III deposits could be excavated (Wiencke 2000, 3). The material retained represents only a fraction of that recovered (Wiencke 2000, 315–16), but major deposits were preserved with little discard.
Although EH I inhabitants may have been resident in the first centuries after the end of the Neolithic, they left only a scattering of sherds, identified by comparison with the pottery of neighboring Tsoungiza and Talioti. Two important ceramic deposits in the earliest EH II (Early Phase A) level contained nearly all totally dark-painted fine pottery (“Urfirnis”), red or black, often well polished. No recognizable sauceboat sherds were present, but basins, early saucers, and ladles were recovered.
No constructions of Phase A could be identified. Deep areas of stony fill were found without habitational remains but containing both Neolithic and EH sherds in various percentages (Wiencke 2000, 29–33, Vitelli 2007, 135–37). These fills lie beneath the earliest walls and floors of EH II Phase B. The EH sherds recovered from the lowest “mixed fills” are clearly of an early type; many resemble the Early Phase A pottery, and some are of newer types.
The contents of these fills point to the original existence of a second, early habitation level (Late Phase A); it is here that sherds of the most characteristic EH II shape, the sauceboat, first occur, with the first light-painted pottery.
The first Phase B house walls and floors were found in widely scattered spots. The observable sequence of strata allowed for an arbitrary division of the material into three levels. No overall plan for the Phase B early and mid-occupation could be recovered, only the existence of small, usually rectangular houses, and largely dark-painted pottery, which underwent gradual changes.
In Late Phase B, an extensive, pebble-paved area with two built gutters for drainage lay beneath and south of the later Building BG. The direction of wall fragments beneath that building hint at its later orientation. Significant household deposits included early, dark-painted sauceboats (Wiencke 2000, P371–73) and other early vessels.
Many small bronze objects came from Late A through B contexts (Banks 1967, 15–80), though there was no evidence of actual bronze working. Obsidian cores, at this time and later, testify to knapping on the site, and unused blades suggest the manufacture and exchange of the imported obsidian (Hartenberger and Runnels 2001). Beans, peas, lentils, figs, and barley were available, as was wheat (emmer and einkorn; Hopf 1961, 1962) by Late B at least. Olive wood is attested in Middle B but not the pits (Hopf 1961, n70V; Wiencke 2000, 49). The increased variety of ceramic shapes, especially for storing and pouring of liquids, is notable and indicates some change in diet and social behavior. Sheep, goats, cattle, and pigs were all present; the donkey is identified in Early B (Gejvall 1969, 35–36). Animals may have been used for transport and plowing (Pullen 1992).
Figure 49.1. Site plan of Lerna (after Lerna IV, plan 8, courtesy of the Lerna Excavations Archive, ASCSA).
There is no sign of general destruction or abandonment between Phases III B and III C at Lerna. The pebbled area south of later Building BG remained partly open until the end of Lerna III, and vestiges of house walls indicate a sequence of construction throughout Phase C. The triple division of Phase III C is based on changes in the fortifications (enclosure walls).
In Early Phase C, the eastern end of the impressive, thick, double fortification wall and the round Tower B were constructed with an exterior broad flight of low stairs leading up to a lost gate. In Middle C, the double wall was extended westward, and a new Tower A, perhaps a second (West), were added; the stairway was abandoned, and a new gateway (Room A) was built (figure 49.1). This gate served as an approach to the large corridor house, Building BG, built at some early stage of Phase C. Building BG, which was poorly preserved, lay partly beneath the House of the Tiles and could be only partly excavated. It had many features of the later house: similar dimensions, heavy stone foundations, corridors along both long sides, and a series of large rooms down the center. The front vestibule was open and very deep. No evidence for doors could be found. A brick paving in one corridor may have supported a stairway to the second floor. The roof had been covered with both terracotta tiles and masses of schist slabs (shale: Shriner 2007).
A westward extension of the fortification rooms (J—M) narrowed the habitation space of the site late in Phase C (Fig. 49.1). It was not connected to the earlier wall and seems never to have been properly finished.
The Phase C household pottery was abundant and markedly different from that of Phase B: a greater variety of shapes, many vessels only partly painted, much unpolished light paint, some extremely fine vessels, but many more unpainted pots. Technical researches (Shriner and Dorais 1999; Shriner and Murray 2001) identify a change in clay source for the pottery at about this time.
The House of the Tiles
Building BG underwent some changes (a terracotta baked hearth in one corridor was certainly not in situ) and stood for some time, but the house was finally demolished to make room for the House of the Tiles. This new House (figures 49.1, 49.2) was oriented to face east instead of south. It measured 25 meters in length and existed only for a brief time; its burnt ruins were partly preserved by the earth tumulus built over it. The mud brick walls still stood to over a meter high in places, and were often plastered in clay, even with fine lime plaster in important rooms.
The bottom clay and brick steps of two burnt stairways to the second floor remained, as did also marks of the wooden facings along certain doorways. The low pitched roof was covered with hundreds of fired clay tiles, coarser than earlier ones, and the eaves bore a border of schist (shale) slabs. Finds were few; the plastering appeared incomplete. It seems likely that the House had not been long occupied before it burned. Only one small storage room, XI, opening to the exterior, contained notable finds: many plain saucers, a few sauceboats, and many fragments of broken clay sealings, stamped when damp by some seventy different seals with mostly geometric designs. The clay had been fired hard in the destruction. The actual seals were of course no longer present.
Figure 49.2. House of the Tiles (after Lerna IV, figure 1.107a, courtesy of the Lerna Excavations Archive, ASCSA).
The use of seals in Early Bronze Age mainland Greece had hardly been recognized in the 1950s, although numerous ivory and bone seals were known from the Early Minoan (EM) tombs of Crete. A few seal impressions were discovered in Lerna Phase C household contexts (Wiencke 1975). More recently, discoveries of clay sealings in Geraki (Laconia) and in Petri near Nemea have reinforced the importance of seal use in the EH II (Korakou) culture (Weingarten 2000; Weingarten et al. 1999; Kostoula 2000; Renfrew 1972).
The purpose of these corridor houses and of other similar ones since identified in the Peloponnesus, Aegina, and Boeotia (Karagiorga 1971; Walter and Feiten 1981; Feiten 1986; Aravantinos 1986; Pullen 1986) has been much discussed, but it is clear that they were not private houses. The House of the Tiles is still the best preserved and one of the latest in date (Shaw 2008). The contemporary but circular Rundbau at Tiryns exhibits the same massive walls and tiled roof and almost certainly served as a massive granary (Kilian 1986; Nilsson 2004, 146–49), but no large storage vessels were found in the House of the Tiles.
The Lerna sealings had been applied, often to wooden peg closures, on boxes or doors, and a few were used on bags or baskets (Heath 1958; Wiencke 1975, 29). The many Type B fragments bore the impressions of only three individual pegs, which had been repeatedly sealed, according to E. Fiandra (Fiandra 1968, 392). The sealings indicate the presence of marked stores, provided by or dispensed to many individuals, and the saucers suggest entertainment for guests (Peperaki 2004, 222–26), who were perhaps seated on the clay benches along the sides of the House. The plan of the House allows highly controlled access to its various rooms at both levels and provided some spaces perhaps for large public groups, while others were more private.
There were other smaller structures surrounding the House of the Tiles, and part of the fortification walls, which were awaiting repair, may have been still standing at the time of the fire. The pots in Room XI (Phase D) are somewhat different from the latest Phase C ones. The sauceboats in particular bear some resemblance to sauceboats from the Weisses Haus at Kolonna, the corridor house most closely resembling that at Lerna (Berger 2003; Feiten 1986).
After the House of the Tiles had burned, a low mound (18.75 m. in diameter) was constructed out of the clay and brick debris, directly over the remains of the walls. A circle of round stones was placed at the circumference of this tumulus, and the surface within the circle was covered with small stones (Wiencke 2000, 310). It is not clear who was responsible for this monument. Scholarly consensus favors the Lerna III inhabitants, who may have been marking the spot before their departure (Banks in press). The next settlers did not at first construct any houses within the circle; possibly the space was seen as sacred.
Tumuli in later times served as burial mounds, but the contemporary EH Pelopion tumulus at Olympia, like the one at Lerna, does not lie above a grave (Forsén 1992, 232–34). A newly discovered tumulus near the new museum at Thebes was built of mud brick over both a multiple grave and late EH II apsidal houses, and its surface was not disturbed by construction for many centuries (Aravantinos and Psaraki 2007).
Final Years of EH II Period
The last years of the EH II period present many puzzles. There is no clear evidence that Lerna was abandoned after the fire. Caskey in 1960 pointed to destruction at other sites besides Lerna as evidence for invasion from abroad (Caskey 1960, 1968). Forsén has demonstrated that these destructions were not all simultaneous or universal (Forsén 1992, 248–60).
There does seem to have been a widespread collapse of the common continuum of EH II culture across the Peloponnesus and beyond, however, and a shift to more localized patterns. Architecturally, the large corridor houses were no longer built, seals were no longer in use, and the forms of sauceboat and saucer were replaced by new shapes (Rutter 2001, 113; Maran 1998, 463). The shift, however, did not take place everywhere in the same way. At nearby Tiryns, in the Übergangs transitional period, much EH II pottery was still in use, together with some early EH III. Only in the next level, Apsidenhorizont, did some of the characteristic patterned dark-on-light pottery appear (Weisshaar 1981, 1982, 1983; Rutter 1995, 645–47).
Beyond the Peloponnesus, new ceramic shapes (Lefkandi I or Kastri) derived from Anatolia appeared at Thebes, in the late EH II Thebes B (Konsola 1981, 120), at Askitario and Raphina in Attica (Theochares 1952, figures 110, 12), and in Kolonna III on Aegina (Berger 2003). At Lerna and elsewhere in the Peloponnesus, however, the Lefkandi pottery was lacking during EH II.
LERNA IV (EARLY HELLADIC III)
The Lerna IV settlers brought in great changes. Three main phases of occupation have been recognized, the first (IV.1) a small settlement beginning with a large wattle-and-daub apsidal “Chieftain’s House” just outside the stone circle (Banks in press). A two-handled, marble drinking cup (rhyton?) was found nearby (Caskey 1956, 162–64, pl. 47 i, s). Other, more permanent apsidal houses (and some trapezoidal) of mud brick with stone foundations soon followed in a pattern that suggests a community directed by a headman. The settlement increased in size over the years. A reorganization and expansion of the village in IV.3, with exclusively apsidal houses in the tumulus area, coincided with a change in pottery. The older drinking vessels (Depas, ouzo cup) were replaced with new shapes (and customs), and there was an increase in both coarser pots and the use of the wheel (or tournette) for the gray ware, a forerunner of the MH Minyan (Rutter 1995, 23, 475). Potters continued to prefer the coarser clay source (metamorphic window: Shriner and Dorais 1999; Shriner and Murray 2001), which had been adopted in later Lerna III.
Bothroi, always common, increased in number in IV.3. Evidence for on-site casting of bronze and various tools showed the availability of arsenical copper, probably from Kythnos. Pottery was quite frequently imported, probably from the Corinthia, perhaps also from Aegina, the Megarid, and Boeotia (Rutter 1995, 736–49; Attas 1982; Attas, Fossey, and Yaffe 1987).
The population in Lerna IV was evidently a mixed one that likely included survivors of Lerna III. The pottery betrays some Anatolian influences; it has in fact a “highly heterogeneous” ancestry, perhaps the result of a stylistic fusion within central Greece (Rutter 1995, 649). The characteristic dark-on-light patterned ware is quite unlike that of Lerna III. The geographical extent of this culture cannot be traced precisely as yet, but it appears to have been lacking in Attica, Laconia, and Messenia (Rutter 2001, 122–23).
At Lerna, the settlement continued from EH III into Middle Helladic (Lerna V) without destruction or major changes.
LERNA V (MIDDLE HELLADIC) AND LERNA VI, VII (LATE HELLADIC)
Apsidal and rectangular houses continued to be built. Habitation was continuous throughout MH, and in some areas up to nine levels of rebuilding are seen. Metalworking took place on the site. Burials, often in stone cists by the middle of the period, became common and were sometimes grouped together as a cemetery within the settlement (Zerner in preparation; Angel 1971; Voutsaki et al. 2006). Tomb gifts, which were not always present, were simple and few.
The most telling discovery from MH Lerna, however, has been Carol Zerner’s analysis of the ceramic wares, which is based on the sequence of deposits from early MH I to the latest MH III and into LHI (Lerna V.1–V.3 and VI; Zerner 1988; Zerner, Betancourt, and Myer 1986). Zerner has identified some 40% of the total ceramic assemblage as imported wares. The other, local, Argive wares included the local Gray Minyan, a later yellow version (YM); the new Matt-Painted (MP) and Bichrome Matt-Painted; noncalcareous Dark Burnished wares; and coarse wares.
Of the imported wares, the commonest examples by far were of a volcanic (gold mica) fabric from Aegina of various finishes (MP, Dark Burnished, Red Slipped and Burnished, Plain, and Cooking ware) and produced in a wide range of shapes (Zerner 1993). This pottery has been found all over much of southeast Greece and seems to have reached Corinthia and Laconia by the end of the period. The distribution indicates a widely successful commercial enterprise based on Aegina, where Brophy and Shriner and team have identified the important clay source near Kolonna (Brophy, Shriner, et al. in preparation). Michael Lindblom sees the prefiring potter’s marks, found on much Aegina pottery, as reflecting the economic needs of several family potting groups working together (Lindblom 2001, 41).
Other wares also reached Lerna from Kythera and the southern Peloponnesus (Lustrous Decorated), central Greece (the true wheel-made Gray Minyan), and the Cyclades and Crete. Middle Minoan pottery was now common in early MH Lerna, whether imported or made by resident Minoans. Little MH pottery reached Crete at first, although the wheel was introduced early in MM I (Rutter and Zerner 1984, 8on26).
This astonishing picture of human expansion greatly contrasts with the narrower contacts of Lerna IV and the wide, unified continuum of Lerna III (Rutter and Zerner 1984, 76).
The small MH site of Lerna, serving as a trading port for a wide area, grew prosperous. By the start of the LH period, it had acquired enough importance for persons of status to be buried there in two Shaft Graves dug into the site of the old House of the Tiles. These resemble the Shaft Graves of Mycenae in their stone grave chambers, but only a few adult bones and a pair of LH I cups remained of the original contents. The deep shafts, however, were filled with masses of shattered LH I pottery, more than half of it Aeginetan, as well as much early Mycenaean. From the presence of two LH III vessels in one shaft, it seems that the bodies were deliberately removed at that later date, and that the remains of the nearly one thousand pots, other objects, and animal bones were redeposited in the shafts with the earthen fill. Lindblom (2007) has concluded that the bulk of the pottery and the animal bones constitutes evidence for the feasting of a large company on the occasion of the original burials, commemorating among much else the importance of the Aeginetan presence at Lerna.
Early Mycenaean material at Lerna is otherwise confined to a few graves (LH I and II), two bothroi, and some mixed surface deposits. Later evidence at Lerna is largely lost. A few house remains and graves of LH III survived above MH deposits. Population had expanded by LH IIIA2, when Lerna had become part of the Mycenaean sphere (Wiencke 1998). There was a horse burial in LH IIIB (Wiencke 1998, 184–87; Reese 2008), but the site was probably abandoned by LH IIIC. Geometric graves found on the slopes of nearby Mount Pontinus, ancient wells, and other scattered finds (Erickson in preparation) indicate a modest classical occupation.
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MYCENAE
ELIZABETH FRENCH
MYCENAE was inhabited for several millennia before the start of the Bronze Age and remained occupied, if not prosperous, for at least a millennium after its end. The evidence for the early occupation is sporadic and tantalizing but probably often unidentified.
The site lies on a rocky knoll between two hills in the northeast corner of the Argive plain some eight miles from the sea. The location allowed exploitation of both the pasture and grazing lands of the hills, the arable lands of the adjacent uplands, and the plain below. A convenient node of routes in all directions, it also became a network of built roads in the LBA. It is probable that the environment of the Bronze Age was similar to that of the earlier part of the 20th century AD, as it seems that the north and east sections of the Argolid suffered less than other areas from poor land management in the EBA, which caused major changes in the landscape.
Mycenae was identified through both legend and Homer at least until Roman times, with the walls and Lion Gate remaining visible. It had always been assumed that the Lion Gate was never lost, but a surprising lack of mention in travelers’ accounts, even of the correct placement of the site on early maps, has led to the suggestion that it was only in 1700 that the Lion Gate was rediscovered during a search for stone by the Venetians (Lavery in French and Iakovidis 2003).
The Archaeological Society of Athens began work on the site in 1841 and has continued ever since. Following the death of George E. Mylonas in 1989, Spyros E. Iakovidis has been in charge. In 1876 Heinrich Schliemann excavated test trenches widely on the acropolis and discovered Grave Circle A. Christos Tsountas (Archaeological Society) worked from 1884 to 1902 and cleared almost the whole area of the citadel, as well as more than one hundred chamber tombs.
Alan J.B. Wace (on a concession granted to the British School at Athens by the Archaeological Society) worked at intervals from 1920 to 1955, variously on the tholos and chamber tombs, the citadel, and structures outside the walls. His work on what we now know as the Cult Center was completed after his death. Its particular importance lies in the fact that this was the one area within the acropolis not touched by Schliemann or Tsountas, and it has thus given an opportunity to reassess the stratigraphic history of the site.
All recent interpretive work is based on these excavations. The extensive archival material concerning Mycenae, its discovery, and its remains can be utilized most effectively in conjunction with close study of the site itself; notable recent studies are Shelton (1993) on the chamber tombs and Tournavitou (2006) on the West House.
The first period of the Bronze Age, the Early Helladic, is attested by sherd evidence from the acropolis and several of the adjacent hills. This material appears to be largely from occupation, though occasional whole or restorable pots from near Grave Circle A may indicate that the lower West slope had already begun to be used for burials. The presence of a considerable amount of EH pottery in the fills on the very top of the citadel suggests that it might have been the site of a notable and noticeable building (Palace I), such as those known from Lerna and Tiryns.
How the various sites of the Argolid interact at this period is not clear and has not been investigated in depth. There are several small to medium-sized sites nearby, but the organizational structure cannot be determined on present evidence. The Middle Helladic period is widely documented over almost all of the site but, as previously, the evidence is largely from sherds, though now also from burials. Both types of evidence are currently under detailed study. The pottery is easily identified as it exhibits a complete change from that of the EBA, and gray burnished and matt-painted wares are particularly conspicuous. At present, pottery of the types of the transition from EH to MH, well known from Lerna, have not been identified, but this might be because the intrusive new styles were slow to penetrate to a site obviously flourishing in the EH III period.
Several walls from the deeper levels in later terraces are assigned to this period, and one structure has been excavated: a kitchen and storage area beside the later ascent to the summit from the Cult Center. It awaits full publication.
The most striking feature of the MH period is the clear growth of wealth apparent in the burial evidence of Grave Circle B. Here the series of pit graves, which gradually transform into full shaft graves and with an accompanying increase in both the number of interments and the number and quality of grave goods, documents this transformation. Manufacturing techniques in both metal and pottery develop to a high standard that will be retained throughout the LBA.
By the end of the period, pottery is being imported widely, mainly from the Cyclades, but there are also examples from northern Greece and types that are clearly imitations of Cretan wares, though actual Cretan pottery is very rare at Mycenae itself. This is in direct contrast to a site such as Lerna by the coast. It seems clear that during the later part of the period, Mycenae becomes one of the most important sites of the Argolid and that its leaders enjoy a clear degree of preeminence.
The Late Helladic period is divided into the usual canonical three divisions, which are copiously subdivided in terms of pottery development. These divisions are not on the whole helpful in defining the architectural phases, though recently it has been decided that the time of the major destructions at the end of the Palace period in the Argolid should be termed in a manner coincident with the pottery terminology (French and Stockhammer 2009).
To overcome the terminological difficulties, it is becoming customary to use the terms coined for Crete (Early Palatial, Palatial, and Postpalatial) to designate the major developments. It is particularly important to understand both that the structures visible on the site today are not necessarily contemporary, that each area within and without the citadel has an independent structural history, and that, on the whole, they can be compared one with another only hypothetically.
By chance, or perhaps because of intensity of study, we can understand the site’s structural history best from one of its least well-preserved areas: the so-called Palace. The history of the site is thus discussed in relation to the phases identified there.
The Early Palatial period is particularly interesting but has been covered in some depth in a very recent account (French and Shelton 2004). For this period we have evidence (pottery, wall paintings, and domestic debris) of an élite presence on the summit of the citadel (Palace II, plan: French 2002, figure 14), possibly demarcated by a surround wall, and widespread settlement in the surrounding area. It is also marked by the climax of the shaft grave era and the transition to tholos and chamber tomb cemeteries, most of which begin to be used at this time. The prosperity of this period is apparent in the number of tholos tombs built (six of the unique total of nine).
The Palatial period as a whole covered most of the 14th and 13th centuries BC. From Palace III, as well as a pottery deposit, there are now some residual walls that show a change of alignment of the major structure on the hilltop. Traces of settlement of this period have been widely found both on the acropolis (notably below the Ramp House) and outside (on the Atreus Ridge and in the Pezoulia area).
A single, perhaps corvée, workforce was likely employed, and when work on this “maison de chef” had been completed, the workers may then have been assigned to the construction of the Treasury of Atreus, which is by far the largest and most elaborate of the tholos tombs. The period is well represented among the chamber tombs, with many richly endowed examples, and both the quantity and the quality of imported material are particularly notable. This well accords with the strong evidence of overseas expansion of Mycenaean culture in this period.
Related to this expansion is one of the structures on the Pezoulia slope known as Petsas House. Though known from preliminary work in the 1950s, it is only since 2000 that further excavation has taken place. It appears to be a workshop complex for the storage and distribution of pottery. The earliest Linear B tablets not only from Mycenae but also from mainland Greece as a whole have been found here.
The potterycanbe linked closely in style to that found at Tell el-Amarna in Egypt and on the Uluburun wreck. Wood samples have been recovered, and key dating evidence, which may give important cross-cultural links, should become available. Interestingly, one vessel found in the original excavation, a handsome pictorial krater with birds, is considered to be by the same hand as one exported to Enkomi on Cyprus.
Figure 50.1. Greater Mycenae (copyright Mycenae Archive).
The first stage of the circuit wall of the acropolis was built at this time. The north wall remains today, but both the east and the west walls were altered later.
Then, using the south section as a terrace, the large and elaborate Palace IV was constructed at the very edge overlooking the gorge to the south. This was architecturally sophisticated, with decorative stone work and fresco-painted walls. The plan now shows clearly the division between public and private apartments, as well as workshops and storage areas. When this work was completed, the same workforce turned to the Tomb of Clytemnestra and then to widespread building outside the acropolis and some within.
Outside there was construction in the Pezoulia area, with occupation again in the Petsas House area (figure 50.1:2) and a new structure, possibly not completed, the Cyclopean Terrace Building (figure 50.1:1). To this period can be assigned the workshop complex, found during the construction of the new museum, known as the House of the Tripod Tomb (figure 50.1:5). It is probable that the Plakes House (figure 50.1:3) on the west slope of Aghios Elias also dates to this period.
Definitely built now are the large “houses” south of the Tomb of Clytemnestra, known as the Ivory Houses (figure 50.1:6). Farther south other less imposing houses, the Panagia Houses (figure 50.1:8), were built beside the Treasury of Atreus, and another was built at the far end of the Panagia ridge, the House of Lead (figure 50.1:9). These buildings, all well constructed, exhibit the two levels of elaboration devised to describe the nonpalatial structures of the Late Bronze Age and all varieties of plans, including hybrids among them. No evidence exists for the construction date of the other excavated areas outside the citadel (figure 50.1:4 small houses west of the modern parking lot; 1:7 Lisa’s House; and 1:10 the Makri Lithari structure). The part of the lower town lying beneath the outer Hellenistic settlement is currently under investigation.
At this time there was a well-organized road network that radiated from the citadel (French 2002, figure 3), as well as other public works such as flood control (French and Iakovidis 2003, 22).
On the acropolis itself, the large and imposing South House (figure 50.2:8) was built on the west slope outside the west wall, which at that time seems to have followed the contour higher up the slope (French 2002, figure 16). The first building of the Cult Center, Shrine Gamma (figure 50.2:11) is somewhat earlier, probably the first structure in the immediate area.
It is less clear exactly when the other main component structures of the Cult Center (figure 50.2:10, 14, 15) were built, but all antedate the west extension of the Citadel Wall. Indeed, it is likely that the alterations to the Room with the Fresco (figure 50.2:15), changing its entrance from east to northwest and adding the fresco from which it takes its name, also belong to the later part of this period. The Cult Center would at this time have been approached mainly from the west and would have been situated beside the approach to the citadel entrance.
The extension of the citadel to the west to enclose the Grave Circle and the Cult Center was a very considerable enterprise and must have commanded the city’s full resources. The plan included changing the approach, constructing a monumental gate (the Lion Gate, figure 50.2:1), and completely altering and refurbishing the Grave Circle (figure 50.2:3) at a higher level to make a singularly impressive sight to one entering the walled acropolis. At this point, the line of sight between the gate and the entrance to the Grave Circle was unimpeded as the Granary had not yet been built.
The old west wall of the citadel was demolished as part of this enterprise, and the whole area within the walls was covered with buildings. We know that the Northwest Quarter was built soon after the Citadel wall and probably the Southwest Quarter also. Note that this latter area is separated from the Cult Center by a built street and flight of stairs and did not form part of that complex. It seems likely that the old approach from the west was retained with a west gate at the end of that street, now hidden by Hellenistic Tower (figure 50.2:16). We await the full publication of the other building complexes within the citadel, but it is likely that they, too, in the form preserved today, were constructed sometime within this period.
Figure 50.2. Plan of the Citadel at Mycenae: (1) Lion Gate; (2) Granary; (3) Grave Circle A; (4) Great Ramp; (5) Little Ramp; (6) Ramp House; (7) House of the Warrior Vase; (8) South House; (9) Processional Way; (10) Megaron; (11) Shrine Gamma; (12) Tsountas’s House; (13) Central Court; (14) Temple; (15) Room with the Fresco; (16) Hellenistic Tower (possibly overlying the West Gate); (17) Southwest Quarter; (18) Northwest Quarter; (19) House M; (20) Palace; (21) Artisans’ Quarter; (22) House of Columns; (23) House Delta; (24) House Gamma; (25) North Storerooms; (26) North or Postern Gate; (27) Underground Cistern; (28) North Sally Port; (29) South Sally Port; (30) House Alpha; (31) House Beta (copyright Mycenae Archive).
It is at this time that palatial authority becomes very apparent in the burial evidence (French 2009). There seems to have been some kind of building control that delimited the areas where chamber tombs could be cut and sumptuary rules on grave goods. There are no longer any contemporary imported objects in the tombs except for rather ill-made scarabs, and the Mycenaean pottery offerings are much less ostentatious.
This period is clearly the acme of Mycenae itself. The end was brought about by a catastrophe of some kind, evidence for which has also been found at various other sites in the northeast Peloponnese. Occupation at some did not resume. This catastrophe is attributed to a major earthquake for several reasons.
There are no traces of fire at this point, but large deposits of pottery are found on the floors. In the Cult Center, a group of cult figures with pottery and a variety of small offerings are carefully placed both in a small room that was then walled up and sealed and also in an adjacent alcove. The cult fresco is covered with a layer of whitewash before the room in which it stood was carefully filled.
The start of the next period sees widespread repairs, but they are largely of poor quality. Notable are walls with gaps infilled in pisé and the quickly laid plaster flooring of the Palace Court instead of the cement. To this phase belongs Palace V, which is visible today. It is almost identical in plan with the previous one; there were new wall paintings, but overall the repairs were shoddy.
Though this period was very considerably shorter than the one before, it saw the final alterations to the west slope and to the citadel wall. The so-called Grand Staircase of the Palace and the elaborate ramp system to the east of the Cult Center belong to this phase and seem to be connected, making a processional way between the two areas.
Alteration was also undertaken on the citadel wall. In order to construct an eastern extension, the short cross wall at the east end of the circuit was almost totally demolished, and a new Postern or North gate (figure 50.2:26) was built. This allowed two measures that seem to have been occasioned by the need for security: a lookout post at the southeast corner (figure 50.2:29) and a covered approach (figure 50.2:27) from within the circuit to the water reservoir, to which water was brought from the Perseia spring to the west. The other Argive palace sites, as well as Athens, also took precautions at this time with the apparent aim of safeguarding a water supply, but it is not clear whether these measures are the result of an actual threat or merely fashion.
This period ends with a major destruction accompanied by widespread (but not universal) burning. It may once again have been occasioned by earthquake, but the circumstances differ considerably. On this occasion almost nothing is left on the floors—a factor that has made determining the exact pottery types in use at this historic point in time extremely difficult.
There is also some evidence that conditions following the destructions were made worse by heavy rains falling on the burnt debris of the limestone walls, turning them into a concreted mass that necessitated rebuilding at a higher level.
This destruction is assumed to be the end of the Palatial period, ending the bureaucratic centralized government with its elaborate records in the Linear B script. Some form of governance, however, remained, and in a period of extreme austerity, rebuilding was organized.
The standing walls, particularly the west citadel wall, were used as extremely heavy foundations, filled with the debris of the burnt destruction, for a series of new buildings. The Granary (figure 50.2:2) is one, but there is also a pair of elaborate complexes over the west area of the Cult Center and an apparently lesser building over the House of Columns (figure 50.2:22). There may be evidence for other reoccupation of this first Postpalatial phase in the buildings of the east slope, but it is not yet published.
It has been suggested that a rectangular structure built closely over the floor of the court of the Palace may have formed some kind of central focus. This idea is based on the recent identification of a rebuilt megaron at Tiryns. At Mycenae, the artificial terrace that supported the southeast corner of the megaron of the Palace probably fell into the ravine at the time of the great destruction, thus precluding the reuse of the megaron itself. Unfortunately, this structure over the court was removed in 1920 without being sufficiently recorded. If there was such reoccupation in the Palace area, this would form Palace VI.
The later phases of the Postpalatial period see very striking prosperity, at least in terms of pottery, but the architectural evidence is extremely meagre. The Granary, following some alteration, was fully in use in this period. From it and another building over the South House Annex, we know that the period ended again with heavy burning.
There is some scanty evidence for one further phase of the Bronze Age and for some occupation throughout the first millennium, before an artificial revival as a Hellenistic kome.
Mycenae’s prime position in the hierarchy of the Late Bronze Age is shown in the levels of craftsmanship displayed in the many finds now housed in the National Museum in Athens and the Mycenae Museum on the site itself. The grave offerings from the shaft graves are unique, not least in quantity. Other items, preserved mainly from the earlier burials in the chamber tombs, are of high quality and diverse origin. An important development is the growing use of glass ornament.
Despite the apparent sumptuary regulation of the Palatial period itself, we may note an intriguing group of artifacts from the House of Shields, consisting of locally made stone bowls, faience vessels that show the influences of a mixture of Near Eastern cultures, and the small-scale carved ivories that have become a hallmark. Several show the same stylistic features as the large-scale lion relief from the Lion Gate itself, one of the earliest examples of such monumental sculpture.
Trade can be assessed only by the materials that are preserved; imports seem to have been mainly raw materials that were often then reexported as value-added products or the invisibles. Exports, probably mainly high-value invisibles, can be traced by the distinctive pottery that served as containers or merely space-filling accompaniments. By the Palatial period, this pottery was very much a mass production of high quality. Through scientific analysis (largely Neutron Activation Analysis), we can test the provenance of this export pottery. Most interestingly, the Argolid area divides into a northern section centered on Mycenae and a southern one centered on Tiryns.
The palace archives of Mycenae have not been found, but tablets inscribed in the Linear B script have been discovered in several of the so-called Houses (French 2002, figure 61), probably indicating their commercial and administrative activities. The tablets are preserved in buildings destroyed in both the late 14th-century-BC destruction and that of the mid-13th century. Only one inscribed stirrup jar comes from a context at present known definitely to be later than this.
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PYLOS
JACK L. DAVIS
THE discovery of Bronze Age Pylos followed many frustrating efforts to locate the home of Homer’s hero, Nestor. The quest had occupied scholars and travelers since antiquity (McDonald and Thomas 1990).
Pausanias, the Roman author of a travel guide to Greece, identified a cave on the slopes of the medieval acropolis of Navarino as the place where Nestor and his father penned their cattle. A millennium and a half later, in 1829, soon after Greece won its independence from the Ottoman Turks, members of the great French cultural mission, the Expédition scientifique de Morée, sought Nestor’s palace not far away, near a village called Pyla. In the 1880s Heinrich Schliemann dug in the medieval fortress at Navarino, looking for prehistoric remains comparable to those that he had already investigated at Mycenae, home of King Agamemnon. Others searched much farther afield, even many kilometers farther north, in Elis, in vain attempts to discover the elusive Palace of Nestor. Both in ancient and modern times, the location to which the place name Pylos was attached shifted.
Then, at the beginning of the 20th century, a Greek schoolteacher found squared limestone blocks associated with Mycenaean pottery of the 13th century BC in an olive grove on a knoll on the spine of a ridge called Englianos, overlooking the Bay of Navarino (figure 51.1; Davis 2008). Following the ridge east leads a traveler ultimately to the valley of the Pamisos River near the modern city of Kalamata. The finds were reported to the Greek Ministry of Education and came to the attention of Konstantinos Kourouniotis, director of the National Museum of Greece. Kourouniotis, in turn, discussed them with his friend Carl W. Blegen of the University of Cincinnati. In 1929 a joint excavation was proposed, but Blegen would soon become preoccupied with directing an expedition to Troy, and the collaboration did not materialize until 1939.
On the very first day of excavation at Ano Englianos, Blegen and his colleagues, including William A. McDonald (who would, in the 1960s, direct the Minnesota Messenian Expedition), exposed part of the archives of a Mycenaean palace of ca. 1180 BC and uncovered the first substantial cache of clay tablets with texts written in the Linear B script ever found on the Greek mainland. The script was, of course, already known, principally from Sir Arthur Evans’s excavations at the Palace of Minos at Knossos in central Crete.
Figure 51.1. Englianos Ridge and the Palace of Nestor from the Bay of Navarino (courtesy of the Department of Classics, University of Cincinnati).
Transcriptions of about a thousand texts were circulated among researchers and, by 1952, had made possible the decipherment of Linear B by Michael Ventris, an English architect (Bendall 2003a). The complex social and economic system reflected in these documents was headed by a wanax (king), who organized some aspects of agricultural and industrial production within an area of about two thousand square kilometers in the southwestern Peloponnese. Certain resources were allocated for the benefit of designated elite, “collectors,” and other resources were taxed directly for the benefit of the palatial administration. Feasts that involved sacrifices are recorded, as are offerings to the gods, many of them the same as those worshipped in historical Greece (e.g., Zeus, Poseidon, Hera, Ares, and Dionysos).
The king supported a workforce that comprised various kinds of dependent labor, among them slaves; he appointed officials, organized feasts, and in general played a major role in religious affairs (Bennet 2007a; Shelmerdine 2007, 2008). The kingdom was divided into Hither and Further Provinces—the latter probably in the valley of Kalamata, the former around the palace in the west. Within the two provinces were a total of sixteen or seventeen districts, each headed by a governor and a vice governor who reported to the center at Pylos.
All of the clay documents date to the final year of the palace, and none were baked on purpose. These were not intended to be part of a permanent archive. There are no legal, literary, or diplomatic texts among the surviving documents; even letters are lacking. Any such documents that would have retained significance beyond the current year may have been written on a perishable material (e.g., parchment or papyrus), which would have been long ago destroyed by the fires that ironically preserved their clay counterparts. In any case, only a few dozen scribal hands have been identified, and it is clear that literacy was restricted to a small segment of the population.
The palatial buildings and archives discovered by Blegen on that first day of excavation were finally and definitively destroyed soon after the start of the 12th century, probably ca. 1180 BC, in a fearsome conflagration. This, of course, is the traditional date of the Trojan War.
After WW II, Blegen vigorously pursued his investigations in partnership with Marion Rawson, a Cincinnati architect. Blegen and Rawson’s excavations between 1952 and 1971, complemented by surface investigations in 1992–1994, also conducted under the auspices of the University of Cincinnati, documented a long history of settlement—one reaching back a millennium or more before the palace was built in a definitive and final form.
Their authoritative three-volume publication of the results of their excavations focuses on the palace of the 13th century BC and its contents and on associated cemeteries (Blegen and Rawson 1966; Lang 1969; Blegen et al. 1971). Recent reexamination of the unpublished finds from their excavations now allows much more to be said about the development of settlement on the Englianos Ridge, as well as the contacts between those who lived there and the larger Aegean world, while a definitive publication of the Linear B documents will soon appear (Bennett et al. in preparation).
The earliest finds are as yet unassociated with architecture. Fragments of pottery of the Early Helladic II period (ca. 2600 BC), including bases of small vases pierced and reused as spindle whorls have been found mixed in deposits of later date.
The first extensive remains of settlement seem to date to the time of the transition between the Early and Middle Bronze Age, not long after 2000 BC. These have been most thoroughly documented in a small excavation undertaken by Lord William Taylour (well known as the investigator of the Cult Center at Mycenae). Taylour uncovered parts of two superimposed apsidal buildings (Stocker 2003). It is now clear that houses of this same phase existed elsewhere on the Englianos Ridge, even under the later palace buildings, and it seems most probable that several separate but related hamlets coexisted.
Remains of the developed Middle Helladic period have been preserved in almost every place where excavations reached deeply. These, together with surface investigations, make it clear that even by the start of the Late Bronze Age the settlement at Englianos was quite large (Stocker and Davis in press).
Like those at sites in the Argolid such as Lerna, ceramics of Minoan Crete reached the Englianos Ridge—actual imports and imitations, at least by the time that the first palaces were established at Knossos. By the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, Cretan influence was extensive. One of the most substantial Minoan contributions was to the architecture of the settlement, where so-called ashlar masonry was used for the first time: Squared blocks of carved limestone were laid in courses, probably to adorn façades of the most significant structures of the community. Ashlar masonry was also employed about the same time in the façade of a tholos (beehive-shaped) tomb at the site of Peristeria, an hour’s drive to the north of the Palace of Nestor, where two blocks are incised with mason’s marks of a type appearing at the Palace of Minos at Knossos. The style of stonework has a very old history in Crete.
From ca. 1600 BC, there is evidence of intense and continuous building (Nelson 2001). Plaster floors, cut-stone column bases, and walls of or thostate construction appear, and, by 1500 BC, two or three monumental buildings had been erected on the acropolis—all with ashlar façades. The largest, Building A, on the southwestern brow of the acropolis had a massive stone façade. Building B and Building C were situated to the northeast, in the position of the later Main Building of the Palace of Nestor; it is unclear whether they were independent structures or wings of the same complex. Space between the three buildings may have formed one large open court, in a manner reminiscent of the Minoan palaces.
This older “palace” is poorly preserved, and it is not possible to say much about the activities that were conducted in it. If, as seems virtually certain, these anticipated the administrative functions of the later Palace of Nestor, there are no signs yet of a literate bureaucracy. Indeed, the earliest conclusive evidence for documents written in the Linear B script consists of the clay tablets retrieved from the debris of the Archives room, from the palace’s final destruction. The Linear B script is itself, however, a legacy of contact between Crete and the Greek mainland and was in use at Mycenae as early as the 14th century BC and at Knossos in Crete before that.
In the period of the Shaft Graves at Mycenae (17th to 15th century BC), western Messenia witnessed a remarkable explosion in the construction of tholos tombs. During the Middle Helladic period, low circular mounds of earth (tumuli) had frequently been employed for tombs. A central grave, whether pit, stone cist, or box, was set in such a mound, and earth and stones were then heaped over it, with additional burials later inserted around its circumference. In at least one instance, a body was deposited in a large storage jar or pithos, positioned in the tumulus so that the mouth of the jar faced outside. Its rim was framed by three stone slabs, arranged as if to form a post-and-lintel doorway leading into the tomb. It has been suggested that mounds with burials of this sort inspired the genesis of the tholos tomb.
The first true tholos tomb that survives intact in Messenia is unprepossessing and dates to the final phase of the Middle Helladic period (Lolos 2008). It lies only a few kilometers from the Palace of Nestor, near the village of Koryphasion (formerly Osmanaga), and was dug not into the side of a hill but into dead-flat ground. The walls of the tomb are built of small, roughly coursed stones rather than the more impressive ashlar employed in some tholos tombs of the Early Mycenaean period. By the end of the 15th century in western Messenia, only those tombs associated with the Palace of Nestor were regularly in use. It is likely that their neglect elsewhere in the region reflects the rise to political ascendancy of the Palace of Nestor and a general acceptance that the right to be buried in such a tomb was the prerogative of its elite (Bennet 2007b).
In the 16th and 15th century, three tholos tombs were built on the Englianos Ridge: one, called Tholos IV by Blegen and Rawson, was excavated into the side of a low hill immediately northeast of the visitors’ parking lot. The dromos (passageway) leading into it appears to have been deliberately aligned on a monumental gateway through the fortification wall that surrounded the acropolis in the Early Mycenaean period. One can easily imagine that it was placed here to serve as a visible reminder, when opened to receive a new burial, of the continuity of the power of the dynasty that held sway at Pylos. Equidistant (ca. 200 m.) to the southwest, Lord William Taylour excavated a “Grave Circle,” also of the Early Mycenaean period but slightly earlier, most probably the eroded remains of another tholos tomb. Two kilometers farther toward the sea Tholos III was found, the so-called Kato Englianos tomb. These graves continued to be used throughout much of the Late Bronze Age.
Around 1400 BC, the buildings on the Englianos Ridge burned, occasioning the construction of a new complex. This final Palace of Nestor consisted of a Main Building, Southwestern Building, Northeastern Building, and Wine Magazine—structures that stood until the destruction of the site, ca. 1180 BC. The walls of the Main Building and the Southwestern Building were extensively decorated with wall paintings applied in tempera rather than true fresco technique (Brecoulaki et al. 2008).
The Main Building, as its name implies, was central to this final complex, the best-preserved and most fully excavated palace of 13th century BC Greece. From the existence of staircases, it can be deduced that the palace had an upper floor, although little of it is preserved other than fallen plaster. The Main Building was rectangular in plan, unlike the structures that preceded it. Its central rooms were the most elaborately decorated parts of the entire palatial complex and consisted of a series of axially arranged spaces oriented northwest-southeast: a Propylon with access to the Archives; a Court; and three rooms of a Megaron, culminating in a Throne Room for the wanax (figure 51.2).
It is likely that those traveling to the palace from the coast followed the floor of the valley bordering the Englianos Ridge on the north, then ascended as they approached the palace. Access to the Main Building was secure. Someone entering for the first time would have been impressed by the decorative program: first, in the Propylon, a life-sized procession of tribute bearers, then smaller figures of men, women, and animals, and architectural façades. Smaller than life-size men carrying objects decorated the walls of the Vestibule of the Megaron.
The decorative program of the Throne Room itself is only partly restored, but it certainly emphasized the role of the wanax and his significance. In the center of the room, surrounded by four fluted columns, was a large plastered hearth, its rim painted with a “flame” pattern. The columns seem to have supported a clerestory, through which smoke from the hearth vented to the sky. The floor of the room was plastered and divided into a rough checkerboard, all squares of which, except one, were decorated with geometric motifs. The exception, painted with an octopus, was set in front of a low, plastered platform that almost certainly supported a wooden throne. To the left, one shallow basin in the floor was connected to a second by a shallow channel; liquid offerings or libations were likely poured into it. As at the Palace of Minos at Knossos, the king (whether in a secular capacity or that of a high religious official), when seated on his throne was flanked by lions and griffins, symbols of his majesty and power. Elsewhere in the room were scenes of men drinking, presumably at feasts, and of a lyre-playing bard seated on multicolored rocks, singing epic tales to diners (Bennet 2007c).
Figure 51.2. Throne Room of the Palace of Nestor. Watercolor reconstruction by Piet de Jong, digitally restored by Craig Mauzy (courtesy of the Department of Classics, University of Cincinnati).
Other rooms of the palace served storage, production, or administrative functions. To the left of the entrance porch, a two-room Archives complex held ca. 80% of all of the Linear B documents found by Blegen and Rawson’s team. These had been stored in baskets and other containers in the innermost of the two rooms; scribes wrote the documents in the other.
Much of the remainder of the palatial complex was devoted to storage or craft production. Pantries in the Main Building were full of pottery for consumption of food and drink, most of it unused at the time the palace was destroyed. Large storage jars, built into plastered benches in magazines behind the Throne Room, were filled with oil. In a freestanding structure immediately north of the Main Building was the Wine Magazine, with several dozen large storage jars. Lumps of clay, stamped with seal impressions, lay on the floor, several of them inscribed with the Linear B sign for wine. East of the Main Building, the Northeastern Building housed a shrine, perhaps dedicated to a Mistress of Horses, which Blegen and Rawson believed to be associated with a workshop partly devoted to chariot repairs. It may, however, have been a “clearing house for goods entering the palatial complex as a whole” (Bendall 2003b).
When the Main Building was newly erected, one secondary entrance led through a shallow porch in its northeast ashlar façade to a small room where a bathtub had been set into a plastered bench. Nearby, a second entrance from the outside led to a majestic complex with a megaron and central hearth similar to that of the Throne Room. Griffins and lions or lionesses adorned its walls, and a small adjacent room had a plastered floor with painted dolphins and octopuses. It is clear that these parts of the Main Building had once been of significance, but that, in the palace’s final years, the secondary entrances were blocked by the construction of two courtyards—one perhaps an industrial area for the production of perfumed oils (Shelmerdine 1985).
Although the Palace of Nestor is the most fully documented of the Mycenaean palaces, much about its operation remains poorly understood. Southwest of the Main Building and parallel to it is another extensive complex of rooms. Why does this Southwestern Building contain a megaron hall (Bennet and Davis 1999)? Some scholars have imagined that it was the seat of the lawagetas (“leader/assembler of the people”), an official whose title suggests he may have led the kingdom in war. The wall paintings found in Hall 64, adjacent to the Megaron, do project a martial aspect. On its northeast wall, warriors clad in boars’ tusk helmets and armor struggle with barbarians clothed in animal skins. A frieze of three warships in procession adorned the northwest wall.
The scenes in Hall 64 would have impressed those gathered in the broad courtyard before it to the southeast. Here it is likely that the wanax’s subjects gathered to feast at his expense; they would have been supplied with drinking cups and bowls from the pantries of the palace complex. Documents suggest, in fact, that the provision of food and drink for feasts was a significant concern of the palace authorities (Wright 2004). Cattle, sheep, and pigs were inventoried for such purposes. A large heap of thigh bones and lower jawbones from at least ten head of cattle were, in fact, found gathered on the floor in the Archives, together with twice as many miniature drinking cups (Isaakidou et al. 2002; Stocker and Davis 2004). The bones, parts of the carcass typically offered to the gods, were all burned to a high temperature, probably as an offering. The meat from the sacrifice was presumably distributed to those in attendance at the feast.
The palace was well equipped to support feasting, and it is likely that both diners and drinkers would have partaken of nourishment in various parts of it, too, grouped according to their position in the palatial social hierarchy. Those of the highest status, including the king, would on some occasions have dined in the Throne Room itself (Bendall 2004).
The economic and political domination of the Palace of Nestor is reflected in the fortunes of the regions around it. Near the seacoast, the course of the river bordering the Englianos Ridge on the northwest appears to have been diverted, and an artificial basin constructed near its mouth—likely a port or harbor contemporary with the final stages of the palace (Zangger 2008). Analysis of prehistoric pollen that settled into a large lagoon north of the Bay of Navarino points to a virtual explosion in the cultivation of olives at this time, one perhaps related to the perfume oil industry supported by the palace.
There was also a proliferation in the number and size range of settlements in the area: Many of the old settlements expanded in area and presumably also in population; some, like Iklaina, displayed palatial features such as ashlar masonry and wall paintings (Cosmopoulos 2006). These are likely to be examples of the district capitals mentioned in the palatial archives. In addition, for the first time, settlements of a smaller, third-order size appear, thus packing the landscape more densely with people than would ever again be the case prior to the time of Alexander the Great.
The destruction to the Palace of Nestor ca. 1180 BC was so devastating that neither the palace nor the community subsequently recovered. Some have suggested that the agents of this calamity were invaders from outside the kingdom, Dorian Greeks or the “Peoples of the Sea” mentioned in Egyptian texts; others that the people of Pylos themselves revolted against their king. The precise causes remain undetermined, but, whatever the case, certain facts are indisputable; for instance, the Main Building burned with such intensity that the Linear B tablets in its Archive Room were fired, and jars in some of the storerooms even melted.
Before the destruction, the town around the palace extended up and down the Englianos Ridge over an area one kilometer in length, and perhaps as many as three thousand individuals were resident there. It, like the Palace of Nestor, was all but abandoned. Tombs used repeatedly for generations were neglected. The area of the Mycenaean kingdom of Pylos remained, as a whole in fact, severely depopulated for nearly a millennium. Unlike the great palaces of the Argolid, such as Mycenae and Tiryns, the ruins of the Palace of Nestor did not become a focus of worship by Greeks of historical times (Davis and Lynch in press). Still-standing walls provided some shelter to a few squatters after the Bronze Age, and small amounts of pottery, some of it as late in date as the 3rd century BC, have been found. But by then, the names Nestor and Pylos were no longer associated with the site.
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THEBES
ANASTASIA DAKOURI-HILD
THEBES commands several alluvial plains of east Boeotia (Christodoulou 1969) extending from Kopais to the Tanagriki and from Paralimni to Parasopia. The Theban plain itself is traversed by the Thespios, Kalamitis, and Isminos riverbeds. The Dirki and Strophia torrents run along the west and east foothills of Thebes, respectively (Symeonoglou 1985, 8–11). Thebes occupies a strategic position along important overland (Buck 1979, 4–5; Fossey 1988, vol. 1, 200) and maritime routes of antiquity (Heurtley 1923; Schläger, Blackman, and Schaefer 1968; Gauvin and Fossey 1985).
The citadel of Thebes, also known as the Kadmeia, is a pear-shaped, large (800 m long, 500 m wide) and relatively low (max. 224 m) plateau, which is in part the outcome of ancient and modern earthworks. It appears to have been narrower and northwest-southeast oriented in prehistory (Konsola 1981, 68–69, map 6). Access from the west and to some extent the north slope remains arduous to this day and bespeaks the naturally defensive quality of the Theban landscape. The central east, southeast, and south slopes provide easier access to the citadel and connect it to the main routes leading to east and south Boeotia and beyond (Symeonoglou 1985, 12). The Ampheion, Kastellia, Ismenion, and Kolonaki hills, situated within a short distance (100–300 m) from the north, east, and south slopes respectively, were used as burial grounds in prehistory.
The Kadmeia had been explored by early travelers since the Renaissance, though mostly in the 19th century (Paton 1951, 38; Roller 1988). From the later 19th century, Theban topography and ancient art became the object of scholarly study (Decharme 1869; Böhlau 1888; Fabricius 1890; cf. Soteriadis 1900). Excavations were initiated at that time by Eustratios Kalopais and Dimitrios Filios and were later pursued mostly by Antonios Keramopoullos and Nikolaos Pappadakis. In the 1960–1970s Thebes underwent a dramatic urban transformation and witnessed the intensification of rescue archaeology. The contemporary city dissects the Theban landscape into hundreds of plots, which presents challenges and dilemmas (Aravantinos 1996a; Dakouri-Hild et al. 2003). Nevertheless, the Archaeological Service has brought together an impressive body of evidence substantiating the significance of Thebes throughout its occupational history of five millennia.
THE EARLY BRONZE AGE
The settlement on the Kadmeia seems to have been established in the EBA, whereas earlier habitation is attested in the plains nearby (Faraklas 1969, 176; Tsota in press). Early Helladic remains are reported from at least fifty-two plots to date (for site lists, see Konsola 1981, 81–100; Alram-Stern 2004, vol. 2, 681–90) (figure 52.1). The settlement spread as far north as the Museum hill and Gourna and covered a minimum of 14 ha but seems to have been more concentrated at Ayios Andreas and the southeast slopes. House orientation depended on local terrain and possibly other factors (Konsola 1981, 163; cf. Andrikou 2000a, 183).
Three habitation phases are distinguishable based on a preliminary study of ceramic material (Konsola 1981, 117–26): EH II with group A pottery, including Urfirnis; EH II/III (Lefkandi I) with group B pottery, including Cycladic- and Anatolian-inspired and hybridic types (Psaraki 2004); and EH III with group Γ pottery, including Ayia Marina ware. The end of the Lefkandi I phase is marked by destructive fires (e.g., Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975, 46; Demakopoulou 1976a; Aravantinos 1982a, 1983a). However, the Museum site was unaffected (Aravantinos 2002, 2004b), while one site was conflagrated in later EH III (Andrikou 1998a).
There is no evidence of a settlement enceinte (cf. Symeonoglou 1985, figure 2.1), but two large buildings, the EH II Fortified Building at the Metropolis site and the Lefkandi I apsidal building at the Museum site (figure 52.1; Aravantinos 1986, 2002), are demarcated by sizeable, tapering walls (1.65–1.80 m and 1.50–2.00 m in width, respectively) which had a retaining and probably also a protective function. Both walls have a stone socle with mud-brick elevation (1.50–2 m high) and are associated with stone-paved calderims or courtyards. The Museum wall, which forms an angle around the apsidal building, is also equipped with drains. A massive EBA mud-brick terrace covered the Lefkandi I structures at that site. Such architectural features betray planning and architectural sophistication and represent a substantial investment of labor.
Wattle-and-daub houses constructed by means of wooden posts, clay-plastered branches, and/or reeds are identifiable through rock-cut foundation pits or trenches that occasionally form elliptical plans (Konsola 1981, 104; cf. Aravantinos 2005d). While wattle-and-daub houses are not attested in EH III, stone-built houses (whether apsidal or straight-sided) are attested both in the Lefkandi I and the EH III phases. Stone-built houses are founded on stereo or brought fills and have mud-brick elevations, occasionally clay-plastered inside (Aravantinos 2002). Floors are made of trodden earth or clay or paved with mud-brick slabs (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975). Door openings have stone thresholds (Touloupa 1964a).
Figure 52.1. Thebes in the EH–MH period, including transitional late MH–earliest LH period (courtesy of the author).
Some apsidal houses have impressive longhouse plans (12–14+ m long, 7–10 m wide). The best surviving example (Aravantinos 2002, 2004a, 2004b) was entered from the north and had three rooms and perhaps a fourth semi-apsidal room or open-air space to the west. The middle room, the main living space, is occasionally furnished with a hearth. Ancillary rooms were used for storage and cooking (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Aravantinos 2002). Apsidal ones sometimes have a central column or pillar (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975). Domestic features include exterior calderims (Demakopoulou 1978), bothroi, raised platforms (Andrikou 2000a, 2000b), and vessel placements (Aravantinos 2002; Peperaki 2000). The EH II Fortified Building stands out by virtue of its large (18 m long, 7.2 m wide) Corridor House plan. It consists of four axially arranged rooms with off-center doors and a possible upper story and is entered from a long side through a corridor (Aravantinos 1986). In general, tiles are not reported, though are illustrated in one case (Symeonoglou 1966a, figure 13).
In situ grinding stones, charred grain, and organic residues point to food production and storage (Symeonoglou 1966a; Demakopoulou 1976a; Peperaki 2000; Roumpou et al. 2007), whereas terracotta spindle whorls, loomweights, and spools (Symeonoglou 1966a; Aravantinos 1983a; Peperaki 2000) testify to domestic cloth production. Obsidian implements were produced from nuclei (Demakopoulou 1975a, 1976a; Christopoulou 2000; Peperaki 2000). A steatite mold for impressing patterns (animals, ships, insects) on soft metal, found in secondary use in a Late Helladic context (Demakopoulou 1973–1974e), has Troy IV parallels and possibly hints at the local production of sheet metal ornaments. A hoard of carpentry bronze tools (Konsola 1981, 139, figure 9; cf. Aravantinos 2004b) suggests craft specialization, as well as the valuable nature of such tools.
Gold, silver, ivory (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Spyropoulos 1970b; Peperaki 2000; Aravantinos 1982b), and Cycladic-style artifacts (e.g., incised pyxides, marble vessels; cf. Demakopoulou 1976a, 1979a; Aravantinos 1982b) relate to long-distance trade. However, frying pans and a miniature folded-arms figurine of bone (Andrikou 1998b) are probably local imitations that hint at cultural ties with the Cyclades. No marble figurines have been found at Thebes to date. The interpretation of terracotta ‘anchors’ (Demakopoulou 1976a) is uncertain, as these objects could be either cultic (votives, figurines) or utilitarian (weights, hangers).
Early Helladic graves are rarely found (Touloupa 1964b, 1964c; Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Aravantinos 2004a), as elsewhere on the mainland. The known examples are cists or pits between or under houses and contained contracted burials with few or no furnishings. A mass grave at the Museum site dating to the end of EH II contained fifteen burials (cf. Vika and Richards in press), some furnished with pottery; the bodies were laid in various overlapping positions within the confines of the apsidal house atop its elevation debris. An EBA mud-brick terrace or tumulus (32 m long, 14 m wide) was built over the apsidal house and the mass burial and was later cut into by MBA cists (Aravantinos 2004a, 2004b; Aravantinos and Psaraki in press a, b).
A similar arrangement may be attested at the Ampheion hill, where remains of rock-cut EBA pits and an EBA superimposing mud-brick platform or tumulus have been found (figure 52.1; Faraklas 1967a; Spyropoulos 1981, 47). A large cist tomb at the site, the so-called tomb of Amphion and Zethos (cf. Loucas and Loucas 1987), seems to have been dug into the mud-brick structure and possibly dates to the MBA. The Ampheion tumulous has been implausibly interpreted as an Egyptianizing step pyramid (Spyropoulos 1981, 52; 2008; cf. Bernal 1988, 18; 2001, 73).
Differences in the quality of architecture, the rarity of special features and boundary walls, the limited distribution of imported commodities or artifacts made of exotic materials, and the hoarding of bronze tools indicate social complexity and differentiation, though not necessarily full-fledged stratification. The Fortified Building demonstrates a level of sophistication that is consistent with the advanced urbanistic features and ‘international’ outlook of EBA Thebes. Its potential significance as an elite residence and/or redistributive center is hinted at by its architectural parallels (see contributions in Hägg and Konsola 1986), but its function is not elucidated by the finds. In general, sealings have not been found in EBA Thebes, although a stone seal with linear decoration has been reported from the Museum apsidal site (Aravantinos 2002).
THE MIDDLE BRONZE AGE AND THE SHAFT GRAVE PERIOD
Middle Bronze Age finds are reported from eighty plots on the Kadmeia (figure 52.1), which demonstrates the expansion of the settlement to the east and west, reaching 19–20 ha in this era (Dakouri-Hild 2001a). Usage of precipitous areas (e.g., to the south and northwest of Pouros and at the east and west foothills) (e.g., Symeonoglou 1966b; Demakopoulou 1973–1974a, 1978) could suggest that space available for new construction was becoming scarce at the central, south, and southeastern parts of the citadel, where habitation was evidently dense.
Konsola (1981, 152–54) distinguishes three habitation phases based on ceramic material: MH I, associated with Gray Minyan rounded cups and kantharoi with ribbed handles, as well as Black Minyan/Argive and Adriatic incised wares; MH II–IIIA, characterized by Gray Minyan carinated kantharoi and ring-stemmed goblets and simple Matt-painted pottery; and MH IIIB–LH I (Shaft Grave period), typified by Gray Minyan cups and kantharoi with tall handles and ‘beak’s hawk’ rims, fine Matt-painted and Polychrome pottery, and Vapheio cups in various wares. Conflagration strata are reported but are not always datable to a specific phase (Spyropoulos 1969a; Demakopoulou 1973–1974d; Andrikou 1999a). A house at the south Kadmeia was destroyed by fire, possibly preceded by an earthquake, in the advanced Shaft Grave period (Aravantinos 1981b). A megaron-like house burned down in MH IIIB–LH I; an earlier MBA destruction horizon is attested at the same site (Touloupa 1965b).
Both apsidal and straight-sided houses have come to light, sometimes side by side (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975). The former are less frequent, but both have been dated to the MH II–IIIA and MH IIIB–LH I phases (Konsola 1981, 154). A house at the center of the citadel (Touloupa 1965b; Faraklas 1966) stands out due to its megaroid plan (9.30 m long, 5.5 m wide). It probably dates to the MH IIIB–LH I phase and consists of two axially arranged rooms (cf. Dakouri-Hild 2001a, figure 9). Its orientation and layout appear to have been determined by an earlier MBA building at the site.
In general, houses have deep stone foundations (Symeonoglou 1973, 13), mudbrick elevations, clay-plastered interior walls (Aravantinos 1983b), and trodden-earth or clay floors. Roofing materials such as timber logs are occasionally reported (Faraklas1968a). Domestic features include bothroi (e.g., Sampson 1980; Spyropoulos 1971a), benches (Symeonoglou 1973, 13), hearths and ovens (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975), and vessel placements (Aravantinos 2005c). The distribution of domestic/intramural versus burial/extramural assemblages has been regarded as evidence for the existence of a mud-brick enceinte (Symeonoglou 1985, 19–23). However, excavation data contradict a clear-cut distinction between domestic and burial space (Dakouri-Hild 2001a). There is no evidence of an enceinte or other large-scale work, although the expansion of the settlement over the northwest and northeast slopes implies some localized terracing.
Obsidian and chert flakes and nuclei testify to the ongoing production of stone implements within individual households (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Demakopoulou 1978; Aravantinos 1981a). Bone ornaments such as inlays, pendants, and pommels may be local products (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Demakopoulou 1978), though a diamond-shaped decorated inlay, reportedly of ivory (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975), is a possible import. Plant remains, including grain and vetch, and stone tools such as grindstones and pounders (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Demakopoulou 1976b; Aravantinos 1981b, 2005c) are associated with food preparation and storage. Cylindrical loomweights connected to cloth production are occasionally reported (e.g., Spyropoulos 1971a).
Domestic burials are common and not reserved for infants. Stone-built cists and mud-brick- or clay-lined pits were used for burials of both children and adults. Pithos burials usually contain children, but there are exceptions (Piteros 1983). All three types are found under floors or between houses (e.g., Demakopoulou 1975a) and occasionally form crowded domestic grave yards (Demakopoulou 1978), which could relate to kin land tenure (Dakouri-Hild 2001a). Graves typically contain single interments and were evidently reused (Touloupa 1965a; Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975). Burials are in the contracted position and furnished only with pottery, if at all. Dense and extensive cist clusters along the eastern (Touloupa 1965a; Demakopoulou 1973–1974b; Aravantinos 1999) and northwestern slopes (Aravantinos 2002, 2004a; Aravantinos and Psaraki in press b) highlight a trend toward the segregation of funerary space from the MH III period onward.
A larger cist type is introduced at the end of the MBA (Touloupa 1965a; Faraklas 1968b; Demakopoulou 1973–1974b, c). Such graves are sizeable (1.60–2.5 m long, 1–1.50 m wide) but not very deep (0.90–1.10 m) and are built of large slabs. The Ampheion cist (2.20 m long, 1.15 m wide) is comparable and probably reflects the monumentalizing trends of this era (Demakopoulou and Konsola 1981, 23; Faraklas 1998, 203; cf. Rutter 1993, note 64). Three tombs of the late Shaft Grave period (Kassimi-Soutou 1980; Christopoulou 1988) resemble shaft graves proper. They are unusually large (2.15–6.15 m long, 1.50–2.50 m wide) and deep (1.20–1.90 m), of rectangular or trapezoidal shape, and stone-built or rock-hewn. A small rubble mound (Christopoulou 1988) and a belly-handled amphora (Kassimi-Soutou 1980) reportedly functioned as semata, though the latter seems unlikely.
The mortuary deposition of exotic artifacts and, arguably, the expression or construction of social status at death by means of such goods culminates in the MH IIIB–LH I phase. Funerary consumption of imported goods was limited. When present, such commodities sharply contrast with the average mortuary assemblage, suggesting pronounced social inequality and stratification. Infants and children were on occasion furnished with exotica (e.g., Touloupa 1965a; Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Demakopoulou 1979b), implying inher itance of social status. Elaborate furnishings include jewelry of gold, silver, glass/faience, amethyst, and carnelian (Touloupa 1965a; Spyropoulos 1969a; Demakopoulou and Konsola 1975; Demakopoulou 1979b; Aravantinos 1982a; Christopoulou 1988). A silver cup is also reported (Christopoulou 1988). Gold jewelry found near and inside the Ampheion cist (Faraklas 1967a; Spyropoulos 1981) find parallels in the Mycenae shaft graves (Dickinson 1977, 97–98; but see Konsola 1981, 140) and further hint at the tomb’s MBA date. Bronze weapons, including Type II and Type V/Sesklo spearheads (Kassimi-Soutou 1980; Christopoulou 1988; Aravantinos 2001a, pl. 75a) and a Type A sword (Kassimi-Soutou 1980), horse remains, and boar tusk attachments (Christopoulou 1988; Kassimi-Soutou 1980) are also attested in elite funerary assemblages.
THE LATE BRONZE AGE
Late Bronze Age finds are reported from 127 plots to date, representing a 58% increase in attested sites compared to the MBA. Judging from their distribution, the settlement was dense, especially at the center and along the eastern slopes toward the Strophia riverbank. It was also remarkably extensive, covering at least 32.4 ha (i.e., most of the contemporary plateau except parts of the northwest slope and the citadel’s southwest corner) (figure 52.2). Late Helladic habitation on the Kadmeia is also evidenced in hitherto uninhabited areas, some of which are precipitous (e.g., the edges of the west [Aravantinos 2001b] and south [Symeonoglou 1966c] slopes).
Theban chronology is inherently problematic because ceramic assemblages remain unpublished, with a few exceptions (Symeonoglou 1973; Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975; Andrikou et al. 2006), and evidence from hundreds of plots can be calibrated with difficulty due to the different methodologies and standards employed. Nevertheless, architectural remains that date to LH II (e.g., Demakopoulou 1975b, 1978), LH IIIA2–B1 (e.g., Demakopoulou 1979c; Aravantinos 1982a; Dakouri-Hild 2001b), LH IIIB1 (e.g., Symeonoglou 1973; Piteros 1983; Sampson 1985), late LH IIIB2 possibly on the transition to LH IIIC (e.g., Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975; Piteros 1983; Aravantinos et al. in preparation; see Vitale 2006 on the late LH IIIB2—early LH IIIC transition), and later LH IIIC (e.g., Spyropoulos 1970c; Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975, 20) hint at the chronological complexity of LBA habitation on the Kadmeia.
Figure 52.2. Thebes and vicinity in the LH II–LH HIB period (from left to right and top to bottom, insets show the orientation of excavated LH buildings on the citadel; the location of chamber tomb cemeteries in the vicinity; and the distribution of Linear B documents, workshops, and frescoes on the Kadmeia) (courtesy of the author).
Accordingly, fire horizons in twenty-one plots vary in date (LH IIIA2–B1, LH IIIB1, late LH IIIB2). Destruction by earthquake is reported in at least two datable contexts, in LH IIIB1 (Sampson 1985) and late LH IIIB2 (Spyropoulos 1972b). It is likely that the citadel was fortified after a destruction in late LH IIIA2 or transitional LH IIIA2–B1 (Aravantinos 1988).
The thorny issue of palatial topography (cf. Demakopoulou 1988) is in reality a chronological problem. In the absence of published stratigraphies and pottery, architectural criteria (e.g., alignment) have been utilized to determine the relative date of buildings (Symeonoglou 1973, 1985; Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975), especially the so-called House of Kadmos/Old Palace and the Treasury Room/New Palace (together referred to as ‘the Kadmeion’) (figure 52.2).
The distinction between an old and a new palace, ultimately deriving from the legends of Kadmos and the Epigonoi and bequeathed to later scholarship by Antonios Keramopoullos (1909, 1930), has proven to be influential in later excavations and research (for discussion, Dakouri-Hild 2001b; Aravantinos 2006). This notion was first challenged when a study of the House of Kadmos stirrup-jars placed the destruction of that building in LH IIIB1 (Raison 1968, 50–59), that is, close to the purported destruction of the Treasury Room (Touloupa 1964a, 1965b; Platon and Touloupa 1964a).
Comprehensive study of the bulk of pottery from the former site (Dakouri-Hild 2001b, in press b, in preparation) supports the notion that it burned during the transitional LH IIIA2–B1 period (Mylonas 1936; Catling et al. 1980). On the other hand, the buildings at the Soteriou-Dougekou plot and Pelopidou street (figure 52.2) were destroyed in late LH IIIB2 possibly on the transition to LH IIIC (Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975; Andrikou et al. 2006). Buildings that accommodated palatial functions and finds (documents, workshop material) were affected by fire in LH IIIA2–B1, LH IIIB1, and late LH IIIB2 (see earlier).
Determining which building is part of ‘the palace’ and which is not becomes problematic, at least on the basis of architecture. Except for the House of Kadmos, which features half-timbered ashlar masonry, and the Treasury Room, which seemingly belongs to a massive building, architectural remains, even those associated with Linear B documents, weapon hoards, and fine workshop material, are not obviously palatial. Layouts range from tripartite buildings (Touloupa 1965a; Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975; Sampson 1985) to corridor magazines (Aravantinos 1983b; Piteros 1983) to room clusters (Aravantinos, Godart, and Sacconi 2001). Orientation is not a chronological or palatial criterion but possibly relates to local geomorphology: east-west/north-south oriented buildings are dispersed throughout the Kadmeia, including its north and south edges, but northeast-southwest/northwest-southeast buildings are concentrated toward the center (figure 52.2, inset). The combined distribution of Linear B deposits (cf. Aravantinos 2007, in press), workshops, treasuries, and pictorial wall-paintings on the Kadmeia reveals a wide network of palatial activities and elite residences dispersed in the settlement (figure 52.2, inset). However, an architecturally integral palace of Peloponnesian type has yet to be found.
Given the spread and density of architectural remains on the Kadmeia, the rarity of houses beyond it (Spyropoulos 1972c), and the funerary nature of the areas immediately to the east, southeast, and south, it seems likely that the main settlement was intramural. Stone-built and rock-cut aqueducts, sometimes containing terracotta pipes (e.g., Keramopoullos 1917, 327–28; Symeonoglou 1966d; Faraklas 1967g) probably transported water to the citadel from the north, but their precise course (cf. Symeonoglou 1985, 50; Knauss 1995, figure 6) is unclear.
In a similar vein, the evidence on the fortification is too patchy to allow a complete reconstruction (cf. Symeonoglou 1985, 14–38), although fortification segments have come to light along the north and east slopes (figure 52.2). The best evidence comes from the southeast slope, where a thick (4.20–5 m) wall founded in a trench has been excavated (Aravantinos 1988). The wall is constructed of roughly dressed limestone blocks set in roughly horizontal courses, with a rubble and soil fill, and showed corners and traces of a square bastion along the 13.50 m of its excavated course. The fortification and a possible second bastion have been traced elsewhere on the east slope (Keramopoullos 1917, 207, 306–307; Symeonoglou 1965; Sampson 1981a; Aravantinos 1988, note 36). Reports of Cyclopean masonry in the Museum area (cf. Keramopoullos 1917, 272; Spyropoulos 1970d; Sampson 1981b) are corroborated by the discovery of a large segment west of the Museum (Aravantinos 2005b), which has offsets and was built in LH IIIA2–B1.
The construction of LH buildings upon or into earlier strata, on brought fills and terraces, leveled stereo, or a combination thereof, seem to have modified the natural landscape of Thebes considerably. Buildings have roughly dressed limestone socles reaching 1.10–1.70 m in width, mud-brick elevations, which are frequently half-timbered, and either flat or pitched/tiled roofs (cf. Demakopoulou 1990). The Kadmeion buildings almost certainly had an upper storey, as—most likely—did numerous other buildings. Floors are usually of trodden earth or clay plaster, though sometimes flagstones (Piteros 1983), lime plaster (Dakouri-Hild 2001b), or mud-brick slabs arranged in a geometric pattern (Aravantinos 1982a, pl. 101b; pers. comm.) are employed. Installations and facilities include shelves and benches (e.g., Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975, 22), drains and a possible tank (e.g., Faraklas 1966; Symeonoglou 1973, 14), hearths and ovens (Demakopoulou 1975c; Aravantinos et al. in preparation), worktops (Demakopoulou 1973–1974e, 1980), placements for storage vessels (Faraklas 1966, 1968d), and asaminthoi (Platon and Touloupa 1964a; Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975, 37; Piteros 1983; Andrikou 2000b).
Domestic assemblages include, other than pottery, spindle whorls and loomweights (e.g., Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975, 38; Demakopoulou 1980), whetstones, grindstones, knives and chisels (Aravantinos 1981a; Aravantinos et al. in preparation), and traces of food remains (e.g., grain, figs, and olives) (Faraklas 1966; Spyropoulos 1970c; Piteros 1983; cf. Aravantinos et al. in preparation). Mollusks and animal bones are plentiful but are rarely included in publications (contributions in Aravantinos et al. in preparation; Dakouri-Hild in preparation).
Possible evidence of cultic activity is scant and not well understood (cf. Aravantinos 1988, note 48). Notably, cultic paraphernalia (fragments of a large idol and an anthropomorphic vessel) were brought to light in the vicinity of workshops (Demakopoulou 1974; Andrikou 2000b), but their precise context is unclear at present.
Wall-painting fragments have been found in twenty-four plots (figure 52.2, inset), mostly in the north central and southeast Kadmeia (cf. Spyropoulos 1971b; Boulotis 2000). Nine of these, in the Kadmeion area (Reusch 1948, 1953, 1956; Touloupa 1964a, 1965b; Aravantinos 1996b), the east and southeast Kadmeia (Spyropoulos 1969b, 1970e, 1972b; Aravantinos 1982a, 2005e), and the northwest slope (Symeonoglou 1966e; Spyropoulos 1969c) have yielded significant deposits. The northwest slope deposit appears to be a wall-painting dump consisting of burnt and unburnt pieces, which might well originate from the Kadmeion area a short 110–130 m (direct distance) to the southeast. In general, there are fragments with patterns (quirks, curved bands, wavy lines, dots, concentric circles, metopes, spirals and spiral waves, rosettes, tricurved arches, dadoes, possibly figure-eight shields), floral motifs (papyrus, palm tree), possible Nilotic scenes (ducks and other birds), seascapes with dolphins, hunting scenes, animals (dog/goat and feline feet), female processions (life-size at least in two cases), garments, including a man’s chiton, and a miniature scene depicting a helmeted, bearded warrior in a window.
The Theban documents (352) are clay noduli and tablets—both the leaf and page type, though usually the former (Aravantinos, Godart, and Sacconi 2001, 2002; Aravantinos et al. 2005). The 56 inscribed noduli, which play a special role in Theban administration (Palaima 2000; cf. Eder 2007), carry seal and signet ring impressions and record mostly livestock collected and redistributed for a major state feast (Killen 1992, 1994; Palaima 2004; cf. Bendall 2007, 56; for a different interpretation, see Aravantinos 1987). They reportedly date to LH IIIB1 (Piteros, Olivier, and Melena 1990), but a late LH IIIB2 bowl from the same context (Piteros 1983; cf. Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975, ph. 61; Andrikou 1999b, 93) and epigraphic connections with LH IIIB2 documents from the Treasury Room (Aravantinos, Godart, and Sacconi 2007) raise questions. Three inscribed noduli and two tablets were excavated in the Treasury Room in a late LH IIIB2 context; they deal with leather good collections, livestock, possibly timber, and allocations of an unknown commodity (Aravantinos 1996b, 2001c).
The 16 Soteriou-Dougekou tablets record wool allocations to various entities, including industrial facilities of sanctuaries (Spyropoulos and Chadwick 1975; Nosch 2001–2002, in press; Shelmerdine 1997). Furthermore, 24 tablets recording an overdue commodity (possibly an olive product [Palaima in press] rather than cuirasses as originally proposed) originate from the west side of the so-called Arsenal (Chadwick 1970; Olivier 1971). Additional fragments were found later, in a late LH IIIB2 context (Aravantinos, Godart, and Sacconi 2002, 13). Two more tablets, one recording textiles, the other registering large quantities of grain and olives—or assessing land (Killen 1999)—at Thebes, Eutresis, Eleon, and other places, were found to the northeast of the Arsenal (Aravantinos 1994), adding up to a total of 38 tablets from the site.
The bulk of the Theban corpus (236 tablets) derives from the Pelopidou street excavation, west of the Arsenal. These documents deal mostly with festive allocations of food, as well as wool allocations, livestock, food and leather acquisitions, and inventories. The interpretation of these documents, especially the divine nature of certain recipients, has been the subject of intense debate. They appear to be connected with religious banqueting and related activities, but do not seem to record cultic activities per se (e.g., offerings) (see contributions in Deger-Jalkotzy and Panagl 2006; cf. Bendall 2007, 63). The context is late LH IIIB2, which places some doubt on the dating of the main Arsenal deposit in LH IIIA2 or LH IIIB1 (Touloupa 1965a). An isolated tablet fragment from a clear LH IIIB2, context at the northwest slope of the citadel (Aravantinos 2001b; 2002, 15) suggests a wide spread of administrative activity (figure 52.2, inset).
In contrast to these documents, the painted inscriptions (seventy) on the House of Kadmos transport stirrup-jars are the product of Cretan palatial administration. They illuminate the economic geography and administrative practices of (mostly west) Crete in LH IIIB, as well as maritime trade between Crete and the mainland. The provenance of these vessels has been ardently disputed, mostly on the basis of scientific methodology (Catling and Millett 1965, 1969; Catling and Jones 1977; contra McArthur and McArthur 1974; Wilson 1976; McArthur 1978). It now seems clear that the majority were imported from west and, in part, central Crete (Catling et al. 1980; Day and Haskell 1995; Mommsen et al. 2002). Although most stirrup-jars were not made in Thebes, a group of Boeotian pseudo-transport stirrup-jars (Day and Haskell 1995) and other pottery from the House of Kadmos may well have been made at the pottery workshop of that site. Chemical analyses of a large sample of transport and pseudo-transport stirrup-jars, drinking vessels, and waste material from the kiln are expected to clarify ceramic production and consumption in the palatial ambit (Dakouri-Hild et al. in preparation).
At least five workshops operated on the LH IIIA–B Kadmeia (cf. Dakouri-Hild 2005) (figure 52.2, inset). The Kordatzi workshop (LH IIIB1) produced elaborate artifacts of various stones (lapis lazuli, steatite, quartz, agate), mother of pearl, and gold and included a small furnace. A nearby deposit of exquisite but burnt and shattered ivory artifacts (Symeonoglou 1973, 44–62) is not directly linked to the workshop. The Loukou (LH IIIB1?; Sampson 1980, 1985) and Tzortzi workshops (LH IIIA2–B1; Demakopoulou 1979c, 1988) seemingly specialized in ivory and possibly gold working. A group of stone weights was found in the former workshop (Aravantinos 1995; Aravantinos and Alberti 2006). The Koropouli workshop (LH IIIB1; Demakopoulou 1973–1974e, 1974) produced stone (quartz, agate) and metal jewelry, possibly also ivory and bone ornaments. The Cultural Center site on the northwest slope has yielded evidence of ivory-artifact production and boar-tusk harvesting (LH IIIB2; Andrikou 2000b; Snyder and Andrikou 2001). Chemical analyses indirectly illuminate the Theban production of glass (Nikita and Henderson 2006, in press); a mold for making glass jewelry has been reported (Piteros 1983), and glass artifacts have been found in several workshops, (as well as domestic spaces), but at the moment it is unclear where the production of such ornaments took place.
Mistaken or worn artifacts, roughouts, by-products, and raw material, evidently deriving from workshops elsewhere on the Kadmeia, have been found in a hoarding/storage context (Dakouri-Hild 2006, in press a). Among other artifacts in storage at palatial sites are fine ivory throne legs, furniture parts and equestrian ornaments/ equipment (Platon and Touloupa 1964b; Aravantinos 1999, 2000; Papadaki in preparation), bronze weapons, and corslet parts (Touloupa 1964d, 1965a; Andrikou 2007), jewelry in various precious and semi-precious materials (Touloupa 1964a, 1965b), and orientalia (Aravantinos 2001c, 2005a, 2006), including the famous cache of lapis lazuli cylinder seals (Old Babylonian, Syrian-Mitannian, Kassitic; cf. Platon and Touloupa 1964a; Porada 1981). Several of the latter show traces of alteration, which probably took place in Cyprus before Theban artisans had a chance to rework them (Cline 1994, 154–60). Lapis lazuli cylinder seals were evidently reworked at Thebes to make inlays (Symeonoglou 1973, 67) and beads (Porada 1981, 4).
The latest attested prehistoric burial on the Kadmeia (LH IIIA1) is that of a child (Aravantinos 2005b). The main LBA cemeteries, which consist of chamber tombs, are situated in hills near the citadel (figure 52.2, inset). The shift from intramural to extramural graves occurred in LH IIA, if not earlier (cf. Keramopoullos 1910, 231); citadel and chamber tomb cemeteries must have coexisted for some time. Mikro and Megalo Kastelli to the east accommodated at least forty-two tombs used in LH IIB–LH IIIB (Keramopoullos 1917, 108–11; and numerous reports, Deltion 1967–1973). Ten graves (LH II–LH IIIB) have been brought to light at the Ismenion hill to the south (Keramopoullos 1917, 80–97; Faraklas 1967c, d), whereas thirty-nine graves spanning LH IIA–LH IIIC have been excavated at Kolonaki/Ayia Anna to the south (Keramopoullos 1917, 126–205, with references to earlier excavations; Faraklas 1967d, 1968c). Damaged chamber tombs have also been identified at Ampheion (Faraklas 1967b). Graves of other types are reported at Myloi, Moschopodi, and Agioi Theodoroi to the east and northeast (Keramopoullos 1910; 1917, 100; Symeonoglou 1985, 260, 263), possibly west of the Kadmeia (Keramopoullos 1910), and at Potniai (Papadaki 2000). An ongoing mapping project aims at clarifying the topography of the cemeteries, especially the location of tombs excavated in the late 19th and early 20th centuries (Aravantinos and Fappas in press); some additional study of excavated assemblages has taken place (Tzavella-Evjen and Stultz 1997).
The chamber tombs show various plans and roof types (e.g., vaulted, flat, or pitched) and have benches, drains, and floor pits. They vary significantly in size (1.32–23 m2, with 3–18 m long dromoi). Two tombs stand out for their unusually large dimensions (40–80 m2, dromoi 18–25 m in length; Faraklas 1967f; Spyropoulos 1972a). One of these tombs had wall-paintings (funerary procession, rocky landscape, and decorative designs), suggesting the high status of the owner(s), though traces of simpler wall-paintings have been found in other Theban graves as well (cf. Keramopoullos 1917, 159; Faraklas 1967e; Spyropoulos 1973). Although many tombs were looted in antiquity, surviving furnishings are plentiful and opulent (e.g., fine pottery, stone jewelry and vases, amber and ivory artifacts, bronze weapons, vessels and tools, gold jewelry, glass and faience artifacts, aegyptiaca [cf. Cline 1994, 172, 189, 206–207] and fragments of terracotta asaminthoi or larnakes [Keramopoullos 1917, 92; Faraklas 1967e; Spyropoulos 1972a]).
In sum, archaeological research at Thebes over the last century has been very fruitful despite the limitations posed by the configuration of excavations. Comprehensive study of Theban material has taken off in the last twenty years and continues to address publication needs. Anthropological, zooarchaeological, and archaeometric studies, which represent some of the innovative approaches in current research, are especially welcome as they reintroduce the human and environmental dimensions of assemblages into archaeological interpretation.
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THORIKOS
ROBERT LAFFINEUR
THORIKOS is located in the southeastern part of Attica, some three kilometers north of the modern town of Lavrio, to the east of the Laurion ridge with its metalliferous resources, and facing the island of Makronisos. The site is known in historical times as the place where Demeter landed while searching for her daughter, a sacred place that has probably been recalled by the construction of a doric temple in the nearby Adami plain.
Excavations were conducted in Thorikos in the late 1880s and early 1890s by the Ephor Valerios Staïs and have been carried out since 1963 by a Belgian mission (now the Belgian Archaeological School in Greece, which is currently working on the site). The most significant remains are the late classical theater, with the unique oblong shape of its cavea, and the 4th-century industrial quarter with ore washeries in the lower parts of the city, as well as cemeteries of the Geometric period and important ruins of Mycenaean date on the acropolis—the Velatouri hill. Human occupation and activity are directly connected with the availability of argentiferous lead ore, which turned into an economic and strategic richness especially at the beginning of the Mycenaean period.
The exploitation of Laurion argentiferous lead ore is attested as early as the Early Helladic period in Mine no. 3 in the Theater sector, in which late Early Helladic II pottery has been discovered (Spitaels 1984, 166–70). Traces of stone hammers from the same period have been recognized (Waelkens 1990), but no evidence of transformation of the ore has been recorded at the site at such an early date. The real beginnings of an elaborate metallurgy are documented in the Early Helladic period only in neighboring sites of Attica: cupellation, the method for separating lead and silver from the local argentiferous lead ore, has been practiced as early as the 3rd millennium, as indicated by finds of litharge, the residue of the process of cupellation, at Koropi, close to the new Athens airport, in an Early Helladic II context and in an Early Helladic house at Provatsa on the western coast of Makronisos, just opposite Thorikos (Spitaels 1984, 171). This has to be related to the results of analyses of Cycladic lead and silver, which emphasize that the two materials frequently originate from the Laurion (Gale, Stos-Gale, and Davis 1984).
At Thorikos, the earliest find of litharge so far has been made in sector I 53 (squares c5–e5 and d6) on the Velatouri, where a long sequence could be revealed between the Final Neolithic and the Archaic period. Fragments of litharge were found on a soil that the excavator has dated to the end of the 16th century (Servais 1967, 22–24; Gale and Stos-Gale 1982, 99–100). Though a relatively late testimony in comparison with the earlier-mentioned evidence from other parts of Attica, this find has great importance since it is very close in time to the period of the first main monumental development at Thorikos in the early Mycenaean phase (the construction of the oblong tomb and the tholos), if not strictly contemporary with it. It suggests that metallurgical activities, implying specific technological processes and providing specific materials, could have given an impetus to local development and that those prerequisite conditions of development were indeed present at the very beginning of the Late Bronze Age.
The architectural remains of the Mycenaean period that have been uncovered at Thorikos so far belong chiefly to funerary architecture. They are presented in chronological order here, and I stress their constructional features and define their connections with other parts of the Mycenaean mainland.
The earliest assemblage is tomb V, located immediately to the south of the oblong tomb, on the saddle between the two hills of the Velatouri (Servais and Servais-Soyez 1984, 61–66). This is a cist grave encircled by a rectangular const ruction of 7.80 by 5.80 m, a sort of megaron with partition wall and protruding antae, which has been covered by a tumulus supported by a circular retaining wall with a diameter of about 17.50 m. A low rectangular platform, probably connected with some kind of funerary cult, leans against the external face of the retaining wall in its northern section. The precise date of the monument is not easy to establish. The architectural structure and features, however, point to parallels such as the two earliest tumuli in Vrana-Marathon, tumuli I and II, dated respectively to the Middle Helladic and (early) Late Helladic I periods and showing a similarly built rectangular chamber in the center. The early date seems to be confirmed by the few original offerings that escaped the looters of Tomb V: in addition to Gray Minyan, Mattpainted, and bichrome mattpainted sherds, two fragments of marble jugs and the upper part of an askos found in a layer between the antae of the megaron, the former with parallels in Middle Minoan III and Late Minoan IA, the latter with a good parallel in grave Ypsilon in Grave circle B at Mycenae. Tomb V is in any case earlier than Tomb IV, the earth from the tumulus of which has slipped above the low rectangular platform.
Tomb IV is next in the chronological sequence. It was discovered by A. Milchhöfer in 1887 and excavated by V. Staïs in 1888 and 1893. This is the famous “oblong” tomb—not the oval or ellipsoidal tomb as it has often been called and not a tholos either since the term implies a circular shape (Servais and Servais-Soyez 1984, 16–46). The unique plan of the chamber, a rectangle with two semicircular extensions at the short sides, and the unique structure of its vault, similar to a tent with two half-conical extensions, are intriguing and without any parallels in the Aegean—the only comparable structures are the megalithic navetas of the Balearic Islands, but they are geographically quite separate, their chronology is not definitely established, and though similar in general shape, they show differences as well, usually only one apsidal short side and a two-storied structure.
The tomb at Thorikos should be seen instead as an experiment by an individual architect in a period when tholos architecture had not yet achieved its canonical form and structure; this makes the importance of the monument at Thorikos even greater. The experimental character is further emphasized by the apparent correction that has been made to the original symmetrical plan of the dromos, especially the narrowing of its western face and the deviation of its axis to the east of the tomb’s general axis. Another unique feature is the presence on the floor of the chamber of five long limestone blocks of rectangular section that were apparently used to form the crest line of the vault on a length of about 6 m, answering that surprising characteristic of the oblong tomb, namely the linear apex of its roof as opposed to the usual pointed apex of true tholos tombs. But the main features of the somewhat later circular tholos (Tomb III) are already present, namely the circular peribolos wall, which functions both as a retaining wall of the tumulus and as a symbolic enclosure of the tomb and is the only partially effective relieving triangle that does not drive through the whole masonry and was consequently not visible from either the dromos or the chamber. The latter adds to the tomb’s experimental character.
Though the tomb had been looted in antiquity (through a hole cut in one of the lintel slabs), a sufficient number of offerings were recovered during excavation to allow a rather precise date for its const ruction (Servais and Servais-Soyez 1984, 46–57). These offerings include a gold sheet ornament in the shape of a butterfly, similar to examples from shaft grave III at Mycenae, two papyrus-shaped gold beads that have counterparts in shaft grave III at Mycenae, two circular gold sheets with a griffin in repoussé, a gold sheet with three rows of repoussé spirals of a variety known from Mycenae, a small gold spoon that has counterparts in the early Mycenaean period in Messenia and Laconia, and a gold rod of octagonal section, whose narrow central part is very similar to specimens from shaft grave IV at Mycenae. The ceramic material consists of sherds from the end of Late Helladic I that are probably, like the gold ornaments mentioned earlier, contemporary with the tomb’s construction (just before 1500). However, quantities of Minyan and matt-painted sherds have also been found in different parts of the tomb and represent a late persistence of Middle Helladic types known from several Peloponnesian sites in Late Helladic I. The fragments of a palace-style jar of Late Helladic IIA date with zigzags and small double-ax designs are likely related to a later burial, together with fragments of four other jars of similar type with motifs of crocuses, sacral ivies, nautiloi, and foliate bands.
Tomb III, the circular tomb, the only true tholos, is next (figure 53.1). Though not one of the largest in the series, with 9.25 m for the diameter of the chamber, it offers several interesting characteristics (Gasche and Servais 1971, 17–76). The most obvious is the fact that the axis of its dromos is not perpendicular to the contour lines as usual but parallel to them. The reason for this is not clear, but it likely is related to the specific topographic conditions, especially the rather small space available and its steep lie (on the eastern slope of the acropolis).
Figure 53.1. Dromos and stomion of tholos tomb III from the north (photograph by Robert Laffineur).
An additional feature is the presence of an incomplete relieving triangle that is not entirely functional since it does not go right through the masonry above the lintels—so that Staïs was unable to reveal it. The original interpretation of the late Jean Servais is that this feature, which has been observed in Tomb IV as well, is a sign of ancient date. His suggestion that the tholos tomb of Aegisthus at Mycenae could have had the same feature has proved to be correct, thanks to a recent investigation in the masonry above the lintel of the Mycenae tomb. Significant also is the presence of a circular peribolos wall encircling the tomb and closing the dromos at its entrance—another similarity with tomb IV.
A final feature should be stressed: From a certain height in the elevation, the courses of the masonry of the chamber begin to slope inward, and this movement increases in the upper parts in such a proportion that it shows a rather high value for the last preserved course. Though the cover of the chamber is incompletely preserved, it is tempting to consider this feature as an indication that the cover was possibly approaching the structure of a true vault. This would confirm the experimental character of funerary architecture at Thorikos, which was mentioned earlier for the oblong tomb, as well as, on a more general level, the experimental character of Mycenaean funerary architecture.
This can be further emphasized, for instance, by the original relieving system of superposed horizontal slabs in the tholos tomb at Menidi in Attica and in the tholos tomb at Kopanaki in Messenia. The side faces of the stomion of the latter show an oblique profile that could be restored, if completed above the level of the last preserved courses, as an example of a corbel vault of triangular section, making the use of lintels and of a relieving triangle unnecessary. A similar feature occurs in the tholos tomb at Tourliditsa in Messenia (on this aspect of tholos tombs see Pelon 1976, 312–19).
Whatever the degree of certainty we have for the possible existence of a true vault, it remains that the sloping courses of masonry have parallels in Tholos tombs A and B at Kakovatos in Triphylia, as well as in the tholos tomb in the necropolis of the Argive Heraeum. Such relations with the Argolid and Messenia are worth remembering when it comes to an appreciation of the position of Thorikos within Mycenaean Greece. The sloping courses were able to be observed because Tholos tomb III at Thorikos is the monument for which we have the best and most certain knowledge of the structure of the masonry of the chamber, thanks to precise sections that the Belgian team was able to record, the only such precise sections to date (figure 53.2).
These have made it possible to recently apply finite element analysis to the masonry of the chamber. Modelizing different possible sections for the vault has resulted in an important observation: The presence of reinforcements of the chamber wall by thickening the masonry at the level of the lintels considerably reduces the traction stresses and consequently the risks of “opening” of the vault and thereby contributes to better stability (Cremasco and Laffineur 1999). That those reinforcements have been built exactly at the level where the stresses concentrate gives clear evidence of the empirical approach to stability problems by Mycenaean engineers. This is, of course, an obvious additional sign of the experimental character of Mycenaean funerary architecture and of funerary architecture at Thorikos in particular.
The similarities with the Tomb of Aegisthus at Mycenae mentioned earlier provide significant evidence for the date of tomb III, as proposed by Servais: “between the Aegisthus tomb as a terminus post quem and the second group of Wace as a terminus ante quem ” (i.e. shortly after 1500) (Gasche and Servais 1971, 74). This date is confirmed by the few grave goods that were able to be preserved, some of them rather precisely datable to Late Helladic IIA: a palace-style jar, a small belly jar, and a squat alabastron, as well as a gold ornament in the shape of a figure-eight shield, very similar to a specimen excavated in the tholos tomb close to the Palace of Nestor at Ano Englianos in Messenia in a Late Helladic IIA context.
A similar date should be given to a fragment of ivory pyxis with running spirals and shell, which has a good parallel in tholos tomb 2 at Routsi in Messenia, about 1500 BC. All of these offerings are attributable to different burials deposited in the three shafts cut into the floor and in the two built sarcophagi leaning against the chamber wall. Though these burials were probably deposited during a rather short period of time, as indicated by a second alabastron of Late Helladic IIB date, it is impossible to individualize them because the original assemblages in the tomb had been disturbed by looters and because only a part of the original offerings were found. The later material should be attributed to a later burial of Late Helladic IIIA2/IIIB date that could not be located but contained a deep conical bowl and four terracotta Psi figurines.
Figure 53.2. Sections of tholos tomb III (after Thorikos V 1968, 1971, 17–102. Drawing by H. Gasche. Copyright Belgian Archaeological School at Athens).
The last two tombs to mention, numbers I and II, belong to the class of “built chamber tombs,” which are relatively rare. They are located to the east and to the west of Tomb IV, respectively.
Tomb I is of oblong shape and has a short dromos that gives access to the western part (Servais 1968, 29–41). In addition to clear evidence of a heroic cult of rather long duration in historical times, between the 7th century and the first half of the 4th (Devillers 1988), it has yielded a squat alabastron of Late Helladic IIA date, as well as stone beads and gold jewelry, including a small double ax and three rings, offerings that most probably belong to one of the original burials in the tomb.
Tomb II is L-shaped, like the “gamma tombs” at Eleusis, with a short dromos at its southern end and a partition wall closing the rectangular chamber itself (Servais 1968, 41–46). On the floor, human bones were found, together with a kylix, a find that “can be considered as the latest from the acropolis,” according to Paule Spitaels (Spitaels 1982, 90), who dates it to Late Helladic IIIB/IIIC1, but which Mountjoy has placed more recently in Late Helladic IIIA2/IIIB (Mountjoy 1999, 489). This single find, in addition, might belong to a later burial, and the construction of the tomb, according to the comparable evidence from Eleusis, could well be dated to an earlier phase, possibly to Late Helladic IIIA.
A last discovery should be mentioned here, the so-called bothros of uncertain date, found close to the southwestern part of the circular retaining wall of the tumulus of tomb V. It was excavated by Staïs, who considered it as a cult place, but it could well be a tomb instead since its oblong plan is reminiscent of tomb I. It is therefore often designated as the third oval tomb on the acropolis (Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, 209; Mountjoy 1999, 489). In addition to the original find of black glaze sherds and Archaic terracotta figurines that could testify to a later cult similar to the heroic cult attested in tomb I, the Belgian mission has revealed Middle Helladic sherds in the lower levels, which might indicate an early construction.
With the exception of tomb II, the architectural remains of Mycenaean date at Thorikos concentrate on the Prepalatial period. Isolated finds, however, indicate that the acropolis was occupied during the palatial phases as well. The excavation of square I 53 j5 has yielded a sequence rather similar to the one in the neighboring sector, I 53 c5–e5 and d6, mentioned earlier, with a Middle Helladic child burial, a fragmentary stemmed goblet of Late Helladic IIIA date, and sub-Geometric walls, as well as some proto-Attic and proto-Corinthian sherds.
The Palatial period is also illustrated by nine vases in the Musées d’art et d’histoire in Geneva, which were purchased in Athens in 1906 by G. Nicole as coming from Thorikos (Servais 1969). The vases are of Late Helladic IIIA2 and Late Helladic IIIB1 date and show close similarities with ceramic material excavated from Attic sites. The only exception is a shallow cup that belongs most probably to Late Helladic IIB, has parallels in Prosymna, and could be an import from the Argolid.
Occupation in Late Helladic IIIA and IIIB is confirmed by Hope Simpson, who “noted fine LH IIIA and LH IIIB pottery on the surface of the acropolis hill on a visit in 1956” (Hope Simpson 1965, 104).
Occupation is finally attested at the very end of the palatial period and during Postpalatial times by finds from mine no. 3 in the theater sector. This unstratified material, which Mountjoy has published, belongs to two distinct groups that are respectively attributable to the transitional phase Late Helladic IIIB2/Late Helladic IIIC Early and to advanced Late Helladic IIIC Middle (Mountjoy 1995). The first group exhibits affinities with Attica and the eastern Peloponnese, including Corinthia, the Argolid, and Laconia. The second group duplicates shapes and decoration already known from Athens and Perati.
The provenance is not insignificant since it indicates that the exploitation of the local metal ore continued in Postapalatial times. As Mountjoy notes:
An enormous number of tripod cooking pots [67 fragments] suggests water may have been heated, the unusually large number of dippers [48 fragments], normally not common in settlement deposits, may have been used to ladle the water into the equally large number of pouring vessels present. The boiling water may have been poured onto the surface of the rock followed by cold water in order to crack it, so the ores could be extracted. (Mountjoy 1995, 224)
Exploitation at such a late date is worth stressing in connection with the lead and silver objects from the necropolis at Perati, which have proved to be made of Laurion ore. Moreover, the similarities between pottery from mine no. 3 and ceramic material from Perati give evidence of the probable origin of the people who were engaged in this late exploitation at Thorikos.
The chronological sequence on the Velatouri hill finally appears rather complete, though with significant differences in the quantity and quality of material recovered. An additional difference concerns architectural remains. These are limited to the early Mycenaean period, which is, in the state of our present knowledge, obviously the richest phase at Thorikos. All of the remains that have been mentioned for that phase belong to the funerary sphere and to the monumental class, but Staïs has excavated remains of settlement on top of the Velatouri hill, with two succeeding phases and material that belongs to the end of Middle Helladic and to the beginning of Late Helladic.
The importance of the top of the acropolis was confirmed in 1976 by the chance discovery, in square H 53, just below the geodesic post, of sherds of a bichrome, matt-painted jar (similar to the finds by Staïs) of a fragment of a Late Minoan I cup in “rippling ware” and of sherds of a stirrup jar of Late Minoan IB date with a double ax on the bottom surface. These finds are especially interesting since they provide the first indications to date of relations between Thorikos and Minoan Crete. This appears extremely significant when it comes to defining the site’s place and role in the general framework of mainland Greece in the Late Bronze Age and its evolution within the second half of the second millennium.
Whereas the external relations at the end of Mycenaean palatial times and during the Postpalatial period seem to be limited mainly to the neighboring site of Perati, as has just been pointed out, affinities and connections prove far more numerous, varied, and remote in early Mycenaean times. Most of these connections are with the Argolid, especially Mycenae, and the southwestern Peloponnese, Messenia and Triphylia and concern both the offerings—the askos from the megaron of tomb V, the jewelry from tomb IV, the gold ornament in the shape of a figure-eight shield, and the ivory pyxis with running spirals from tomb III—and some significant architectural features, including the partially efficient relieving triangle of tombs IV and III and the sloping courses of the masonry of the chamber in tomb III.
Such a difference in the range and extent of external relations is certainly due to a degree to the basically different general conditions prevailing all over mainland Greece in the two periods (i.e. claim to power, competition, and expansion in a period of formation on the one hand, and isolation and withdrawal after the destruction of palatial centers on the other). However, more specific factors must have played a decisive additional role in particular areas, and Thorikos seems to be one in which such specific conditions played an important role due to its strategic metal resources.
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TIRYNS
JOSEPH MARAN
THE strongly fortified acropolis of Mycenaean Tiryns lies about 1.8 km from the present coast of the Bay of Nauplion, where it perches on a narrow, rocky outcrop that reaches a height of up to 28 m above sea level. The hill slopes from south to north, a topographic feature used during the Mycenaean period to create a division into an Upper Citadel, a Middle Citadel, and a Lower Citadel by demarcating the limits of the different parts of the hill with strong, supporting walls. The acropolis of Tiryns was surrounded by an extensive settlement, the Lower Town, whose size during the different phases of occupation is still difficult to determine.
Of all of the Mycenaean palatial centers, Tiryns is the one closest to the sea. This fact, together with the strong archaeological indications for its participation in long-distance exchange (Cline 1994, 54; 2007, 191–95; Maran 2004b; 2008, 50–60), underlines the site’s importance as a major Mediterranean harbor during the Bronze Age. Geoarchaeological research by Eberhard Zangger (1993, 77–82; 1994) points to significant changes of the distance from the site to the coast during the Holocene. While in the third millennium BC the coastline was only a few hundred meters from the foot of the acropolis hill, in Mycenaean times the shoreline had moved outward due to massive sedimentation as a consequence of soil erosion, reaching a position approximately half as far as the current modern coast.
HISTORY OF EXCAVATIONS
Nowadays, the appearance of Tiryns is characterized by the Mycenaean fortification wall, which reaches a width of up to seven meters and consists of Cyclopean masonry that has remained visible since antiquity. Because of its impressive appearance, the identification of the site as ancient Tiryns was never disputed, which is why the site very early on attracted the attention of travelers and archaeologists. Tiryns was visited in antiquity by the traveler Pausanias, who admiringly compared its walls to the pyramids of Egypt, and in 1831 the Greek scholar and diplomat Alexandros Rizos-Rangavis and the German philologist Friedrich Thiersch undertook a one-day excavation on the Upper Citadel and claimed to have discovered the palace (Papadimitriou 2001, 6–13).
Heinrich Schliemann conducted a short campaign of soundings at the site in 1876 and then began a systematic excavation of Tiryns in 1884 and 1885 together with Wilhelm Dörpfeld, during which time the remains of the last Mycenaean palace on the Upper Citadel were largely uncovered. Their work was continued between 1905 and 1929 under the direction of Dörpfeld and later Georg Karo and Kurt Müller, who extended the focus of excavations to the area of the Lower Town.
In the late 1950s, restoration works under the direction of Nikolaos Verdelis revealed the underground cisterns in the Lower Citadel and thereby initiated the resumption of fieldwork by the German Archaeological Institute. These excavations extended the focus to areas that had been neglected until then, namely the Lower Citadel and the Lower Town. Of particular importance were the large-scale excavations between 1976 and 1983, directed by Klaus Kilian in the Lower Citadel, which contributed to the clarification of the long-term usage and structuvre of this part of the site. In addition, in 1984 and 1985 Kilian investigated the area of the Megara on the Upper Citadel and provided new insights into the architectural history of the central part of the Mycenaean palace. Since 1997, ongoing excavations by the German Archaeological Institute under the direction of Joseph Maran and in close cooperation with Alkestis Papadimitriou from the Greek Archaeological Service have focused on different areas of the Citadel, as well as the Lower Town.
EARLY HELLADIC PERIOD
Over the millennia, the hill of Tiryns and its immediate surroundings were repeatedly chosen as locations for settlements. The earliest signs of occupation dating to the Middle Neolithic (ca. 5900–5400 BC) have been mostly obliterated by later building activities (Kilian 1983, 323–26, 331; Alram-Stern 1996, 238). On the other end of the chronological scale, very little is also known about Byzantine Tiryns, but this is mostly due to the dismantling of post-Mycenaean structures on the Citadel by the early excavators. In the long record of human occupation, there are three periods in particular during which Tiryns seems to have had an outstanding significance: during the later part of the Early Helladic II phase (ca. 2500–2200 BC) and during the Mycenaean Palatial (ca. 1400–1200 BC) and Postpalatial periods (ca. 1200–1050 BC).
During the later part of Early Helladic II, the so-called Period of the Corridor Houses, Tiryns must have already been of considerable size since not only on the Upper and Lower Citadel but also in most excavations in the Lower Town that were deep enough to reach such levels, substantial architectural remains dating to that time have been uncovered. The most important structure of the later Early Helladic II in Tiryns is the monumental circular building on the Upper Citadel, which had a diameter of approximately 28 m and a façade that featured jutting, bastion-like projections (Müller 1930, 80–88; Kilian 1986; Maran 1998, 197–99; Marzolff 2004, 79–86).
In the third millennium BC Aegean, no other buildings even remotely resembling the Circular Building of Tiryns are known, and widely differing proposals on its function have been made, including interpretations as a residence, sanctuary, or even a granary (Maran 1998, 197–98 with earlier literature). Strikingly, in certain respects the Circular Building resembles the much later central buildings of the Mycenaean palace. Not only did its construction constitute a radical break with the former patterns of Early Helladic architectural use of the Upper Citadel, but it was also built on exactly the same plot where roughly a thousand years later the Great and the Little Megaron were built. Moreover, like Mycenaean Tiryns, the monumental structure on the Upper Citadel was contrasted by a densely organized Early Helladic settlement in the Lower Citadel (Kilian 1981a, 186–89; 1983, 327).
In positioning the main building of the settlement exactly on the highest topographical point of the hill, the builders of the Early Helladic Circular Building ensured its visibility from both sea and land (Marzolff 2004, 84). It is likely to have functioned as an imposing and fortified structure that served in times of peace as a landmark and symbol of political power and in times of war as a refuge, functions reminiscent of strong towers of medieval castles (Maran 1998, 198). However, toward the end of the Early Helladic II phase, the Circular Building and the contemporary settlement in the Lower Citadel were destroyed in an intense conflagration. This destruction marks a setback so severe that it took until the Mycenaean period for monumental architecture to reappear in the Argolid (Maran 1998, 299–301).
LATE HELLADIC PERIOD: PALATIAL ORIGINS
How Tiryns became one of the most important palatial centers of the Mycenaean period is still difficult to determine. While in the Lower Town architectural structures dating to the Middle Helladic period (2000–1700/1600 BC) are attested, there are surprisingly few signs of a contemporary occupation on the Citadel. The architectural sequence in the area of the Great Megaron on the Upper Citadel is of potential relevance here. Claims of the existence of a Middle Helladic “maison de chef” with associated fragments of painted plaster beneath the Throne Room of the Great Megaron (Kilian 1987a, 121; 1988b, 134) have been cast into doubt by a reexamination of the evidence pointing to a date of the building perhaps as late as Late Helladic I (Stülpnagel 1999, 17–25, 233; Maran 2001b, 23–25) and suggesting that the painted plaster derived from later disturbances and that no extraordinary finds were associated with the walls of this building.
While it seems that the tradition of imposing buildings on the plot of the Great Megaron cannot be traced back to Late Helladic I, let alone the Middle Helladic, the first Mycenaean architecture with features exceeding the quality of normal settlement architecture in the area of the Upper Citadel dates to Late Helladic II or IIIA1 at the latest. Excavations in the porch of the Great Megaron have uncovered remains of a building complex that did not bear any resemblance to the later palatial megara and seems to have extended over two shallow terraces linked by a flight of stairs (Maran 2001b, 25–29; figure 1; pl. 3). Connected to this building complex is probably a thick layer with a great deal of LH II pottery, as well as fresco fragments found in excavations in the adjacent eastern wing of the palace (Müller 1930, 78; Touchais 1985, 777–79; figure 32; Maran 2001b, 24, 28).
At some date during the 14th century BC (Late Helladic IIIA), the decision must have been made to impose a totally different palatial concept centering on megaron buildings. In order to create the unified space needed to construct the first Great Megaron, the entire upper terrace of the Late Helladic II/IIIA1 building complex had to be razed and leveled (Maran 2001b, 28), a fact that emphasizes the radicality of the architectural change (Kilian 1987c, 33–36; Maran 2001b, 28–29). The first Great Megaron anticipated in its measurements and ground plan the basic features of its successor but was situated a few meters to the south in comparison to the latter (Kilian 1987b, 204–207, figure 1; 1988c, 1–9, Beilage 1; Maran 2001b, 25). The LH IIIA Great Megaron was subdivided into a porch, a vestibule, and a main room that had a central hearth surrounded by columns and perhaps also a place for a throne on the inner side of the east wall. The plastered walls of the building were painted, but very little is preserved of this decoration. Under the Little Megaron, walls of an LH IIIA predecessor building came to light, so the concept of juxtaposing two megara of different size, so typical for Late Palatial Tiryns, seems to have existed since the Early Palatial period. It is unknown whether these Early Palatial megara already had courts in front of them.
At about the same time of the construction of the first megara, the Upper Citadel was encircled with a Cyclopean wall that did not yet include the Lower Citadel (Müller 1930, 55–57, pl. 4; Kilian 1988b, 134–35). How the latter was fortified during LH IIIA remains uncertain, but slightly later, in LH IIIB1, a strong fortification wall consisting of rubble stones is present in the Lower Citadel (Kilian 1988a, 139, figure 28). Besides the megara on the Upper Citadel and several houses in the Lower Citadel, little is known about how the citadel was used in LH IIIA because buildings of that date are usually concealed by superimposed later architecture. In the southern and western parts of the Lower Town, on the other hand, large building complexes dating to that time have been excavated, one of them furnished with a mosaic of dark and light pebbles (Podzuweit and Salzmann 1977; Gercke and Hiesel 1971, 3–7, Beilage 2–3).
LATE HELLADIC PERIOD: FINAL PALATIAL ACME—LH IIIB2
In the last fifty years of the Mycenaean Palatial period, during the LH IIIB2 phase, a building program of unprecedented scale was carried out in and around Tiryns (Kilian 1985, 74; 1988b, 134; Maran 2004a, 261–63). During that time, the palace discovered by Schliemann and Dörpfeld was built with the Great Megaron at its center (figure 54.1), characterized by the previously mentioned tripartite subdivision and furnished with a place for a throne, as well as a huge, central round hearth surrounded by four columns in its main room (Dörpfeld in Schliemann 1886, 230–60; Müller 1930, 139–46). The Porch of the building opened into a Great Court with a colonnade and a round hypaethral altar placed along the extension of the central axis of the Great Megaron. The Little Megaron in the neighboring eastern wing of the palace consisted of a porch and a main room and resembles a miniature version of the Great Megaron, insofar as it is roughly half of the latter’s size and had not only a court but also a central hearth, as well as a place for a throne (Dörpfeld in Schliemann 1886, 268–75; Müller 1930, 157–66). The political meaning of this specific architectural layout with two megaron buildings of different size, which in this clarity is noted only in Tiryns, is disputed (Dörpfeld in Schliemann 1886, 214–18; Müller 1930, 171, 198; Kilian 1987c, 32; Maran 2006b, 84–85).
The walls and stucco floors of the megara and other palatial buildings were adorned by frescos, but the original position of the wall paintings is difficult to specify since almost all of them were found in secondary deposition in debris layers along the western slope of the Upper Citadel, where they had been dumped during clearing works after the palace’s final destruction (Rodenwaldt 1912, 66–165 [frescoes of the “late palace”]; Maran 2001a, 115–16). The centrality of the Great Megaron of Tiryns manifests itself not only in its size and position but also in the fact that the most important ascent of the citadel, starting at the main entrance, was designed in such a way as to exemplify an attempt to prescribe—by architectural and esthetic means—the movement of visitors and to draw them into the depth of the citadel until they reached the Great Megaron (Müller 1930, 193–96; Wright 1994, 51–60; Küpper 1996, 111–18; Maran 2006b, 81–83; pls. 12–13).
In this last magnificent palatial building program, most of the architectural highlights that still distinguish Tiryns today were created. These include the Cyclopean fortification of the Lower Citadel, the strongly fortified West Staircase, and all of the passages and chambers within the Cyclopean wall showing the characteristic corbel vault, e.g., the North Gate and the North Passage (a newly discovered postern gate in the north of the Lower Citadel), the two stairs leading to underground cisterns in the Lower Citadel, and the East and South galleries in the Upper Citadel (Müller 1930, 57–61, 65–66, Kilian 1988b, 134; Maran 2004a, 261–275). The settlement in the Lower Citadel was redesigned by creating new terraces that run parallel to the inner side of the fortification and by constructing large building complexes on top of them, which served for administrative activities, storage, and skilled crafting closely linked to the palace (Kilian 1988b, 134).
Figure 54.1. Plan of Late Palatial Tiryns with estimated distribution of stream deposits (hatched) to the north of the Acropolis (graphics by Dipl.-Arch. M. Kostoula).
Of all of the measures in architecture and engineering realized in these final decades of the palace, the construction of the dam of Kofini and the redirection of a stream that had previously passed through the Lower Town of Tiryns are undoubtedly the most spectacular (Balcer 1974; Slenczka 1975; Zangger 1994, 204–207; Knauss 1995). Zangger has argued that these drastic steps may have been taken as a reaction to a catastrophic flash flood, perhaps triggered by the earthquake at the very end of the Palatial period (Zangger 1992, 82–85; 1993, 80, 82; 1994, 198–212).
However, it can be shown that the construction of the dam and the redirection of the stream must antedate the final destruction of the palace and that periodic flooding events that extended over a longer span of the 13th century BC and affected only a relatively narrow zone to the north of the acropolis are much more likely to account for the alluvial deposits in that area than a single catastrophic flash flood (Maran 2004a, 277–83, forthcoming; Maran and Papadimitriou 2006, 102–104, 127–29). Therefore, the rarity of LH IIIB2 buildings in the Lower Town in comparison to such of earlier phases of the Palatial period cannot be attributed to an extensive covering by alluvial deposits (pace Zangger 1994) and in all likelihood reflects a pattern of abandonment of at least certain quarters of the Lower Town.
Moreover, recent excavation results in the Lower Citadel allow the differentiation of two major phases of construction within the LH IIIB2 building program and suggest that the decision to carry out the costly measure of constructing the dam and redirecting the stream may not have been a spontaneous reaction to a natural disaster but part of a well-considered structural decision initiated by political actors of the Final Palatial period (Maran 2008, 84–90, forthcoming). To the earlier phase of the building program belong measures that point to defensive planning in politically instable times and comprise features like the Cyclopean wall, with its chambers furnished with embrasures for archers, the underground cisterns, and the newly discovered narrow postern gate (North Passage) at the northern tip of the Lower Citadel (Maran 2004a, 265–67, figures 1, 5–6; 2008, 41–49, 84–91; forthcoming; P. Marzolff in Maran 2008, 97–109).
However, shortly after the defensive architectural measures had been taken, some of them were undone and replaced by new concepts, which suggests instead a consolidation of the political situation. During this later phase of the building program, most of the chambers within the Cyclopean wall were probably walled up, while the postern gate was closed and replaced by the newly constructed and much wider North Gate, thus also suggesting a deviation from the former defensive logic. The creation of the North Gate indicates an upgrading of an approach to the citadel from the north, and in this context the building of the dam and the redirection of the stream may be seen as measures that created the precondition for developing the northern Lower Town and for allowing an unhindered access to the citadel (Maran 2008, 89, forthcoming).
If these large public works were indeed part of a visionary, Final Palatial master plan to reorganize the relation between Citadel and Lower Town, then this plan remained uncompleted. While the construction of the dam and the redirection of the stream were finished, the implementation of the idea to develop the northern Lower Town was probably thwarted by the catastrophe that struck Tiryns at the end of LH IIIB2 and destroyed the palace and the settlement in the Lower Citadel. Observations of undulating walls of Final Palatial buildings led Kilian (1996) to assume a strong earthquake as the most likely cause of the widespread destruction, and recent excavations in neighboring Midea have supported this interpretation (Demakopoulou et al. 2000–2001).
LATE HELLADIC PERIOD: POSTPALATIAL REVIVAL—LH IIIC
Arguably, the development in the years after this destruction represents the most extraordinary aspect of Mycenaean Tiryns. While the LH IIIC phase in most of the former palatial centers is accompanied by processes of shrinkage and depopulation, in 12th-century-BC Tiryns we find astonishing signs of an expansion of settlement activities and even the reestablishment of centralized political structures. Particularly intriguing is the evidence that some of the most important architectural symbols of palatial political and religious power in the heart of the destroyed palace experienced a revival. After the debris of the catastrophe had been partially cleared and leveled, the altar in the Great Court was transformed from a round to a square, platformlike structure, while in the eastern half of the ruin of the Great Megaron a narrow megaron, called Building T, was constructed (figure 54.2; Maran 2000, 2001a). The latter consisted of two rooms, an approximately square porch, and an elongated room divided into two aisles by a central row of columns that had no central hearth but integrated the location of its predecessor’s throne. All traces of palatial wall paintings were carefully removed from the central area of the palace, but there was no attempt to decorate the walls of Building T with new frescos (Maran 2006a, 142–44). Apart from the Great Megaron–Great Court complex (i.e., the area with the highest political significance), the main part of the former palace, including the Little Megaron, evidently was not rebuilt. This means that Building T must have stood quite isolated on the Upper Citadel, which makes an interpretation as the residence of a specific group less likely than an identification as a communal hall in which on certain occasions gatherings took place under the direction of a ruler (Mühlenbruch 2002, 2007, 247).
In contrast to the situation in the central part of the former palace, in the Lower Citadel during LH IIIC, neither the structuring principles of palatial occupation nor any architectural forms of that time were revived. Instead, after a short phase of squatting in the immediate aftermath of the catastrophe, the Final Palatial buildings were replaced by a villagelike settlement that consisted of houses arranged around courtyards, whose basic plan remained intact until the end of the Postpalatial period (Kilian 1980, 185–87; 1985, 76–81; Mühlenbruch 2007). The long-term continuity of LH IIIC occupation is also exemplified by a sequence of superimposed cult buildings with a rich inventory of cult paraphernalia that had been built over and over again on the same plot bordering on one of the courtyards (Kilian 1981b, 1992; Albers 1994, 104–11).
Figure 54.2. Plan of Building T inside the Great Megaron (drawing by Dr. Peter Marzolff).
Signs of a pronounced dynamic of growth during LH IIIC are apparent in the Lower Town, which may have reached a size of up to 25 hectares (Kilian 1980, 171; 1985, 75; 1988b, 135). While such estimations have to be treated with caution in light of the still unsatisfactory state of research in the Lower Town, at least for the zone to the north of the acropolis a concerted and systematic development can be demonstrated on the basis of a simultaneous start of building activities in spatially separated areas and of a similar orientation and structure of Postpalatial architecture in these areas (Kilian 1978, 449–55; Maran 2006a, 126; Maran and Papadimitriou 2006). The early start of extensive construction works within the 12th century BC in this specific area formerly affected by the stream points to the possibility that the inhabitants of Postpalatial Tiryns were aware of the aforementioned Final Palatial master plan and followed some of its objectives (Maran 2008, 89–90, forthcoming). The special significance of the Lower Town in Postpalatial times is reflected not only by its large size but also by the quality of some of the architecture. Thus, with a large building with a central row of columns (Megaron W) and a building subdivided by multiple rows of columns in the Southeastern and Northeastern Lower Town, respectively, we already know two structures outside the walls of the acropolis that stand out in size and ground plan from the rest of the contemporary architecture (Gercke and Hiesel 1971, 11–15; Gercke, Gercke, and Hiesel 1975, 8–10; Maran 2006a, 126; Maran and Papadimitriou 2006, 105–109, figures 5–6).
The driving force behind the remarkable development in 12th-century-BC Tiryns may have been the families of a new elite, who, after being freed from the constraints of palatial rule, claimed areas in the surroundings of the citadel for themselves and articulated their self-confidence by the construction of new and in some cases impressive living quarters. These families were decisive for the revival of architectural symbols of imperial power, as well as for the attempts to legitimize the claim by the possession and conspicuous use of old and new symbols of authority (Maran 2006a).
At the end of the LH IIIC phase, a process of shrinkage of the settlement in the Lower Citadel sets in, which leads within a few decades to a nearly total abandonment of the citadel (Mühlenbruch 2007, 247). For the Early Iron Age, a much more dispersed settlement structure can be inferred on the basis of groups of cist graves that have been found in many areas of the Lower Town, but very little is known about the accompanying houses (Papadimitriou 1998). The inhumation of the dead close to the houses constitutes in itself a marked break with long-standing practices since during Mycenaean times burial in chamber tombs in the nearby hill of Prophet Ilias formed the pre valent funerary practice (Rudolph 1973). The abandonment of the worlds of the living and the dead is a stark reminder that the history of Mycenaean Tiryns had come to an end.
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Cyclades, Dodecanese, and Saronic Islands
AEGINA KOLONNA
WALTER GAUSS
GENERAL INFORMATION
Aegina was one of the major centers of the Aegean Bronze Age. This chapter summarizes the most important information about the site of Kolonna, the main settlement known on the island (see figure 55.1). Excavation and research work were begun in the late 19th century and continue even today (Welter 1938; Gauss 1999; Felten 2007). Since 2002 a new series of excavations has focused on the MBA stratigraphic and ceramic sequence (Felten et al. 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008).
The importance of both the site and the entire island is mainly the result of its location in the center of the Saronic Gulf, at the maritime crossroads between central mainland Greece, the northeast Peloponnese, the Cyclades, and Crete. The material culture of Kolonna is generally associated with the Greek mainland, but foreign influences from the Cycladic islands and Crete also played a significant role, particularly in the MBA. Kolonna flourished for almost a millennium, from the late EBA II to at least the Shaft Grave period, as its impressive fortifications and wealth of material remains show.
Kolonna seems to be the earliest example of a ranked society in the Aegean, outside Crete, and a large commercial and perhaps political center in the Saronic Gulf. Jeremy Rutter has argued that “Kolonna has emerged as a Middle Helladic site without peer on the Greek mainland” (1993, 776, 780), while Wolf-Dietrich Niemeier goes even further and suggests the emergence of a state on Aegina comparable to contemporary political entities on Crete (1995).
Figure 55.1. Plan of Aegina Kolonna (courtesy of the author and Aegina excavations, Salzburg University).
LATE AND FINAL NEOLITHIC
The oldest remains at Kolonna can be dated to the Late and Final Neolithic periods (table 55.1). The pre—World War II excavations first reached Final Neolithic remains, published by Welter (1937) and restudied by Weisshaar (1994). The pottery, most of which was presumably produced locally, is characterized by pattern-burnished bowls of the Attica-Kephala culture, plastic and incised decoration, some of which have crusted decoration. Other finds of interest are a completely preserved, oval-shaped flask and the fragments of a small table. The latter, as well as the fragments with crusted decoration, indicate connections to Thessaly (Alram-Stern 1996, 220; Maran 1998, 30–31).
Above bedrock, the excavations of the 1970s and 1990s often reached a thick and hard fill layer of densely packed stones and earth, together with Final Neolithic to Early Helladic (EH) I pottery. This fill layer leveled the settlement area for the EBA II settlement and buried all earlier remains.
A number of postholes carved into bedrock and flimsy, single-rowed, straight-sided, and curved stone walls erected directly on bedrock are the only preserved architectural remains of the Kolonna I settlement phase that covers Late Neolithic to EH I. Two of the architectural remains were reconstructed: a number of post-holes from an oval-shaped building (“Flechtwerkhaus”) and the remains of a stone wall from a rectangular structure (“Haus mit Stützen”) (Walter and Felten 1981, 10–11; Alram-Stern 1996, 220).
Recently found carinated and matt-painted sherds of the earlier stages of the Late Neolithic indicate that the nucleus of the settlement was even older than originally thought. Other important new finds are the fragments of a marble bowl, and most interesting small human clay figurines, some of them clearly male, were found in layers also containing pattern-burnished pottery (Felten and Hiller 1996, 2004). While the more recently excavated remains are not fully published, it is likely that the Final Neolithic settlement covered the entire area of the EBA settlement.
Elsewhere on Aegina there might have been other important Neolithic communities, as indicated by surface finds of two Late Neolithic female figurines of marble and seashell in the Eastern part of the island (Buchholz and Karagheorgis 1971, 98 cat. 1181–8 2; Papathanassopoulos 1996, 156, 318 cat. 239). Meanwhile, in the Peloponnese at Franchthi Cave, Aeginetan andesite was identified in the pottery of phase 4 (Vitelli 1993, 209), and andesite millstones originating from the Saronic Gulf region were found in Middle and Late Neolithic layers at the Athenian Agora, Franchthi, Kitsos, and Lerna, indicating early networks of exchange (Vitelli 1993, 111; Rutter 1993, 769–70).
Table 55.1. Phases of Aegina Kolonna
a with subphases (A1, A2, etc.)
b according to L. Berger 2004
c after Warren-Hankey 1989, Warren 2006, 2007 and Bietak-Höfelmayer 2007
Research Areas: (1) Fortifi cation Wall, (2) “Inner Settlement” (Innenstadt), (3) South Slope, Q-trenches (Südhügel), (4) Well Deposit—— Vertical Stratigraphic Sequence........ Existing Deposits, but not in Vertical Stratigraphic Sequence
Source: Based on information until September 2008 by W. Gauss, E. Kiriatzi, M. Lindblom, K. Pruckner, R. Smetana, P. Steier, F. Weninger, E.M. Wild. Table courtesy of the author.
EARLY HELLADIC I AND II
Clear statements on the site’s development in EH I and during the early parts of the EH II are difficult, as the recently excavated material has not yet been published in full detail (table 55.1). Early Helladic I deposits are few and include the “Eckhaus,” attributed to settlement phase Kolonna I. The pottery of this context is characterized by red, highly burnished open shapes with thickened rims (Felten and Hiller 1996, 54, pl. 12:1; Alram-Stern 1996, 219–20; 2004, 559; Maran 1998, 31). The leveling of the settlement area in advanced EH II is most likely responsible for the absence of substantial earlier architectural remains at the site (Felten and Hiller 2004, 1090).
The two following phases of occupation, Kolonna II and III, are attributed to the advanced and late EH II period. Significant amounts of pottery belonging to the first parts of EH II have not yet been isolated (Berger 2004, 1097).
The Kolonna II settlement is characterized by a corridor house, the “Haus am Felsrand,” and by a large, freestanding structure, the “Herdhaus.” The Haus am Felsrand was presumably two-storied and roofed with tiles (Walter and Felten 1981, 12–13; Maran 1998, 31–33; Alram-Stern 2004, 559). The excavations of the 1990s reached rich EH II layers, but only a few architectural remains were discovered, and a sequence of subsequent EH II layers was not achieved (Berger 2004, 1093).
The pottery of the Kolonna II settlement phase (ceramic phase B) is of high quality and characterized by the absence of clearly late EH II features. The repertoire of shapes and patterns is very similar to other EH II sites from the Greek mainland. Most characteristic are sauceboats in various types and bowls/saucers (flat or ring based). The overall amount of light painted (or yellow mottled, respectively, white slipped) pottery in ceramic phase B is high in comparison to phase C, and of excellent quality (Berger 2004, 1095–97). The Kolonna II settlement and its pottery of ceramic phase B are to be synchronized with Lerna phases III B late and III C (Maran 1998, 35; Berger 2004, in press)
The most important building of the Kolonna III settlement is a large corridor house (“Weißes Haus,” ca. 9 by 18 m), replacing the older Haus am Felsrand. The architectural remains attributed to the Kolonna III settlement indicate that a number of large, freestanding buildings existed at the same time and at a relatively close distance to each other. One of them, the “Färberhaus,” had most likely even larger dimensions (ca. 10 by 20 m) than the corridor house (Felten and Hiller 2004).
The walls of the corridor house are ca. 0.8 m thick and consist of a stone wall with mud-brick superstructure. A staircase leads to the upper story, and the building was roofed with tiles. Remains of the hearth, a round clay basin with an incised rim (“Stempelroller”), was found in one of the rooms (but not in situ) together with one pithos. Unlike the “House of the Tiles” at Lerna, no seals or seal impressions were found in the corridor house at Kolonna (for EH II seals and impression found unstratified or in later contexts: CMS V Suppl. 1A cat. 33; CMS V Suppl. 3, 1 cat. 1–2). The Kolonna III settlement was also presumably not protected by a fortification wall. The “Weißes Haus” and other buildings of that phase underwent slight modifications in their plan, perhaps indicating that the settlement lasted for some time.
The pottery of the Kolonna III settlement phase (ceramic phase C) is characterized by technological innovations and new shapes and decorations. Most important is the influence, first via appearance and then adoption, of East Aegean and Anatolian elements characteristic of the Lefkandi I-Kastri Group, such as one-handled tankards, bell-shaped cups, large shallow plates, scribble burnishing, and incised and impressed decorations (Berger 2004, 1101; in press). Flat-based bowls and saucers, some decorated with a red cross on the interior, are quite common. A new type of hybrid sauceboat that combines elements of the sauceboat and the askos makes its first appearance, as does a class of pottery with a gray core and a black slip. Light painted pottery is very rare in ceramic phase C, and dark painted pottery (already present in ceramic phase B) is now dominant (Berger 2004, 1098). Settlement phase Kolonna III and its pottery of ceramic phase C can be synchronized with Lerna phase III D (Maran 1998, 35; Berger 2004, 1097).
Small standardized weights of imported stone (e.g., marble) found in some quantities at the site are known in the central Mediterranean and indicate early standardization and trading networks at that time (Rahmstorf 2006b [for Aegina, cf. 73–79]; 2006a [for Aegina, cf. 24–28]). Recent excavations unearthed an important metal hoard of semiprecious, silver and gold jewelry in a late EH III or even an early MH context. The jewelry itself can be dated on stylistic arguments to EH II and shows connections to the Cyclades and the Near East (Reinholdt 2003, 2004, 2008).
EARLY HELLADIC III
Three phases of occupation, Kolonna IV to VI, have been distinguished for the EH III period, perhaps allowing Kolonna VI to last until the very beginning of the Middle Bronze Age (Walter and Felten 1981, 23–50, 105–122; Maran 1992, 323–25; 1998, 35–36; Gauss and Smetana 2002, 2003, 2004, 2007a, 2007b, in press a) (table 55.1).
New excavation work in the center of the prehistoric settlement has provided important stratigraphic information on the EH III to LH I sequence for not only the relative but also the absolute chronology (for recent C14 data see Wild et al., in press). No transitional phase EH II/III, as defined in Tiryns, was isolated at Kolonna.
The remains of the Kolonna IV settlement are few and situated on top of the ruins of the Kolonna III settlement, thus indicating a continuous habitation. The time span of the Kolonna IV settlement covers the first part of EH III, contemporary with the first phase of Lerna IV. The layout and size of the Kolonna IV settlement is unknown, and perhaps only a few houses existed at the site for some time.
The most important installation is the metal furnace that was erected in the ruins of the corridor house (the “Weißes Haus”), providing evidence for an early metal industry at the site (Walter and Felten 1981, 23–28). A number of crucibles were found in later EH III contexts, and lead ingots were reported by the pre–World War II excavators.
The pottery of the Kolonna IV settlement (ceramic phase D) is not well known. It is basically locally produced with occasional imports from the Peloponnese but no imports from the Cyclades. The range of shapes and patterns is totally different from that of the preceding ceramic phase C and characterized by the total absence of sauceboats, saucers, or any other characteristic EH II and Lefkandi I—Kastri group features. New shapes such as so-called bass bowls make their first appearance.
The Kolonna V settlement is thus far the only known fortified EH III site (Walter and Felten 1981, 28–42). Its layout and fortifications show signs of communal planning—approximately sixty to seventy houses were protected by the fortifications in the uppermost settlement area. The settlement lasted for some time—until it was destroyed in a massive fire. The time span of the Kolonna V settlement covers the middle and advanced part of the EH III period and is contemporary with the second and third phases of Lerna IV (Gauss and Smetana 2003, 2007b).
Due to the fiery destruction, rich deposits of pottery were found, characterizing ceramic phase E. The most common open and closed shapes are the bass bowls mentioned earlier (one handled cups and tankards), as well as medium-sized, belly-handled jars. The pottery is mainly locally produced and predominantly unpainted, with closest similarities to the pottery found at Lerna (Gauss and Kiriatzi in press). Imports from the Peloponnese and the mainland are attested, but none from the Cyclades are known. At Lerna, a presumable Aeginetan import was found in EH III layers (Dorias and Shriner 2002).
The massive fortifications of the Kolonna VI settlement use the ruins of the Kolonna V houses; therefore, less space is available for houses in the uppermost settlement area. The original fortification wall was rebuilt and served as an outwork until the late MH. The layout of the Kolonna VI settlement is uncertain, and Felten and Hiller (2004) note the appearance of curvilinear structures. One may assume that approximately 45 to 55 houses were protected by the fortifications. The time span of the Kolonna VI settlement covers the last and final part of the EH III period, which is contemporary with the third phase of Lerna IV. There are indications of partial destruction by fire at the end of ceramic phase F. The pottery found in these destruction deposits shows both traditional and new features and is partly inspired by the Cyclades. Imports from the mainland are known, and Cycladic imports make their first appearance since EH II (Gauss and Smetana 2007a, 2007b, 2008).
MIDDLE HELLADIC
The transition to Middle Helladic (MH) is continuous and indicates no sharp break in the material culture (table 55.1). Four subsequent settlement phases, Kolonna VII to X, have been differentiated for the MH (Walter and Felten 1981, 50–85; Maran 1992, 325–28; 1998, 36–37; Rutter 1993, 775–81). The time span of the Kolonna VII and VIII settlements covers the beginning of MH (ceramic phases G to H), while the Kolonna IX settlement covers the middle part of MH (ceramic phases I), and the Kolonna X settlement phase covers the late MH and the beginning of LH (ceramic phases J and K [Gauss and Smetana 2007b]).
The most impressive and—for the MH period—unique architectural monument is the continuously remodeled and strengthened fortification wall, which consists of an outwork and a main wall, both built of undressed stones. The entrance system of the two main gates was continuously improved and protected by bastionlike towers.
Minoan imports and technology reach Kolonna in early MH (ceramic phase H), and we note major changes in the pottery production, as demonstrated by the first appearance of Aeginetan matt-painted pottery, a type widely distributed in the Aegean (Rutter 1993, 777, figure 12; Lindblom 2001). It is handmade, most often pot marked (Lindblom 2001), and decorated mostly in geometric motifs applied with a characteristic matt, manganese-based paint (Wünsche 1977a, 1977b; Siedentopf 1991). Recent scientific analysis programs have focused on the large-scale characterization of prehistoric Aeginetan pottery (Mommsen et al. 2001; Gauss and Kiriatzi in press).
In early MH (ceramic phase H), the nucleus of the so-called Large Building Complex was founded, the mansion of Kolonna. Situated in the center of the innermost city, it is built of massive walls and very large stone blocks. The excavations are not yet finished, and, thus, a reconstruction of its plan is still difficult. The building covered an area between 230 and 680 m2, four to ten times larger than the average MH house at Kolonna, and underwent a series of architectural changes, including an extension in the time span of the Kolonna IX settlement. High-quality, locally produced and imported pottery from Crete and the Cyclades was found inside the building and emphasizes, together with new evidence, the site’s extraordinary subsistence and diet (Forstenpointner et al. in press a, b), as well as its importance and wealth.
During the time of the Kolonna IX settlement (ceramic phase I), an interesting phenomenon, namely the Aeginetan local production of Minoan-type pottery, makes its first appearance. This production is remarkably different from the other, more traditionally produced, local pottery, as it is wheel made, and no potter’s marks have been identified so far. The local reproduction of Cretan technological practices may indicate that Cretan craftspeople have settled on Aegina. So far mainly drinking and cooking vessels are represented (Hiller 1993; Gauss 2006; Gauss and Smetana 2007b).
This evidence, together with other interesting finds such as so-called Minoan ritual stone hammers (Reinholdt 1992) and a double-ax mason’s mark on an ashlar block (Niemeier 1995), indicate a highly “Minoanized” social elite or even Minoans living at Kolonna (Gauss 2006; Gauss-Smetana 2007b, in press b). A pit inside the Large Building Complex has yielded important new finds: two cylindrical clay objects, a seal, and an object with a positive relief made of local clay and decorated with humans, animals, and spirals. Both objects are unique finds not only at Kolonna but also on the Greek mainland and may point toward administration and bureaucracy, by that time known only from Minoan Crete or even more distant areas (Gauss and Smetana in press b).
During the time of the Kolonna IX settlement, the site extended toward the east (“mittelhelladische Vorstadt”) and was again protected by a massive fortification wall. Within the extension, a series of rooms was built against the wall. The function of these rooms is unclear, but some may have served as a workshop area since in one of the rooms a well-preserved MH potter’s kiln was found in situ.
Another important monument of the Kolonna IX settlement, a shaft grave that at present is the earliest known on the island, is situated immediately in front of the fortification wall of the settlement extension, close to one of the gates. The grave goods consist of weapons, gold jewelry, and locally made and imported Cycladic and Cretan vessels (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1997).
LATE HELLADIC
The transition to the Late Bronze Age (LH) happened without a sharp break at Kolonna (table 55.1). At the beginning of the LH period, the settlement extended eastward and was fortified with a massive wall of large, cyclopean-like undressed stone blocks. Building activity went on there at least until LH IIA (Wohlmayr 1989, 2000, 2007; Gauss 2007; Deger-Jalkotzy 2009). Recent excavations also indicate an extension toward the south, built in Mycenaean times (Felten 2007, 19).
The mansion of Kolonna, the Large Building Complex, was in use until LH I and presumably even until LH II. Later, in LH IIIA, a large potter’s kiln was erected inside its remains (Gauss 2007). Most other Mycenaean ruins of the Palatial and Postpalatial period were destroyed by later building activity at the Greek sanctuary in the first millennium BC, so the organization of the LH settlement is mostly unknown.
At present, it is difficult to be certain about the importance of the Kolonna site in the Mycenaean period. After a long period of extraordinary wealth and importance, it seems as if the growth of the major Mycenaean centers in the Argolid, Attica, the Korinthia, and Troizenia involved a slight decline in importance at Kolonna. Although the site certainly continued to be important, as is demonstrated by its fortifications and the rich finds in the nearby chamber tomb cemetery on Windmill Hill, it was not a palatial center.
Mycenaean figural pottery (Hiller 2006; Felten 2007, 20, figure 13), Cypriote white slip II, and southeast Aegean imports, as well as the remains of an undecorated clay sealing (Felten 2007, 18–19, figure 14; Gauss 2007), indicate that Kolonna was still connected to the main trade network until the LH IIIA2 and LH IIIB periods. A decrease in Kolonna’s importance is particularly mirrored in the development of the local pottery production.
In the MH and the Shaft Grave periods, exported Aeginetan pottery reached its widest geographical distribution, as illustrated by the large numbers of Aeginetan drinking vessels found in the fill of the LH I shaft grave at Lerna (Lindblom 2007) and the vessels uncovered in the volcanic destruction layer at Akrotiri on Thera and at many other sites in the central Aegean (Rutter 1993, 777, figure 12; Lindblom 2001). Later, Mycenaean lustrous decorated pottery was more appreciated than the matt painted and often still handmade Aeginetan types. Only medium to large matt-painted vessels and cooking pots continued to be produced and exported (Gauss 2007, 164–65 with further references). Scientific analysis of Marine-style pottery from the site suggests that some might have been locally produced (Mountjoy, Jones, and Cherry 1978, 163, 168; Jones 1986, 447), but more detailed analysis is necessary to confirm this interpretation (Gauss and Kiriatzi in press).
A number of graves at the nearby Windmill Hill were excavated in the early 20th century and contained rich pottery finds that range in date from LH I to LH IIIB, most published by Hiller (1975). At Kolonna, LH IIIB2 and LH IIIC pottery is rare, and no contemporary graves were reported from the Windmill Hill cemetery (Hiller 1975, 55; Felten 2007, 19–20). Moreover, LH IIIC Late and sub-Mycenaean pottery is very rare, and the absence of finds may indicate that the site was gradually abandoned. A number of Protogeometric and Early Geometric cist graves of children and at least one adult provide evidence that habitation, maybe after a short break, continued in the early first millennium BC (Hiller 2003; Gauss 2005; Felten 2007, 20; Felten et al. 2003, 2004, 2006; Deger-Jalkotzy 2009; Jarosch-Reinholdt 2009).
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AKROTIRI
CHRISTOS DOUMAS
FORTY years of continuous and systematic geological and archaeological investigations at Akrotiri on the island of Santorini (Thera) have yielded ample evidence for reconstructing the history of the site and filling gaps in the history of the wider Aegean region.
Deep soundings made throughout the excavated area have shown that the settlement was founded in the mid-fifth millennium BC and originally occupied the tip of a low promontory, following the general rule in the Cycladic islands (Doumas 2007, 85–88). This small, Late Neolithic coastal village, whose economy was based mainly on farming and fishing activities, was related culturally to other contemporary settlements in the Cyclades (Sotirakopoulou 1999), namely Saliagos near Antiparos (Evans and Renfrew 1968), Grotta on Naxos (Hadjianastasiou 1988), and Ftelia on Mykonos (Sampson 2002).
During the Early Bronze Age (3rd millennium BC), this village seems to have grown considerably, as one can infer from the extensive cemetery of rock-cut chambers on the gentle slopes of the promontory. Although architectural remains are still scarce, the moveable finds, such as pottery, marble vases, and figurines, place this EBA settlement in the orbit of the Early Cycladic culture (Sotirakopoulou 1998, 1999). Given that there is no source of good-quality marble on Thera, the Early Cycladic marble artifacts found so far must have either been made locally from imported raw material or, more likely, been imported ready made from other Cycladic islands, such as Paros and Naxos, where they are well attested. On the other hand, indirect evidence suggests that Theran pumice was used as an abrasive agent for polishing the surface of marble figurines and vessels made on other islands. It is safe to assume that commodities of a perishable nature, such as foodstuffs and timber, were also exchanged between Thera and other parts of the Aegean, the Greek mainland, and Crete.
The cemetery of rock-cut chambers is particularly interesting. In the Early Bronze Age Cyclades, inhumation in cist graves is the norm (Doumas 1977, 37–47), whereas rock-cut chambers are exceptions, previously known only from Melos (Edgar 1904, 234–37) and Epano Kouphonisi (Zapheiropoulou 2008). Outside the Cyclades but closely connected with EC burial practices, they have been found at Manika in Euboea (Papavasileiou 1910, 2–20) and at Hagia Photia in Crete (Davaras and Betancourt 2004). These are all places where stone slabs for the construction of cist graves are not easily available and where the geological substrate favors the opening of chambers: soft lava deposits in Melos and Thera, soft sedimentary deposits at Manika and Hagia Photia.5yun
Investigation of the rock-cut chambers at Akrotiri has revealed that by the end of the third millennium BC, they had been abandoned and filled with debris almost up to their ceiling. Pithos burials of children were found in some, either beneath the debris or within it. Of particular importance is the discovery of a special construction in association with the cemetery, which corroborates sporadic evidence from various Aegean sites (Branigan 1993, 129–33; Day, Wilson, and Evangelia Kyriatzi 1998, 135; Doumas 1977, 75, 103; Murphy 1998, 36; Mylonas 1959, 106 ff.; Pantelidou-Gofa 2008). Fascinating, too, is the evidence of the use of seawater as a purifying agent from the pollution of death, a belief well documented in historical antiquity (Doumas 2008a, 174–75).
The Middle Bronze Age (Middle Cycladic) city expanded over the area of the defunct cemetery. Indeed, the filling in of the chambers may well have been an intentional measure to rehabilitate and consolidate the ground in order to facilitate this expansion. The material culture suggests that the society at Akrotiri during the transition from the Early to the Middle Bronze Age was enjoying a period of considerable prosperity. The pottery from the fill of the chambers includes large quantities of transport amphorae from different parts of the Aegean, indicating that Akrotiri was already an Aegean trading center (Wilson, Day, and Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki 2008, 269).
The abolition of the cemetery took place after the introduction to Thera of a class of pottery that, both typologically and technically, is at home in the northeast Aegean islands, where important proto-urban settlements, such as Poliochni on Lemnos, Thermi on Lesbos, Emporio on Chios, and Heraion on Samos, had developed (Doumas 2004a, 85–93). Such vases, typical of the black and brown burnished pottery from these islands, had not previously been found as far south as Thera. Known from other Cycladic islands and mainland sites, they have been classed as the Kastri or Lefkandi group and are also characteristic of the short-lived fortified Cycladic settlements, such as Kastri on Syros and Panormos on Naxos (Doumas 2004a, 94–95).
At about this time, perhaps one or two centuries before the end of the 3rd millennium BC, the aforementioned proto-urban settlements in the north Aegean were abandoned, among them Poliochni, which has been recognized as the most important center of Early Bronze Age metallurgy in the region. It is perhaps not without significance that, along with the introduction of Kastri-style pottery, an intensification of metallurgical activities is observed in the south Aegean (Doonan, Day, and Dimopoulou-Rethemiotaki 2007, 111).
There are many reasons to believe that the development of Poliochni into the first city in Europe, as well as the earliest and most important center for the trade of metals and the practice of metallurgical technology, was due to its contacts with the Caucasus region and the Euxine Pontus (Doumas 1991). The causes of its abandonment are not known, but the loss of the possibility of transactions with the East may well have been a factor. It appears that Poliochni lost its strategic role in the trade of metals just when the demand for metals was increasing in the Aegean, particularly in Crete, where a palatial system was emerging.
Moreover, by the end of the 3rd millennium BC, Cyprus had been recognized as an inexhaustible source of copper. The strategic location of Thera on this new metal route between Crete and Cyprus is undisputable. It is, therefore, possible that the systematic practice of metallurgy at Akrotiri, documented by the presence of scoriae, crucibles, moulds, and so on, at the time of introduction of the Kastri-group pottery, was due to the arrival of displaced northeast Aegean smiths who settled and plied their skills in Thera (Doumas 1997).
Around the turn from the 3rd to the 2nd millennium BC, developments at Akrotiri gathered momentum. In the course of the Middle Bronze Age (ca. 2000–1650 BC), the settlement evolved into an urban center, features of which are communal works such as town planning, paved streets, a drainage-sewerage system, and so on (Doumas 1999a, 157). There was also clear division of labor. Although the primary sector of the economy—agriculture, animal husbandry, and fishing—was the firm basis, there is both direct and indirect evidence of increasing involvement in the secondary sector. Standardization of vase shapes and the mass production of pottery point to the existence of large workshops that covered both the local demand and the export trade. Potters, therefore, constituted a large category of specialized artisans. Metal objects found in the Middle Cycladic context might have been imported. However, the evidence mentioned earlier implies local metallurgical activities that required specialized skills. There is indirect evidence of the existence of other specialist craftspersons, such as dyers, shipwrights, masons, carpenters, and stone carvers, who were involved either seasonally or exclusively in the secondary sector.
The fact that only parts of the Middle Cycladic buildings are exposed in the trenches opened for the pillars of the new shelter does not permit any attempt at their interpretation. However, from the strong foundations and the size of their walls, one can deduce that they were large and had at least two stories. In fact, some of the impressive Late Cycladic I buildings seem to have been founded during the Middle Cycladic period.
Study of the stratigraphy has shown that the site was susceptible to earthquakes and has shed light on the inhabitants’ behavior after a seismic destruction, such as removal of victims from the ruins, rescue of still usable commodities, and separating building materials for reuse (Doumas 2000, 171; Palyvou 2005, 177–78).
The Middle Cycladic (Middle Bronze Age) finds from Akrotiri are revolutionizing our knowledge about this period not only in the Cycladic islands but also in the entire Aegean. Among them are many pottery vessels decorated in bichrome technique with lustrous paint, linear motifs, and isolated plant—including the pomegranate—and animal motifs. Griffins seem to have been very popular among the Middle Cycladic exotica, where they turn up mainly on large pithoi, while narrative scenes also appear, as on the bathtub with a landscape in which birds and quadrupeds flee to the right, away from a male figure (hunter?) on the left (cf. Doumas 2008b, 30–36). It is possible that such representations were associated with Middle Cycladic mythology, but this remains in the realm of speculation. What they surely reveal is that the society at Akrotiri in the Middle Bronze Age was ready to adopt large-scale wall painting as soon as the technique and materials became available.
It is an irony of fate that our picture of the Late Bronze Age city is vivid due to its burial under pumice and volcanic ash. Although its limits still remain unknown, it appears that its plan was dictated mainly by the terrain on which it was founded and the modifications due to the accommodation of debris after earthquake destructions (figure 56.1a–b). Main streets with a general north-south direction—toward the sea—and intersected by cross streets were designed not only to facilitate communication but also to accommodate the sewage system and to prevent the rainwater from undermining the buildings. The entrance to the buildings always faces either a wide street or an open space or square (Doumas 1983, 50–51; 2007, 85–89; Palyvou 2005, 25–43).
Rectangular juxtaposed units seem to have been the pattern for the layout of both private and public buildings. Built of local volcanic stones and clay, they usually consisted of two or occasionally three stories. Their roofs were flat and were often supported by central wooden columns standing on stone bases (Doumas 1983, 50–55; 2007, 89–91; Palyvou 2005, 25–43). As a rule, storerooms and facilities for domestic tasks, such as platforms for milling grains or hearths for cooking, were located on the ground floor. The residential quarters were in the upper stories, and their furniture, examples of which have been recovered through casts made from their negatives left in the volcanic ash, evidently included looms (Doumas 1983, 116–17). The absence of household facilities of this kind from two major buildings, the so-called Xeste 3 and Xeste 4, in conjunction with their size, ashlar masonry, internal arrangement, and the iconography of their wall paintings, led to their qualification as public buildings. Indeed, Xeste 3 seems to have been used for rites of passage, while Xeste 4—not yet fully explored—gives the impression that it served an administrative function.
In each house excavated so far, at least one room was decorated with wall paintings—perhaps depending on the residents’ affluence—while in the public buildings the mural decoration covered larger areas (Doumas 1992). The topographical distribution of wall paintings in the buildings is perhaps related to their meaning: In private houses upper-story rooms mainly in the north part were decorated with wall paintings that were visible from outside through large windows, whereas in public buildings the decorated walls were not restricted to any specific part of the building and were not visible from outside (Doumas 2005).
Figure 56.1. Plan of Akrotiri (courtesy of the Archaeological Society of Athens).
Study of the commodities stored in the houses, such as clay vases, stone and metal vessels, baskets, pieces of furniture, fishing nets, stone and bronze tools, and even foodstuffs enables us to reconstruct a rather clear picture of the Akrotiri community. These finds are evidence of farming, fishing, stone- and woodcarving, weaving, dyeing, metalworking, and so on. But the activity that seems to have created the city’s wealth, as reflected in the architecture and the monumental art of wall painting, was maritime trade and shipping, which, as we have seen, was already established by the end of the 3rd millennium BC. The Miniature Frieze from Room 5 of the West House (figure 56.2) gives some idea of the kind of ships used by the LBA Therans in their overseas transactions and of the exotic lands they visited (Doumas 1992, 47–85).
However, it is the actual imports that provide insight into the commodities they traded. Imports and influences from Crete, at first sporadic, intensified gradually, and by the time of the volcanic eruption that buried the city, these were so ubiquitous that in the early years of the excavation many scholars were under the false impression that Akrotiri was a Cretan colony. Crete was by no means the only source of imports, however. Objects from various parts of the Aegean, as well as from East Mediterranean lands, are frequently encountered. Canaanite jars, Egyptian stone vases, ivory objects, and ostrich eggshells are among the exotica found at Akrotiri (Bichta 2003). Although evidence indicates that faience was manufactured locally, the technique was imported from the East. Three miniature wooden clappers in the form of human hands, perhaps musical instruments, discovered recently in Xeste 4, also bespeak Eastern/Egyptian influence (Mikrakis 2007). The gold figurine of an ibex, cast in the lost-wax technique, has no parallels in Aegean art, and it, too, may be of oriental provenance.
Beyond the actual materials or artifacts from the East Mediterranean at Akrotiri, the world illustrated in the wall paintings is a further source of information about the island’s relations with lands in this region. The depiction of exotic landscapes with real and imaginary creatures, such as the monkey, the leopard, the antelope, and the griffin, bears witness to these contacts. The same applies to the use of pictorial and iconographic conventions common in both Aegean and East Mediterranean art (Doumas 1985; 1992, 27–29). It is also borne out by certain signs inscribed on pottery or other imported objects, particularly those employed diachronically in both the East Mediterranean and the Aegean. For example, the sign of a circle with crossbars occurs in the Aegean Linear A and Linear B scripts, in the Old Canaanite and the Phoenician alphabets for the letter tet, as well as in the earliest Greek alphabet as the letter theta. Similarly, another sign in the form of a trident is common to both Linear A and B and corresponds also to the Old Canaanite letter kap (Doumas 2004b, 498–501). Such finds reveal that the relations between the Aegean and the East Mediterranean were not restricted to the exchange of material goods but extended into the ideological sphere.
The merchants-entrepreneurs at Akrotiri used the same numerical, metrical, and ponderal systems as the palatial bureaucracy in Crete (Michailidou 2006), as well as Linear A script (Boulotis 1998). Their leading role in maritime trade is attested by the archaeological finds. For example, the earliest type of the stirrup jar, undoubtedly a Cretan invention for the transportation of olive oil and wine, is represented at Akrotiri by at least 50% of the total number known from the entire Aegean region, including Crete (Haskel 1985, 225). Similarly, the lead disc–shaped balance weights at Akrotiri, which range in weight from a few grams to 15 kilograms, represent two-thirds of the total number from the entire Aegean region (Petruso 1978; Michailidou 1990).
Figure 56.2. Miniature Frieze (courtesy of the Archaeological Society of Athens).
Another compelling indication of transactions between Akrotiri and Crete is the cache of clay seal impressions found in a storeroom of Building Complex Delta. Their clay is not Theran, and their iconographic subjects are all common in Crete, which perhaps points to different producers-dispatchers or different places of origin of the goods they once sealed (Doumas 1999b). The obvious mass production and standardization of pottery shapes and sizes at Akrotiri is another clue to the operation of a bureaucracy. The capacity of vases of the same shape in different sizes and with the same decoration seems to correspond to fractions or multiples of a unit of volume (Katsa-Tomara 1990).
The end of the thriving society at Akrotiri was sudden, when the city—indeed the entire island—was buried under a thick mantle of pumice and volcanic ash. A severe earthquake, of estimated magnitude 7 on the Richter scale, preceded the eruption and caused widespread destruction in the city. However, despite the damage to buildings, no victims have been uncovered in the ruins. The evidence that, after the eruption, systematic efforts to clear the ruins and to rescue various household effects were in progress indicates that, even if there were victims, these would have been removed not only for hygienic reasons but also for appropriate burial.
Combined geological, vulcanological, and oceanographic research conducted recently in Santorini has produced a lot of new information about the Bronze Age eruption confirms that a water-filled caldera with a small islet inside already existed at that time, giving the island its crescent shape. From the absence of any horizon of atmospheric erosion between the various phases of the eruption, we can deduce that the entire event, from the first eruptions to the formation of the caldera, lasted no more than a few, perhaps two to three, days. According to the excavation data, the eruption was followed by torrential rain. The waters, seeking an exit to the sea, rapidly eroded the volcanic material and opened small ravines that went as deep as the pre-eruption soil surface. It was in one of these ravines that Marinatos started the excavation.
The most recent underwater research in the wider area around Santorini has enabled a more precise estimate of the volume of volcanic magma ejected: 60 cubic kilometers (approximately 15 billion tons), considerably more than the older estimate of 39 kilometers. This means that, in terms of magnitude, the Bronze Age eruption of the Thera volcano was the greatest in the world in the last ten thousand years (Vougioukalakis 2006).
The date of the eruption is still a matter of debate. Calibrated radiocarbon dates overwhelmingly converge toward the end of the 17th century BC, whereas scholars who invoke the so-called historical chronology of Egypt in order to accommodate the synchronisms with the Aegean place the date about one hundred years later. The problem seems to be methodological since it is illogical to compare the historical chronology of Egypt, about which even Egyptologists express skepticism, with radiocarbon dating, and for the present this vexed question, so crucial to the chronology of Aegean prehistory, remains unanswered.
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DODECANESE
TOULA MARKETOU
KOS IN THE BRONZE AGE
The elongated island of Kos, located in the narrow sea lane between the Dodecanese and Asia Minor, is one of the more fertile and better-watered islands of the Aegean. These factors determined its cultural development in prehistoric and historic times.
The earliest occupation of the island is assigned to the Final Neolithic (FN), according to some diagnostic cheese-pot fragments found in the wider area of Asklepieion, at Asklupi and Tsilimbiri, and farther west/southwest on Vouno, at Mastichari (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 57–58, 60–61, figure 7 nos. 6, 8, 9). Similar Neolithic, along with EBA III, pottery was found in the cave of Aspre Petra, near the southwest tip of the island (Levi 1925–1926, 235–312). There is evidence that during the FN and the early stages of the EBA, habitation was dispersed in the northeastern part of the island on the spur of Troulli and on the promontory of Ayios Fokas (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 55; Sampson 1987, 109, pl. 61), and farther west on the steep spur of Misonisi in the mountain village of Ziá, at Amaniú on the Kastro of Palaiopylí, and on the hill of Linopotis-Piyi (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 58–60).
The EBA II period in the Dodecanese is known mostly from Kos. Jar burials and a rounded built tomb were excavated in the wider area of Asklepieion, at Asklupi (Morricone 1972–1973, 261–71), as well as in the nearby territory of the present-day Hippokrateion Foundation (Marketou 2004, 22, figure 4). Farther west/southwest on the flat hill of Tavla, in Antimacheia (Marketou 2004, 22–23, figure 5), a repertory of jugs, amphorae, and cups assigned to EBA II was found. The most prominent burial was discovered at Mesaria (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 38; Marketou 2004). Within this jar burial, apart from the pottery, was a hoard of metal objects with daggers, chisels, an axe, a silver incised sauceboat, and an Early Cycladic II marble bowl (Marketou 2004, 20–22, figures 2–3).
This evidence strongly suggests a dispersed settlement pattern on low hills, where the settlements controlled substantial pieces of arable land bordered by streams in the middle of the island. It is remarkable, however, that during this period, which saw the rapid development of metallurgy (Renfrew 1972, 308–38), precious metal objects—mainly daggers—accumulated in burials, a fact that definitely points to the presence of an affluent society. Mortuary behavior, on the other hand, shows close interrelations with Asia Minor, not only with coastal sites like Iasos (Pecorella 1984) but also with sites in the hinterland, such as Yor tan and Karataş Semayük (Özgüç 1948; Wheeler 1974).
The rapid and outstanding changes of the third millennium led to a shift toward the establishment of a nucleated proto-urban center in the territory of the major LBA settlement at Serayia (Marketou 1990b, 101–104; Morricone 1972–1973, 136–252, 280–396). (Note that the toponym of the site is actually Serayia instead of the Italian variant, Serraglio, which has so far been used in the literature.) Deep and narrow soundings below the successive LBA levels brought to light remnants of a fortification wall and elongated buildings (Marketou 1990a, 40–41; 1997, 407; 2004, 25–27, figure 7a–b). The settlement occupies a low hill (Marketou 2004, figure 6) in the southwestern part of Serayia to the north of the supposed location of the ancient acropolis (Morricone 1950, 316) and near the island’s sheltered north coast. Fragmentary slipped and burnished shallow and carinated bowls, round or trefoil-mouthed jugs, dark-faced and incised duck vases, patterned and burnished pots (Marketou 2004, 26, figure 8), and tankards (Marketou 1990a, 41, figure 2) demonstrate close similarities with the neighboring EBA III settlement at Asomatos.
The occupation of the site seems to have been continuous since the Early Bronze Age, favored mainly by the fine harbor at its north end. In the succeeding Middle Bronze period, the settlement became larger and occupied almost the whole territory of the subsequent major LBA town. Carinated cups, high-necked jugs, and several types of incurving bowls define the MBA culture of Kos in the wider cultural assemblage of Rhodes, Kalymnos, Miletus, Iasos, and Samos (Marketou 1990b, 102).
In the light of this evidence, the emergence of the major LBA town—estimated around 7.5 hectares and larger than previously considered by Morricone (1972–1973, 389)—should be seen in a new context. The settlement was revealed by means of large-scale and systematic excavations undertaken by Morricone (1950, 219–46; 1972–1973, 139–396) during the period of the Italian Mission on the island. The flourishing and uninterrupted LBA occupation at Serayia is divided into four ‘towns’ that match the successive periods from LBA IA to LH IIIC Middle (Vitale 2005, 87–89). The stratigraphy up to the LH IIIA2/B1 periods seem broadly similar to that of Trianda.
The LBA IA town, beneath Morricone’s first city, is divided into an early and a mature phase, both severely damaged by earthquakes. The ruins of the mature phase were covered by the distinctive tephra layer (Marketou 1990b, 103–104, figures 4–5). The presence of a polythyron with four doors (figure 57.1) and a north-south paved street that most probably leads from the harbor to the hill of the acropolis of Morricone point to a well-organized town under the usual Minoan influence (Marketou 1987b; 1990b, 103, figure 8; 1990c, figure 5; Marthari, Marketou, and Jones 1990, 178).
Figure 57.1. Serayia on Kos. Polythyron in the lower levels of the settlement. View from the west (photograph courtesy of the author).
The Late Bronze I A pottery, however, follows the earlier local tradition. During this period, some LM IA imports arrived on Kos, but the bulk appears with light-on-dark and dark-on-light decoration. This kind of rather coarse pottery was previously described as Middle Minoan of a provincial Kamares style (Davis 1982; Marketou 1990b, 113; Momigliano 2005, 221–24; 2007; Papagiannopoulou 1985). However, according to chemical analysis by atomic absorption spectrometry, it proved to be local (Marthari, Marketou, and Jones 1990, 178–82) and is now safely dated to LBA IA/IB (Marthari, Marketou, and Jones 1990, 176–78). Close vessels of this broad Koan category were exported mainly as containers to Trianda, Akrotiri on Thera, and other sites such as Ayia Irini on Keos (Marthari, Marketou, and Jones 1990).
According to the excavator and the most recent reassessment of the stratigraphy (Marketou 1990b; Morricone 1973–1974, figure 158; Vitale 2005, 2006), Morricone’s ‘first city’ is assigned to the end of LM IA and most probably to LBA IB/LH IIA (cf. table 58.1, this volume), which corresponds to Furumark’s Trianda IIA (Furumark 1950, 179). During this period, Marine style pottery was imported at Serayia (Marketou 1987a; Morricone 1972–1973, 328–30), while the massive production of light-on-dark and dark-on-light pottery continued.
The subsequent ‘second city’ correlates with Furumark’s Trianda IIB (cf. table 58.1, this volume); a terminus ante quem for this city is provided by a piriform jar (Morricone 1972–1973, 171, figure 49) assigned to LH IIB/IIIA1 (Mountjoy 1999, 1075; Vitale 2005, 83, figure 12). The period coincides with the appearance of the chamber tombs in the cemeteries of Eleona and Langada, to the southwest of Serayia (Morricone 1965–1966; Mountjoy 1999, 1077, 1084–85).
The well-organized ‘third city’ of Serayia is divided into two subphases; the earliest coincides with the last occupation of Trianda (LH IIIA2/IIIB1), according to pottery found on the floor of the House of the Figs (Morricone 1972–1973, 227–32, figures 155–58; Vitale 2005, 83–87; 2006, 43–44). However, the wealth of this period is displayed mainly in seventeen tombs in the cemeteries of Eleona and Langada (Mee 1982, 87; Mountjoy 1999, 1085–92). Along with imports from the Argolid (Morricone 1965–1966, 68, figures 40–41), there is an Anatolian jug—although basket vases and other products of the Rhodo-Mycenaean style are nearly unknown.
However, the apparent Mycenaean IIIB1 presence is shown in the second phase of the ‘third city.’ By this time, a fortification wall similarly to that at Miletus (Voigtländer 1975) has already been erected at Serayia, most recently found at the west area of the prehistoric settlement (ArchDelt Chronica 2000 forthcoming), while the graves in the cemeteries of Eleona and Langada represent an obvious increase in population.
The earliest European-type bronzes in the Dodecanese, a northern spearhead, a Naue II sword, and a northern spearhead (Morricone 1965–1966, 137, figures 122–25; Macdonald 1986, 145) found in warrior tomb 21 at Langada are assigned to this phase. Of great importance is also a violin-bow bronze fibula from tomb 10 (Morricone 1965–1966, 102–103, figure 84), as well as an Italian knife of the Scoglio del Tonno type from Serayia (Morricone 1972–1973, figure 239, left).
However, the Mycenaean expansion on the island has become more obvious with the discovery of architectural remains in the lower levels of the Geometric/Archaic sanctuary at the site of Heracles, near Psalidi (Skerlou 1996, 690), to the east of Serayia. Two LH IIIA2–IIIB1 chamber tombs indicate Mycenaean presence in the area (Papachristodoulou 1979; Papazoglou 1981; Skerlou 1993). Another LH IIIB1 chamber tomb was found at Mesaria (Papachristodoulou 1979; Hope Simpson 2003, 227n170). The presence of another LH IIIA2—IIIB chamber tomb found near the chapel of Ayia Paraskevi at Pyli (Benzi 2006) reinforces the argument for a considerable Mycenaean expansion on the island.
In the following LH IIIC period, Kos participated in the Aegean koine with close affinities with Perati and Attica. Representative of the period are several stirrup jars, kalathoi, kraters, and pottery decorated in Pictorial style, as well as the distinctive octopus pictorial stirrup jars of the Kalymnos-Pitane-Kos group (Macdonald 1986, 143–45; Mountjoy 1999, 1079–81). In the middle phase of LH IIIC, pictorial amphoroid craters decorated with bearded goats and various water birds (Macdonald 1986, 144; Morricone 1972–1973, 188, figure 73), as well as some characteristic fragments with warrior scenes (Morricone 1972–1973, 356–60, figures 356–58; Karantzali 2005, 521, figure 21), appear in the settlement at Serayia.
Nevertheless, the unpredicted discovery of two tholos tombs reinforces the assumption of the island’s distinctive role in LH III. The first tomb, found at a distance of ca. 3 km west/southwest of Serayia, is dated to LH IIIA2 and was reused in LH IIIC Middle (Gregoriadou 1996). Of great importance is also the second LH IIIB tholos tomb, which was found in the western part of the modern town of Kos and is most probably associated with the settlement of Serayia (Skerlou 1997, 1110–11). The occurrence of another Mycenaean tholos at Kolophon in Asia Minor (Bridges 1974) provides important evidence of the nature of the interrelations of the eastern peripheries of the Mycenaean world.
Mycenaean Kos played an important role in the process of the Mycenaean expansion in the Dodecanese and Asia Minor, from Knidos and Ephesos to Kolophon and Klazomenai-LimanTepe. Its location in the narrow sea lane of Asia Minor leading to Iasos and Miletus and farther north to the area of the Troad shows that it might have been one of the most significant islands, perhaps one of those mentioned in the Hittite texts as being an active trade center for the operations of Ahhiyawa in Anatolia (Hope Simpson 2003, 217–24, 227–28, 237; Mountjoy 1998).
THE SMALL ISLANDS OF THE DODECANESE AND THE CASE OF THE SOUTH DODECANESE: KARPATHOS AND KASOS IN THE BRONZE AGE.......
The Neolithic Background and the EBA
In the 4th and early 3rd millennium BC, several—mainly coastal—sites were occupied on the north and south islands of the Dodecanese beyond Rhodes and Kos.
Final Neolithic sites appear at Panormitis on Syme and on the nearby islet of Seskli, as well as in the cave of Charkadio and at the open-air site of Lakkes, near Megalo Chorio on Telos (Sampson 1987, 115). However, rather nucleated EBA sites appear on several hills, such as at Kastro on Syme and at Kastello, above the coastal plain of Livadhia on Telos (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 67–68). The same settlement pattern is also observed on the bare island of Astypalaia, the Dodecanese island closest to the Cyclades. However, the most coherent picture of the nature of the LN/FN culture and its continuity with the Bronze Age is given by the Italian excavations in the caves of Ayia Varvara, Choiromandres, and Daskalio on Kalymnos (Benzi 1993, 1997, 2008; Furness 1956; Maiuri 1928).
Excavations at Partheni and other surface finds on the island of Leros (Hope Simpson 1970, 52–53; Sampson 1987, 87–95, 109–13) have revealed an expanded FN occupation pattern indicative of the role of the prosperous island, which was in articulation with the neighboring islands of Kalymnos, Patmos, and Leipsoi. The group of islands north of Kalymnos, together with Samos, Ikaria, and the opposite mainland, make up a single cultural assemblage that provides a habitation pattern of some coastal LN/FN and EBA I sites. However, the island of Karpathos shows a dispersed pattern of LN and FN sites on promontories and mostly on hills (Melas 1985, 155–56; Zervaki 2006, 14–15), mainly in the southern part of the island, such as Leftoporos and Paliokastro in the area of Arkasa (Melas 1985, 36–38, 155–59), as well as Skopi (Sampson 1987, 108) and Lothico at Pigadhia (Melas 1985, 27), along with some evidence at Poli and other sites in the central part of Kasos (Melas 1985, 48–50, 170).
The emergence and spread of FN/EBA occupation on the islands of the Dodecanese may be the result of complex transformations and dangerous voyages to procure prestige objects and obsidian from the neighboring island of Yiali (Torrence and Cherry 1976; Buchholz and Althaus 1982, 21–30), as well as from Melos and Anatolia. The widespread circulation of cheese pots, which appear on the islets of Alimnia and Yiali (Sampson 1987, 30–31, 81, figure 102.24–32; 1988, 96–102), in the Daskalio and Choiromandres caves on Kalymnos (Benzi 2008, 96, figures 37–38), and on Astypalaia (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 164–65, figure 44.b1; 1973, 163, figure 9.5, pl. 44a.3; Zervoudaki 1971, 552) and Kasos (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 69), points to a Final Neolithic Dodecanesian koine.
On the other hand, the Final Neolithic curvilinear buildings revealed at Kastro on Alimnia (Sampson 1987, 79–80, pl. 37b, figure 97; 1988, 45–54, figures 33–37, plan 16a), on Yiali (Sampson 1988, 45–54, figures 33–37, plan 16a), and at Leftoporos in the area of Arkasa (Melas 1985, 37, figure 14) show close similarities with the northeast Aegean, such as Emporio VIII on Chios (Hood 1981, 100–104, figure 53, pl. 17). Moreover, the presence of crucibles for melting bronze on the island of Yiali (Sampson 1988, 108, figure 38) and the bronze needles in the Koumelo and Aghios Georghios caves on Rhodes indicate the appearance of metallurgy during the final stages of the Neolithic and the smooth transition to the EBA.
Scanty EB II evidence from Nisyros, Kalymnos, and Karpathos shows close similarities with the relevant culture of Kos, which correlates with the Keros-Syros culture in the Cyclades (Renfrew 1972, 170–85). To this culture is assigned a Cycladic idol of the Dokathismata variety in the Berlin Museum, said to have come from Nisyros (Bean and Cook 1957, 119; Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 169; Kekule 1891, 220n575; Herbst 1936, 770). The marble idol is associated with three Early Bronze Age II vases typical of the area, which were found as well on Nisyros (Konstantinopoulos 1965, 602, pl. 768 b–c).
To the same category is also assigned a group of pottery from Chorio on Kalymnos, as well as a small amphora from Lefkos in central Karpathos (Melas 1985, 41, 75, no. 1047, pl. 104), which, according to the relevant typology of EBA II Kos, could be assigned to EB II rather than to Final Neolithic. Quite strange, however, is another, most probably cult limestone statuette, which was found at Pegadia on Karpathos (Bent 1885, 235; Melas 1985, 27, 147–48, figure 62A–B; Zervaki 2006, 15–16) and is dated to the earlier stages of EBA.
In comparison to the relatively rich EBA III evidence from Rhodes and Kos, this period is weakly represented on the other islands of the Dodecanese. The most coherent evidence for the period, however, is provided by the Daskalio cave on Kalymnos, where there is a rich repertory of dark-faced and incised duck vases, as well as red-burnished and pattern-painted EB III pottery of the known categories from Asomatos and Serayia (Benzi 1997, 384–92; Marketou 1990 a, 1997), which con-firms the continuous occupation of the cave from LN to LH IIIC. A distinguishing ‘Trojan’ IV/V amphora is indicative of the affinities with the northeast Aegean (Benzi 1997, 386–88, figure 2c).
Astypalaia, the remote island of the Dodecanese (Broodbank 2000, 131–33, figure 36), located between Kos and Ios, demonstrates close affinities with the Cyclades mainly during the EBA (Doumas 2005, 23–26; Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1973, 159–69, 171; Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, 374). The Cycladic character of the island is most prominent in the case of the EB II fortified site at Vathy (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1973, 166), where a marble EC idol was found, and primitive drawings were identified on a rock (Doumas 2005, 23, figures 3–6). Several other sites on the island provided FN and undiagnostic EBA pottery and obsidian (Doumas 2005, 23–26; Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1973, 159–69; Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, 374).
The Middle Bronze Age
Middle and Late Bronze Age Kalymnos shows close cultural affinities with Serayia on Kos and the wider area of Ialysos on Rhodes. A carinated cup, an imported MM IB/II lamp, and a Middle Cycladic fragmentary vase found in the Daskalio cave on Kalymnos (Benzi 1993, 279, 281, pls 36cl, 37a–b) are indicative of the framework within which Rhodes and the northern islands were interrelated before the great Minoan expansion in the Aegean. The appearance of a broad category of MBA/early LM IA pottery with a heavy black slip at Kastelli, Aspre, Kallikatsou, Aetofolia, Kampos, and Lefkes on Patmos has shown an expanded occupation pattern on the island. Similar pottery is also found on the neighboring islands of Leipsoi and Arkioi: a large carinated bowl from Leipsoi (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 52) and a hole-mouthed jar from Arkioi.
The LBA I/IB and the Mycenaean Periods
Imported LM IA conical rhyta (Benzi 1993, 277–79, pl. 34a–b) and the bronze statuette of a Minoan adorant (Marketou 1998b, 63–64, figure 21) provide strong evidence of the use of the Daskalio cave on Kalymnos as a cult place. During this period, visitors to the cave used the typical conical cups, light-on-dark and dark-on-light vases imported from Kos, and four large storage jars (Benzi 1993, 277–79, figure 1f, pls 35, 36a). The use of the cave as a cult place seems continuous until LH IIIC. In the meantime, Mycenaeans were also expanding on other parts of the island, as indicated by LH IIIB–C pottery found in Ayia Varvara cave near Pothia (Benzi 1993, 281–86, pls. 37 3d, figures 3e–f, 4, pls. 37–38, figure 5; Hope Simpson and Dickinson 1979, 366) and at the main Mycenaean center, most probably an acropolis or a settlement located on the fortified medieval hill of Perakastro or Chrysocheria, some 400 meters to the southwest of the Ayia Varvara cave (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 172). This site is closely associated with the nearby chamber tombs, which yielded around thirty vases that were sent to the British Museum (Paton 1887, 456, pl. 83; Walters 1897, 75–77; Walters and Forsdyke 1930, 9–10, pl. 8.22–28, pl. 9).
Similarly to Kos, Kalymnos yielded typical examples of LH IIIC pictorial pottery (Benzi 1993, 286, pl. 38d; Walters and Forsdyke 1930, 9, no. 27, pl. 8: 27). One of the best-known LH IIIC Middle octopus stirrup jars of the Kalymnos-Pitane-Kos group, decorated with goats, birds, scorpions, hedgehogs, crabs, and other decorative elements, which are illustrated crowded in among the octopus tentacles, was found in the early British excavations on behalf of the British Museum at Perakastro (Furumark 1972, 304, figure 49:28, 613 note 176:1; Macdonald 1986, 143; Mountjoy 1999, 1134, no. 19, fig. 464: 19, 465: 19; Paton 1887, 76, figure 13; Walters and Forsdyke 1930, 9 nos 7a–7b, pl. 9:7a–b). Similar stirrup jars from Kalymnos are also kept in the Amsterdam and Oxford museums (Crouwel 1972, 16–24, figures 3–11; 1984).
Evidence for conical cups from the site of Garipa on Telos (Sampson 1980) indicates the LBA I occupation on this island, which is located between Kos and Rhodes. Scanty LBA surface evidence has also appeared at Ayioi Anarghiroi, in the bay of Pontamos on Chalki (Melas 1988, 307, figure 14). Moreover, a Mycenaean stirrup jar is reported from the area between Dali and Ayia Triadha, above Mandraki on Nisyros (Doumas 1972– 1974). A group of locally made Minoanizing LBA I pottery has been found quite unexpectedly on an undiagnostic ellipsoid mound of stones at Drakounda on Syme (Farmakidou 2003, 294–96). Further scanty evidence for Mycenaean occupation on Syme is indicated by an LH IIIA or IIIB fragmentary stemmed bowl rim from Kastro (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 63, figure 18d3).
However, Astypalaia has provided stronger evidence for a Mycenaean occupation of the island. Late Helladic IIIA2–B pottery indicates later human activities, long after the previous EBA occupation, on the steep cliffs of Kastro at Ayios Ioannes on Astypalaia, above the homonymous bay (Zervoudaki 1971, 551; Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1973, 162). A double chamber tomb with two dromoi was also investigated at Armenochori (Zervoudaki 1971, 550–51; Konstantinopoulos 1973, 120, 124; Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1973, 161). The tomb yielded 116 pots dated to LH IIIA2 and LH IIIC, along with a group of glass ornaments (Triantafyllidis 2002–2005).
Moreover, a pair of chamber tombs was excavated at Synkairos (Doumas 1975, 272), on the north coast of the island. Among the LH IIIA2 Mycenaean pottery and the other offerings, a substantial number of lead weights for nets and a fishhook were also found within one of the tombs, along with Rhodo-Mycenaean pottery, some Minoan imports, and an Anatolian stemmed krater (Doumas 1975, 272, pl. 252, top right). Similar to one example from Troy and another from Beycesultan, the shape recalls the stemmed crater from Trianda (Monaco 1941, 131n27, figure 83, illustrated upside down). Anatolian elements also appear on another painted, stemmed crater from Armenochori on Astypalaia (Konstantinopoulos 1973, 14, figure 14) and similarly on a crater from Apollakia on Rhodes (Mountjoy 1999, 1009n70, figure 412).
Karpathos and Kasos, the Dodecanese islands closest to Crete, were under strong Minoan influence not only in MMIII/LM IA but also during the Late Helladic III (Melas 1979, 1981, 1985, 159–62; Zervaki 2006, 18–31). Many sites were occupied in the southern and most fertile area of Afiartis in south Karpathos. The excavation of an LM I farmhouse at Kontokefalo in the area of Afiartis (Melas and Karantzali 2000; Platon and Karantzali 2003, 80) has yielded—among the locally produced Minoanizing pottery—a talismanic Minoan seal (Pini 2004; Zervaki 2006, 19–20). The Minoan expansion during the LBA I is also indicated by a settlement in the natural harbor at Pegadia (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 160–61; Melas 1985, 27–30; Zervaki 2006, 20–21). Farther north, in the area of the safe Vrontis Bay (Platon and Karantzali 2003, 201–202), the discovery of LM IB Palatial pottery associated with a settlement will elucidate the earlier stages of the Mycenaean presence in the south Aegean.
However, the Minoan character remained pronounced on Karpathos from the late 15th to the early 13th century BC. The Late Bronze Age III period is represented by the important settlement in the area of Xenonas at Pegadia (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1970, 68; Melas 1985, 28; Platon and Karantzali 2003, 200–201; Zervaki 2003) and by the well-known chamber tombs in the neighboring cemetery at Makeli/Anemolyloi (Charitonides 1961–1962; Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 159–63, 173), which are likely associated with the acropolis to the southwest of Pegadia (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 160; Melas 1985, 30), as well as the tombs at Sisamos in the same area (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 159; Melas 1985, 30).
The rich LH IIIA2–IIIB1 Mycenaean tomb found at Vonies in the area of Arkasa (Melas 1985, 37–40; Zachariadou 1978) has provided evidence for the Minoan mortuary tradition of placing the deceased in larnakes, as well as early cremation practices. To Mycenaean times is also assigned the area of the fortified acropolis of Arkasa (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 162–163), associated as well with the cemetery at Vonies.
A few Mycenaean cemeteries have been located in the northern part of the island—at Avlona (Platon and Karantzali 2003) and in the safe anchorage area of Diafani and the fertile land of Kambi (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 161; Melas 1979, 168–72; 1981, 119–20; 1983, 53; Walters and Forsdyke 1930, pl. 10: 8–14).
The small Dodecanesian island of Kasos is the first steppingstone from the eastern part of Crete to the Aegean islands. Kasos developed a dense MM/LM IA settlement pattern around the safe bay of Chelatros (Melas 1983, 55; 1985, 46–47), while in the Mycenaean period occupation is concentrated at Polin and Ellinokamara, both in the central part of the island (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1962, 168; 1970, 69–71; Melas 1985, 48–50).
Overall, both the small and the large islands in the Dodecanese and the Aegean participated in the development and decline that took place in the area from the 4th to the end of the 2nd millennium, when their inhabitants interrelated with the neighboring sites and adopted Cretan, Anatolian, Greek mainland, and Eastern Mediterranean traits in different degrees. Each one maintained its individual rate of development and decline and its own cultural identity.
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RHODES
TOULA MARKETOU
THE cultural development of the elongated and fertile island of Rhodes is favored by its geographical diversity, its size (1,400 sq km), and its location at the crossroads of the Eastern Mediterranean, the Aegean, and Asia Minor. The spread of settlement on Rhodes was a long process that lasted from the beginning of the Late Neolithic (LN) to the synoecism of the city of Rhodes in 408/407 BC.
EARLY BRONZE AGE (EBA)
The first scanty evidence for the EBA period in Rhodes came to light during the Danish archaeological expedition on the island, which took place between 1902 and 1914. Apart from a group of Late/Final Neolithic stone tools, a jug and an incised lid dated to EB II/III were found in the process of the wider excavations at the acropolis of Lindos (Blinkenberg 1931, 23–26, 61–68, pl. 3.24 and 26).
Three EBA pots of nearly uncertain provenance were also purchased by dealers during this period. This pottery, kept in the National Museum of Copenhagen, consists of two EBA III duck vases, one said to be from Vati, in south Rhodes, and the second from Lakki, between Kretenia and Monolithos, while a burnished, white-painted jug assigned to EBA II was most probably found at Kalathos (Blinkenberg and Johansen 1926, 30, pl. 36. 1, 2; Dietz 1974). However, due to the uncertain provenance of these finds, the settlement pattern on the island during the EBA is still obscure. Our knowledge of the period has been enlightened only by the systematic excavation at Asomatos (Marketou 1990a, 1997) in the wider area of Ialysos.
THE EBA AT IALYSOS
The settlement at Asomatos is located closest to the side of the island facing Asia Minor. About one hectare in size, it lies west of the modern village of Kremasti. The very existence of large buildings, almost unsuspected a few years ago, has filled the gap in our knowledge of the EBA in Rhodes and the southeastern Aegean. The last phase of occupation, dated to the mature phase of the EBA (EBA IIIB), is represented by oblong, freestanding buildings that are delimited by streets and alleys made of beaten earth and pebbles.
Only one of the oblong buildings revealed so far has been uncovered in its entirety. The building is subdivided along its length into two uneven sectors that give the impression of a double megaron. The three long side walls are projected beyond the narrow sides of the structure so that they form three antae, which are longer on the east side, similar to the megara of the second city of Troy. The wider, south part of the building is occupied by a single, spacious room. Nearly in the middle of this room is a hearth, and two ovens are built in the corners of its south wall. The rather narrow north part of the building is arranged into two small rooms for storage. In the later phase of the building, the long porches of the east side seem to have functioned as sheltered outdoor spaces.
Narrow-necked jars and several jugs for liquids were stocked in the adjacent small room to the west. It is obvious that everyday activities seem to have taken place around the hearth in the spacious main hall. This picture is perfectly represented by a broken cooking pot that was found next to the hearth and the fine tableware, such as large or smaller red-burnished and red-crossed painted bowls. Among the rest of the material culture found on the floor were also cattle bones, in some cases still in articulation (Marketou 1997, 402 figure 3; Trantalidou 1996–98), which complete the picture of the building’s last living moments before the sudden abandonment of the settlement.
The use of the building’s internal space, quite conceivable from its design and the orientation, has become more obvious from the distribution of the material culture, including the elegant handmade pottery, left in situ. Dark-faced, incised pyxides and duck vases, painted jugs, large teapots, and an elaborate, wide-necked jar (Efe 1997, 601, pl. I, nos. 15–17) of Anatolian influence bearing facial features in relief (Marketou 1997, 401, figure 5) were kept in the northwestern room.
The distribution of smashed objects and animal bones found indoors, as well as the presence of scattered material culture in the open-air areas, streets, and alleys between the houses, clearly shows a serious natural destruction, most probably a flood. On the other hand, the bulk of material culture consisting of narrow-necked amphorae, in some cases bearing potter’s marks, large and smaller storage jars with refined decoration, dark-faced spindle whorls, numerous seashells, the broken cooking pot, and the deep bowls next to the hearth in the large room bespeak the settlement’s self-sufficiency before its abrupt end.
According to this evidence, Asomatos was the earliest proto-urban center on Rhodes. The material culture is similar to that of the settlement at Serayia on Kos, Daskalio cave on Kalymnos (Benzi 1997), Heraion III–IV on Samos (Milojčić 1961, 65–67; Renfrew 1972, 127), the Yellow period of Poliochni on Lemnos (Bernabò-Brea 1976, 249–314), and other settlements in the hinterland of Asia Minor, such as Beycesultan X-IX and VII-VI (Lloyd 1962, 207–63) and EBA 3–4 Aphrodisias (Joukowsky 1986a, 387–407; 1986b, 582–610). The site of Asomatos demonstrates that, as early as the mid-3rd millennium BC, Rhodes was in communication not only with the east Aegean and Asia Minor but also with the Cyclades, Euboea, and Lerna in the Argolid, preparing for the remarkable development in the ensuing centuries.
However, the site was not built on virgin land. Immediately below the walls and the floors of the last phase of occupation lies a rectangular structure made of pisé on strong stone foundations assigned to EBA II (Marketou 1997, 396, figures 1–2). Moreover, between these phases, a middle phase—seriously damaged and leveled by the building activities of the last phase—has been revealed and assigned to EBA IIIA (Marketou 1997, 396).
THE AREA OF IALYSOS AND THE SETTLEMENT OF TRIANDA IN THE MBA
After the final abandonment of the EBA III settlement at Asomatos, habitation shifted farther east toward Phileremos and spread in the northern part of the island. The first evidence for the MBA period was uncovered during the Italian excavations in the deeper levels of the sanctuary of Athena on Phileremos (Benzi 1984; Coldstream 1969, 1n6; Marketou 2009, 73–76). Another location has been identified on the north slope of the mountain, near the chapel of Prophetes Elias (Marketou 1988, 28, figures 2–3; 1998a, 42, figure 2a). In parallel, a few plain MBA pots have been found at the settlement at Trianda as well (Monaco 1941, 84, figure 5.1–2; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1982, 149–50, figure 5b, pl. 62a–63a).
Whereas the MBA in the Dodecanese used to be considered a “dark age” (Davis 1982; Papagiannopoulou 1985; Raymond 2007, 221), its existence and importance are now being ascertained continuously in excavations. A habitation level dated to the Middle Bronze Age, with pottery and loomweights, was revealed in the north end of the island, near the harbor of Akandia (Dreliosi-Herakleidou 1999, 24–25, pl. 1b, 2a–b). Architectural remains of houses are also located in the deepest levels of the prehistoric settlement at Trianda, while building complexes have been found farther south, outside the limits of the LBA city. Dispersed MBA installations also extend to the east, where an isolated jar burial was discovered (Marketou 1998a, 45, pl. Ib).
Figure 58.1. Trianda. Plan of the MBA excavations to the south of the LBA settlement (courtesy of the author).
The recently recovered architectural remains belong to large oblong buildings with a spacious room similar to Asomatos and a number of smaller spaces. The town layout is crowded and rather complex (figure 58.1). It comprises houses separated by streets and alleys made of beaten earth and pebbles. The buildings are mainly built of layers of mud, rubble and mud bricks reinforced with wooden beams on low stone foundations, according to the earlier tradition of Asomatos. However, there is evidence of fine white and red plaster that covered the interior face of the walls and in some cases the floors of the houses (Marketou 1998a, 42, 43, pl. 1a; 2009, 78–81).
In the southernmost part of the MBA occupation, located to the south of the main LBA settlement (figure 58.1, Mavrothalassitis plot), a large room with red polished plaster on the interior face of the pisé walls and the floor has been uncovered (Marketou 1999, 946–947, figure 20; 2009, 79–80, figure 8). A pinkish plastered bench is built on the west side of the room, in front of which are the remnants of a large plastered feature set in the floor. The west side of this room is attached to the foundation of a wide structure (1.20 m), most probably an enclosure or a fortification wall made of large pebbles aligned along two parallel rows.
The local pottery found on floor deposits in most cases is made according to the local EBA tradition. It is, however, wheel made and decorated with less careful ornamentation. Particularly popular among the numerous vase shapes are high-necked jugs and car inated cups (Marketou 1998a, 43–44, figures 1–2, pls. 4a–c; Raymond 2007, 223–25). However, the presence of some Minoan impor ts among the local material has so far suggested a correlation with the Cretan Middle Minoan IB-II phases (Coldstream 1969, 1n6; Benzi 1984, 98). Thus, it seems that the culture of this per iod developed in continuity with the EBA III, a fact that has been so far demonstrated by the stratigraphy of Ser ay ia on Kos (Marketou 1990b, 101–102, figures 4, 6).
THE LBA SETTLEMENT AT IALYSOS (TRIANDA)
Trianda, the major prehistoric settlement of the Dodecanese, is situated in the wider area of Ialysos and approximately 4.5 km to the east of Asomatos. The settlement is located at a depth of around 3–4 m, underneath a typical flood plain made of alluvial deposits. The site was originally near the coastline but has now shifted up, at a distance of around 500 m on the inland side, bordered by streams, to the north of Mount Phileremos (267 m). The branch of the main modern stream of Trianda descends from the mountain to the sea, forming a delta in the area of ancient Schedia (Inglieri 1936, 24–25n10; Papachristodoulou 1989, 87n404). It seems, however, that in the Bronze Age, ships sailing across Asia Minor from the Eastern Mediterranean and Crete would have found a similar delta formation to be navigable.
The main scope of the first excavations, conducted by the Italian Mission in 1935 and 1936, was to discover the settlement associated with the rich Mycenaean cemeteries revealed on the nearby hills of Moschou and Makria Vounara. The careful Italian excavator Giorgio Monaco (1941) investigated an area of 1,300 sq m and revealed three successive layers of the prehistoric settlement. The settlement was represented by two houses on either side of a north-south road, while part of another house was uncovered at the northeast area of the excavation (Monaco 1941, 49, pl. I, plan I).
Although the proposed chronology of the site was beyond the real synchronisms with other known Aegean sites, the detailed publication and the accurate data provided by the excavator have been of great value for further study of the site. The successive phases of the settlement were particularly discussed in the fundamental article by Arne Furumark (1950). According to his dating, based on the chronology accepted at that time, the three strata of the Italian excavation span the LM IA to the LH IIIA1 period, ca. 1550–1410 BC (Furumark 1950, 179).
Rescue excavations carried out by the Greek Archaeological Service on the site (Driessen and Macdonald 1997, 248–51; Marketou 1988, 1998a, 1998b, 1999, 2004b, 2007, 2009; Marketou et al. 2006; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1982) have revealed small pieces of the large settlement in different locations. The excavated parts, which cover in total 5,280 sq m, have gradually defined the limits of the LBA IA town, which occupies a territory of around 18 hectares, and revealed the succeeding phases from the MBA until the last phase of the occupation, assigned to LBA IIIA2/IIIB1 (table 58.1).
It has been demonstrated that the prehistoric town suffered two severe earthquakes (Marketou 1990b, 104–11), the first in the early phase of Late Bronze IA and the second in the mature phase of the same period, shortly before the eruption of the Thera volcano (Doumas 1978; Marthari 1984, 1990; Palyvou 1984) in 1630/1610 BC, according to the high chronology (Manning 1999, 7–45, table 2; Manning et al. 2002; Marketou 1990b, 104, table 1; Marketou, Fakorellis, and Maniatis 2001).
Table 58.1. The Different Phases of Occupation at Trianda according to Previous and Recent Evidence
Source: Courtesy of the author.
The large town was built on the MBA remains in the beginning of the LBA IA, a phase that also correlates with the Middle Minoan IIIB/early Late Minoan IA period. With the immense growth of the Cretan palaces and the Minoan expansion in the Aegean and particularly in Asia Minor, the prosperous town of Trianda adopted many elements of the Minoan style. However, the extremely complex process of ‘minoanization,’ also apparent in Miletus and other Aegean sites and regarded as either the ‘Versailles effect’ (Wiener 1990, 140) or a result of Minoan thalassocracy, deserves further consideration (Marketou 1998a, 63–65; 2009). At Trianda, as at Serayia on Kos and at Akrotiri on Thera, the Cretan style is rather noticeable during the mature LBA IA (Marketou 1988, 29–32). The Minoan influence, apparent in the presence of large quantities of conical cups, fireboxes, and clay and stone lamps, is obvious even in architecture. However, the adoption of the Minoan style seems in some cases rather eclectic.
Although the fragmentary rescue excavations give an incomplete picture, it seems that Trianda in the LBA IA was one of the great urban centers in the Aegean. The layout of the town shows at least four wide, stone-paved streets across large ashlar buildings (Marketou 1998a, 47–49; 1998b, 56–57; Marketou et al. 2006, 7–8).
Three rooms with pier-and-door partitions have been recovered. A fragment of a medium-size pair of horns of consecration was found near one of the corners of the northwestern polythyron (Marketou 1988, 30; 1998b, 48). In the southwest sector of the settlement, two buildings situated on either side of a paved street have been excavated. Each building has at least one polythyron with the pier and door partitions opened to the east.
The wide distribution of fresco fragments in nearly all of the excavated areas—unfortunately not found in situ due to the clearing of the ruins after the earthquake—strongly suggests that the interiors of almost all of the houses were decorated with wall paintings. They depict floral designs, such as red on white or white on red lilies (Marketou 1998a, 60, 67; 1998b, 58; Monaco 1941, 68–72, figure 18, pl. 7), reeds and other plants, elaborate rosettes, and fragments depicting clothing of female figures. The zones flanking the upper part of each synthesis are decorated with elegant red on white or black on blue stripes or fine running spirals on a polished white background, and the lower zones of the dadoes are embellished with fine representations of veined stone or wood.
It has been shown that the wall paintings of Trianda were made by skillful painters—comparable to those at Akrotiri—who were likely traveling across the Aegean.
In some cases, there are also stucco floors, either monochrome or decorated with polychrome spots that imitate pebbles. The fragmentary wall painting depicting an emblematic double axe with a sacral knot or a pendant vegetal motif (Marketou 1998a, 60; Boulotis 2005, 33) points to the cultic character of the polythyron at the northwest sector of Trianda (figure 58.2a).
Figure 58.2. Trianda. LBA IA. Northwest sector, area of polythyron.
The curved side of a tripod table of offerings with two acrobats exercising on either side of a three-branched papyrus (courtesy of the author).
The votive bronze statuettes of worshippers (Marketou 1998b) and the clay rhyta, often in the form of a bull, revealed in several houses, as well as the skulls of sacrificed animals found near the cemetery to the north of the settlement (Marketou 1998a, 60–69), hint at some aspects of domestic cult under Minoan influence. Also associated with domestic cult were several tripod offering tables of lime plaster, either monochrome or with pictorial decoration, such as the exceptional tripod table of offerings made of plaster and with the representation of two male acrobats in a performance of a reverse-vertical exercise on either side of a three-branched papyrus (figure 58.2).
The athletic exercise alludes to Egyptian iconography, as well as to Minoan images of bull leapers. Similarly, two tumblers are symmetrically designed in a flowery field on a flat cylinder from Knossos and on a lentoid gem on either side of a three-branched papyrus from Mycenae (Evans 1964, 501–508, figures 443, 444; Sakellariou 1966, 65, pl. 4e). A single tumbler is engraved on the gold-covered pommel of a sword from Malia (Chapouthier 1938, 19–62). The sophisticated use of colors and the cautiously drawn details combine to make this a masterpiece of the Aegean art of miniature painting. Tables of offerings with pictorial compositions are known from Phylakopi (Morgan 2007, 389–95), Akrotiri (Televantou 2007), Tiryns (Televantou 2007, 62n19), Miletus (Niemeier 2005, 6, color pl. 12), and Palaikastro (MacGillivray et al. 1991, 137, figure 15, pl. 14c–d).
Within the rich repertory of pottery are several fireboxes and fire stands, amphorae, jars, clay lamps, jugs and juglets, Vapheio cups, and quantities of conical cups, as well as bridge-spouted jars and conical or ovoid rhyta (Marketou 1990b, figure 18; 1998a, 49–58). Either locally made or imported from Crete, mainly from the Mesar a area (Marketou et al. 2006, 8–9, 20–28), the vases are decorated with ripple patterns, running spirals, festoons, scrolls, foliate bands, reeds and trickle patterns, according to the Minoan style. Among them is also an elaborate, bronze, one-handled bowl (Matthäus 1980, 208, no. 316, pl. 38: 316; Mon a co 194 1, 73, figure 19).
The corpus of bronze tools, the crucibles, a bronze bun ingot, and the molds for melting tools and decorative ornaments, some of which continued to appear in the next phases of the settlement, strongly suggests the presence of workshops in the northwest area of the settlement, recalling the tradition of the mythological Telchines on Rhodes (Marketou 1998b, 62).
The eruption of the Thera volcano marked the end of the Late Bronze IA period. The earthquake that destroyed the buildings at Akrotiri destroyed Trianda as well. During the short interval between the earthquake and the eruption, the inhabitants cleared the ruins and began intensive reconstruction works. This picture is revealed in the excavations at Trianda, under the layer of volcanic ash that covered the ruined buildings and streets of the prehistoric city (Marketou 1990b; 1998a, 47–49). The airborne volcanic ash was dispersed to the Dodecanese, Asia Minor, Crete, and the Eastern Mediterranean. Apart from the ruined city at Trianda, tephra also covered the countryside, as ascertained in the area of Kremasti (Driessen and Macdonald 1997, 251), at the airport at Paradeisi (Doumas 1988), and Kolymbia (Marketou 1998a, 63). In addition, sporadic evidence of Late Minoan IA pottery below the tephra layers and the most recent discovery of incomplete walls at Kremasti (Marketou 2000; 2009, 90, figure 22) point to periodic habitation in the surrounding areas. Volcanic ash was also found in the interior of the Koumelo cave at Archangelos (Sampson 1987, 69–70) and farther south at Apolakkia.
The devastating preeruption earthquake, which was followed by the ash fall, had adverse effects on life on the island, especially on agriculture and stock raising, and furthermore caused a large change in the environmental conditions of the island, such as overwhelming floods. Evidence for a serious flooding in the prehistoric town at Trianda is attested by the remnants of flood-prevention works that were constructed on top of the volcanic ash layer in the posteruption phase at Trianda (Marketou 2007).
THE LBA IA CEMETERY
Excavations at the northernmost end of the LB settlement at Trianda, in a sandy strip of land about 500 meters from the present coastline, have revealed a rather poor cemetery (Marketou 1998a, 60–61). The deceased were buried in a crouched pose, either directly in sand or in jars, while there were also two instances of built cist graves (Marketou 1998a, pl. IV).
Almost unexpected was the presence of a horse skeleton amid a cluster of direct human burials (Marketou 1998a, pl. IIIc). The animal was found in a contracted pose and in direct association with one of the humans. This horse burial at Trianda is possibly the earliest of the known examples from the Aegean islands. The animal’s small size verifies the view that the transportation of this particular kind of horse by sea was easier than horses of normal size. Indicative in this respect is the iconography of transporting a horse on a ship, found on a seal impression from the Little Palace at Knossos (Evans 1964, 827, figure 805).
The absence of grave goods and the general picture of the cemetery, along with the stratigraphical evidence, indicate that the burials were made hurriedly and simultaneously in the mature phase of LBA IA. Concurrently, the jar burials continued earlier traditions in the region, in both the Dodecanese and the hinterlands of Asia Minor, and go back to the EBA II period in Kos (Marketou 2004a, 20–23), as well as to the MBA (cf. the burial from Ialysos mentioned earlier).
THE SETTLEMENT AT TRIANDA BEFORE AND AFTER THE ERUPTION OF THE THERA VOLCANO: CONTINUITY OF LIFE IN THE LBA IB PERIOD..
During the LBA IA, the maritime settlements of the Aegean and mainly Crete evidently participated, each to a different degree, in the network of exchanges and contacts between the Eastern Mediterranean, the Aegean, and Crete. However, Cretan products were predominant, and the strong influence of Minoan culture radiated to the Aegean settlements, as well as to Rhodes and Kos. The development of metallurgy, the empirical knowledge of astronomy, the spread of the Linear A script, and the use of a common ponderal system for weighing products, represented in Rhodes by marble and lead balance weights, facilitated voyages by sea and exchanges.
Ships traveled to the west and central Aegean for supplies of silver and copper from the sources at Laurion in Attica and on the island of Siphnos. They also journeyed to the eastern Aegean to obtain obsidian from Yiali, as well as for supplies of metals, timber, and even livestock, from Asia Minor. By the end of this period, the distinguishing light-on-dark and dark–on-light Koan vases had reached Rhodes (Marthari, Marketou, and Jones 1990).
In this active period, the eruption of the Thera volcano took place, which caused the dramatic end of Akrotiri. Nevertheless, the vigorous exchange pattern of the Aegean does not seem to have come to an end. In the succeeding LBA IB period, the new settlement of Trianda was limited to a smaller area at the northern part of the previous larger LBA I town. In the southern part of this area, strong flood-control systems were erected on the tephra layer (Marketou 1998a, 61, pl. II), as mentioned. This fact indicates that flooding was one of the serious problems caused by the earthquake and generally the eruption of the volcano. However, the architectural remains are not preserved in their entirety, as they were badly damaged by the following LH IIIA1-LH IIIA2/IIIB1 building activities (Marketou 2007).
Among these ruins, fragmentary pottery of the elegant marine, floral, or alternative styles has been found, imported from Crete or the Argolid, along with white slip I and base ring I pots and spindle bottles in red lustrous wheel-made ware that came mainly from Cyprus. In parallel, the production of local pottery and active metalworking continued at the new settlement of Trianda. A particular local category of pottery that imitates Cypriot milk bowls and spindle bottles also appears in this period (Karageorghis and Marketou 2006).
THE MYCENAEAN SETTLEMENT AT TRIANDA
Built on the LBA IB ruins, the new settlement in the southern part of the previous large town (Benzi 1988a; Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1973, 155–57; Karantzali 2005, 142–48; Marketou 1998a, 61–63; 2004a; 2007; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1982, 145–49, 184–85) was once again at the epicenter of the new developments. Rhodes was the perfect station for the Mycenaeans, who wanted to enlarge their regime in the east Aegean and Asia Minor.
Mycenaean infiltration at Trianda expanded first at Ialysos in LH IIB, as attested mainly by the dissemination of pottery, imported or in local variations, as well as by the presence of rock-cut chamber tombs. The earliest tombs appeared at Ialysos in the cemeteries on the hills of Moschou and Makria Vounara, located to the southwest of the settlement (Benzi 1988b, 59–62; 1992, 209–12; Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1973, figure 2; Karantzali 2005; Mee 1982, 8–11; Mountjoy 1999, 983).
Outstanding among the architectural remains uncovered are the flood-prevention works, which remain in more or less the same position as those of the preceding period (Marketou 1998a, 62–63; 2007). However, it seems that these were unable to avert the final abandonment of the city. The results of this unavoidable destruction is evident today in the picture of the deserted city presented by recent excavations that reveal various objects of daily life that were buried beneath the alluvial deposits (Marketou 2004b, 2007). The pottery kiln found on the southeast outskir ts of the Mycenaean settlement, where it was discovered in direct association with the remains of a vertical loom, provides a good example of the community’s last living moments. The kiln, of the well-known horseshoe-shape type and with almost all of its main parts exceptionally well preserved, was found with fired pottery still in situ, forever covered by a layer of river pebbles and sandy earth (Marketou 2004b, figure 6). Similarly, the loomweights from the loom installation, in proximity to the kiln, are found fallen from the warp threads (Marketou 1999, 945; Marketou 2004b, figure 8).
Another catastrophe layer has been found in the southwest sector of the settlement, with a substantial group of LH IIIA2/LH IIIB1 pottery that shows the last dramatic moments of the Mycenaean settlement at Trianda before the great flood and the final desertion of the site. There is not yet evidence for the location of the Mycenaean settlement after the flooding, but a probable site might be at the southwest slope of Phileremos, below the Doric fountain of the 4th century BC.
THE MYCENAEAN CEMETERIES
The Mycenaean period in Rhodes is better known from the extended cemeteries on the island. Between 1868 and 1871 excavations undertaken by Sir Alfred Biliotti (then HBM vice consul in Rhodes) on behalf of the British Museum on Moschou Vounara at Ialysos (Forsdyke 1925, 139–77; Furtwängler and Löschke 1886, 5–7, pls. 1–11; Stubbings 1951, 5–6, 8–20) yielded the first known Mycenaean collection in the world before the outstanding discoveries of Schliemann at Mycenae in 1876 (Schliemann 1878). The following Italian excavations at Ialysos revealed a total of 170 tombs on the hills of Moschou and Makria Vounara (Maiuri 1923–1924, 83–341; Jacopi 1930–1931, 253–45) and presented the largest cemeteries of the island.
The typical cemeteries consist of clusters of chamber tombs with long and steep dromoi deeply cut into the soft rock and arranged in rows. In some cases, platforms or benches are also cut into almost rectangular or trapezoidal chambers (Benzi 1992, 227–30). In a few other cases, they include pit graves. Some pits of a late Mycenaean date also appear in Soroni (Laurenzi 1938, 51). A particular feature of the cemetery is the presence of incised, porous stone blocks (cippi) found in six tombs at Makria Vounara (Benzi 1992, 229, pl. 123a–b; Maiuri 1923–1924, 201, 207, 221, 228, figure 131; Mee 1982, 11), interpreted as tombs markers by Andronikos (1961–1962, 168, pls. 8 5 b–e; 1968, 117–18; Vermeule 1972, 302, figure 47b). In the 12th century BC, some cremations took place among the standard inhumations at Ialysos (Benzi 1992, 230–31; Mee 1982, 27–29; 1998, 139). The phenomenon appears at the same time at Müskebi in Halicarnassus (Mee 1998, 139), on Kos (Morricone 1965–1966, 30, 202–203), Kar pathos (Melas 1985, 39), Asty palaia (Doumas 1975, 372), and farther northwest on Naxos and at Perati (Mee 1982, 28).
The earliest use of the cemetery at Ialysos is associated with the historical appearance of the first Mycenaeans in the settlement at Trianda in LH IIB (Benzi 1988a, 1988b, 59; Furumark 1950, 181). At the same time, Mycenaean tombs appear as well at other sites on the northwestern part of the island, namely in the area of Paradeisi (Laurenzi 1938, 49, pl. 40) and at Tholos (Jacopi 1932–1933, 44, figure 46). Stippled cups, small piriform jars, and other pots corresponding to the LH IIIA1 material from Trianda (Monaco 1941, 89–90, figure 79–80, 136, figure 86, 155, figure 117) were also found in the cemeteries (Benzi 1992, 268, pl. 31e–g; 269, pl. 32.f; 318–19, pl. 67a–1). Among the bulk of Mycenaean pottery, mostly imported from the Argolid, the percentages of Minoan imports are low, such as a piriform jar with birds and lilies, similar to one found at Makelli on Karpathos (Benzi 1992, pl. 32a; Charitonides 1961–1962, pl. 26a–b).
Other miscellaneous objects include fine pieces of jewelry and items from Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean, including Cypro-Syrian cylinder seals, Sandars-type Ci and Cii horned swords, a cruciform Dii sword, an Eii-type dagger (Benzi 1988b, 61, figure 4; 1992, 171–72, pl. 177; Sandars 1963, 116, 144–46), and a Cypriot-type dagger with rat tail and blade of four wing bayonet type (Benzi 1988b, 61; Catling 1964, 118), as well as a number of exotica from the Levant. Indicative of the connections with Egypt is the faience scarab of Amenhotep III from Tomb 9 of Billiotti’s excavations, found along with two more scarabs of the 18th Dynasty (Cline 1994, 147–48, nos. 130–32; Forsdyke 1911, 114–15). The two Cypriot tombs, 76 and 86, at Ialysos seem to belong to this period (Benzi 1992, 384–85, 395–95; Jacopi 1930–1931, 304, 326–29; Mee 1982, 22).
During the LH IIIA2 period, the number of tombs at Ialysos increases significantly (Benzi 1988b, 63). On the other hand, the Mycenaean expansion is obvious all over the island (Benzi 1988b, 6 2 –64, table 1; 1992, 212–14, table I; Mee 1982, 83 –97). The large corpus of miscellaneous offerings derived from the tombs reflects the intensive Mycenaean trade in the Aegean during the 14th century BC, the most eloquent picture of which is given by the late 14th-century-BC shipwreck off Uluburun (Bass 1984; Bass et al. 1989; Kilian 1990; Pulak 2005).
A range of complex vases and, more often, the typical tripod basket vases, beaked jugs, and piriform jars belong to the local Rhodo-Mycenaean pottery (Mountjoy 1999, 984, figure 412). Apparent Anatolian elements that are also obvious in some products recall Trojan and mainly Beycesultan prototypes, which are more evident in an Anatolian stemmed krater found at the settlement of Trianda (Monaco 1941, 131n27, figure 83, illustrated upside down). Stirrup jars, jugs, piriform jars, and kylikes appear most frequently. Exceptional among the recent finds from the cemetery of Aspropelia at Pylona is the pictorial conical rhyton with modeled bucranium attached on the rim (Karantzali 1998; 2001, 35, color pl. 1), found in the central chamber of the triple tomb 2.
The general level of prosperity is demonstrated by the presence of gold finger rings and leaf rosettes, several beads of glass or semiprecious stones, ornaments of silver, amber, and glass, scarabs, and bronze objects, including Sandars-type B swords, razors, and cleavers, as well as a Cypriot dagger from Tholos (Benzi 1988b, 62–64; 1992, 212–14; Cline 1994, 226n831; Mee 1982, 11–22), Sandars-type IA knives, and cleavers (Benzi 1998b, 64).
The majority of the Mycenaean weapons appearing in a wide range during both the LH IIIA1 and the IIIA2 period show the Mycenaean ‘militaris aura,’ according to Benzi (1989b, 61–62). This is shown by swords of Dii and Ci types, Ei daggers (Sandars 1963, 131, 141), the Siana spear and knives (Sandars 1963, 140–41, pls. 27, 53–55), early spearheads of Cypriot type (Catling 1964, 118), knives, and razors. Other items include bronze vases, Syro-Palestinian mortars, and a duck-headed ivory pyxis (Furtwängler and Löschke 1886, 14, figure 3; Sakellarakis 1971, 222–23, pls. 48–49), a small ostrich rhyton, and objects made of faience.
The collapse of the Mycenaean palace system, compared with the most recent clear evidence for the overwhelming flooding that caused the final abandonment of the settlement at Trianda, provides a rather plausible explanation for the decrease in the number of tombs at Ialysos in LH IIIB. However, the scarcity of relevant material in the northwestern part of the island, apart from a few sherds at Maritsa (Hope Simpson and Lazenby 1973,139–40; Mee 1982, 88), does not indicate a definitive abandonment of the area (Benzi 1988b, 65). Occupation appears denser in the rest of the island, mainly in the southeast, as witnessed by the abundant evidence from Vati, Lachania, Apsaktiras, and Passia (Dietz 1984), as well as at Apollakia and Ambelia at Pylona (Hope Simpson 1973,147, 151; Mee 1982, 63–64,73, 88).
Although many minor sites were abandoned at the beginning of the 12th century, the obvious increase in the number of burials at Ialysos cemetery demonstrates a period of prosperity in the area (Benzi 1988c). However, Rhodes is an important member of the Aegean koine (Desborough 1964,115, 150, 155; Mee 1982,90–91), correlating with the subphases of the LH IIIC known from the most recent stratigraphy at Tiryns, Mycenae, and Lefkandi. The octopus stirrup jar, represented by about forty examples, is the hallmark of the period.
Influences from the mainland are shown by the increase in the number of Mycenaean figurines (French 1971,134). By this time, Naue II-type swords appear in Rhodes, along with other metal objects, such as five Cypriot bronze tanged mirrors (Catling 1964, 227), an Italian ring-handled knife from Tomb 15 at Ialysos (Benzi 1992, 180, 254, pl. 179h; Cline 1994, 227n844; Macdonald 1986, 141), and a large, bronze, arched fibula from tomb 4 at Pylona (Karantzali 2001, 70–71, figure 42, pl. 47a). Indicative of the connections with Egypt are also the glass vases (Benzi 1992, 201; Cline 1994,197n558, 204n627).
However, the increase in the number of LH IIIC burials at Ialysos could also be seen as part of a process of synoecism (Macdonald 1986,149–50) and as ‘an internal migration from the peripheral areas to the main center… [rather] than an influx of settlers from the mainland and/or elsewhere in the Aegean’ (Benzi 1988b, 70), as previously maintained by Mee (1982, 89–90). After this new period of affluence and trade contacts with Cyprus and the Near East, a new crisis affected the eastern Aegean and Rhodes in the early phase of the 11th century BC. By the middle of the century, the Mycenaean civilization on the island seems to have essentially come to an end.
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Wider Mediterranean
CAPE GELIDONYA SHIPWRECK
GEORGE F. BASS
CAPE Gelidonya, the Chelidonian Promontory of Pliny (Natural History 5.27.97), also known as Taşlıkburun, Kırlangıçburun, Kilidonya Burnu, and Anadolu Burun, lies at the western side of the mouth of the Bay of Antalya in southern Turkey. Five small islands, today called Beşadalar but known in antiquity as the Chelidoniae, extend the line of the cape southward.
The current between these islands, especially when a calm allows water backed up in the Eastern Mediterranean by the summer’s prevailing northwest wind (meltem) to flow back westward, is as strong as any in the Mediterranean. Whether this current caused its sinking is unknown, but around 1200 BC a vessel of unknown size seems to have ripped open its bottom on a pinnacle of rock on the northeast side of the third island from land (Devecitaşı Adası).
As it sank, artifacts were strewn from the opening in its hull until it settled around 50 meters away. Its stern first rested on a large boulder. Later, perhaps as its hull disintegrated, it slipped down into a gully formed by the boulder and the base of the island. The main concentration of cargo lay at a depth of 26 to 28 meters (figure 59.1).
Over the years, the ship’s wood was almost entirely devoured by marine borers, and its cargo was covered by a thick, hard layer of calcium carbonate, commonly called concretion. Almost invisible, its metal cargo was nevertheless seen by Bodrum sponge diver Kemal Aras in 1954. In 1958 he described it to American photojournalist Peter Throckmorton, who was living on Captain Kemal’s sponge-diving boat while both writing about the sponge divers of Turkey and cataloging ancient shipwrecks they showed him.
Figure 59.1. The Cape Gelidonya site (courtesy of Charles K. Williams and George F. Bass, University of Pennsylvania Museum).
Figure 59.2. Mapping the Cape Gelidonya site. Brushwood lies in the gully below the upper diver, with the boulder behind him (by Peter Throckmorton, courtesy of the INA archives).
Throckmorton had no means of going to the cape that year but noted in his log that the site seemed to be the most interesting of all those described to him. The following year he was able to reach the site and date the cargo to the Late Bronze Age on the basis of the four-handled copper ingots he saw (Throckmorton 1960). Knowing of the University of Pennsylvania Museum’s involvement in archaeology in Turkey, at Gordion, he wrote to the museum and asked whether it would sponsor an expedition to demonstrate that it was possible to excavate as carefully and accurately under water as on land. I was asked by the museum to learn to dive and serve as the archaeological director (Throckmorton 1964, 176–81).
The expedition, conducted between the middle of June and the middle of September 1960 was the first to excavate an ancient shipwreck in its entirety on the seabed (figure 59.2; Throckmorton 1964, 182–253; Bass 1967, 21–43; 1975, 11–47).
Results of the excavation were published in Bass (1967), and later articles responded to some of the early criticisms of that publication (Bass 1973, 1991).
In those early days of nautical archaeology, we did not recognize the small fragments of the ship’s hull as being the remnants of pegged mortise-and-tenon joints (Bass 1999) like those that held the planking of ships together from at least a century earlier (Pulak 2002) until the Late Roman period. Lying directly on the hull was a layer of brushwood dunnage, which explained for the first time the brushwood () Odysseus spread out in the hull of the vessel he built to leave Calypso’s island (Odyssey 5.257). Radiocarbon dating of the brushwood points to 1200 BC ± 50 years, a date that planned new dating with advanced techniques should be able to refine.
Preserved cargo included approximately a ton of metal, mostly in the form of thirty-four flat, four-handled ingots of nearly pure copper, averaging 25 kilograms in weight, and fragments of more. These ingots have been shown by lead-isotope analyses to have come from the Solea region of Cyprus (Stos 2001). When found at other sites, such ingots had erroneously been called “oxhide” ingots in the mistaken belief that they were cast to imitate dried ox skins, each ingot equal in value to a cow in a kind of premonetary currency.
In addition to the four-handled ingots were about twenty smaller discoid “bun ingots,” weighing about three kilograms apiece, also from Cyprus and again with additional fragments. On the other hand, seventeen of eighteen smaller, flat slabs with rounded ends, all intact, whose weights were multiples of 500 grams, were made of copper from Lavrion in Greece.
With the copper ingots was a white material that was the consistency of toothpaste when discovered. Laboratory analysis subsequently showed it to be tin oxide. Concretion suggests that the tin had originally been cast as rectangular bars, similar to white bars in Egyptian tomb paintings.
The remainder of the metal cargo consisted of broken bronze tools from Cyprus, scrap that was clearly intended to be melted down and recast. Included were plowshares (incorrectly identified as picks and hoes in Bass 1967), axes, adzes, an ax-adze, chisels, pruning hooks, a spade, knives, and casting waste. Some and perhaps all of the scrap was carried in wicker baskets; the bottom of one basket was perfectly preserved between two copper ingots.
Although there is no proof for it, it is possible that a tinker accompanied this scrap bronze and the two ingredients, copper and tin, needed for making new bronze. Two stone hammerheads are similar to metalworking hammers; a bronze swage was found; a large, close-grained stone reminds us of anvils used before the introduction of iron; and there were many stone polishers and a whetstone.
At the time of the site’s excavation, it was generally believed that Mycenaeans held a monopoly on maritime commerce in the Eastern Mediterranean. Thus, it was a surprise that the weights of sixty-odd stone pan-balance weights were based on Near Eastern standards such as the qedet, nesef, and shekel. Anthropologists have shown that merchants typically travel with their own sets of weights, with which they are familiar, and later convert into the weight system of the land in which they deal. This led to a closer examination of the personal items, found mostly at the end of the site that was considered to mark a living area of the ship. Without exception they, too, proved to be Near Eastern in origin: two stone mortars, a terracotta oil lamp, a razor, the stone hammers, several Syro-Palestinian imitations of Egyptian scarabs, and a merchant’s cylinder seal, probably an heirloom, carved centuries earlier in north Syria.
These discoveries led to the conclusion that the ship was Near Eastern in origin (Bass 1967, 164–67), probably Syrian or Canaanite or Syro-Canaanite or proto-Phoenician (although the exact term is not important) (Bass 1973, 34n42), or perhaps Cypriot (Bass 1973, 36–37; 1991, 69). That conclusion led to a reevaluation of published evidence from both Egyptian tomb paintings and the well-known Amarna tablets found in Egypt that depict and describe shipments of tribute from Near Eastern rulers to the pharaoh in Egypt. The tomb paintings show that, with a single exception, contemporary Egyptians associated copper and tin ingots with Syrians and in no case with Mycenaeans; further, the only contemporary paintings of foreign ships arriving in Egypt, one showing four-handled copper ingots as cargo, depict Syrian ships. More recently, the only mold for casting four-handled copper ingots was found in a palace at Ras ibn Hani, the port of Ras Shamra/Ugarit on the Syrian coast.
In other words, the single ship that sank at Cape Gelidonya did not revolutionize our picture of Bronze Age maritime commerce in the Eastern Mediterranean, but its excavation was the catalyst that led to the reevaluation of existing evidence (Bass 1998). The occurrence of Near Eastern mariners in the Late Bronze Age bears on Homeric studies: The major reason for the typical dating of the Odyssey to the eighth century BC has been Homer’s frequent mention of Phoenician mariners and metalworkers, for it was believed that these famed Semitic seafarers did not become active until the later Iron Age (Bass 1997a).
The belief in a Mycenaean monopoly on sea trade was based on the wide spread of Mycenaean pottery throughout the Near East, including Cyprus. The Cape Gelidonya shipwreck, however, suggested the existence of a large return trade in raw materials such as copper and tin, which left few traces in the archaeological record unless lost at sea, for if they reached port, they were quickly manufactured into goods typical of the importing culture. The excavation between 1984 and 1994 of the ship that sank a century earlier at the cape to the west of Cape Gelidonya, at Uluburun, provided proof of the extensive trade in raw materials from the East to the Aegean (Bass 1987, 1997b; Pulak 1998, 2008).
The excavation of terrestrial sites often lasts decades, sometimes more than a century, whereas one might think that the excavation of a shipwreck is more like the excavation of a tomb, a project undertaken and finished in a relatively brief period of time. Nearly half a century after the excavation at Cape Gelidonya, however, research continues at the site.
As excavators of the Uluburun shipwreck, we made brief visits to nearby Cape Gelidonya in the 1980s and 1990s with more advanced equipment than that available in 1960. A metal detector found not only the trail of artifacts leading to the rock that almost certainly sank the ship, as well as metal artifacts invisible under concretion, but also a large pithos in the gully we thought had been thoroughly excavated in 1960.
Battery-operated scooters allowed divers to search far and wide, leading to the discovery on this trail of the best-preserved ceramic vessels from the ship, two coarse-ware stirrup jars of Late Bronze IIIB type, about 55 meters from the gully. At nearly twice that distance, divers using the scooters found a stone anchor typical of the many examples found on the eastern littoral of the Mediterranean and on Cyprus (Bass 1999, 2005). In addition, by simply reexamining the original excavation site with care, more stone pan-balance weights were found, as was the ship’s first large weapon, a bronze sword.
In addition, laboratory analyses are leading to new conclusions. Lead-isotope analyses, besides showing the Cypriot origin of the four-handled and discoid copper ingots, demonstrate that other artifacts were made of metals that came from Lavrion in Greece, the Taurus Mountains of Anatolia, the copper mines of Timna in Israel, and even Sardinia.
Similarly, petrographic analysis indicates that the ship’s lamp is Cypriot, as is a pithos. The stone of the anchor suggests that it, too, is from Cyprus. Although Cyprus at this time in history was part of the Near Eastern cultural realm, a conclusion that the ship was Cypriot would still be of interest.
The new discoveries have led to the decision to undertake both a new excavation at Cape Gelidonya and a new publication that will take into account much new information.
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CYPRUS
LOUISE STEEL
GEOGRAPHICAL CONTEXT
Cyprus occupies a strategic position between the western Asiatic and European landmasses in the East Mediterranean. The geographical location and physical landscape had a distinct influence on the development of the island’s Bronze Age societies and ensured that it played an increasingly important role in international maritime trade of the later second millennium.
Physically the island is dominated by the Troodos Mountains, which occupy much of the southwestern part of the island (figure 60.1). Largely unexploited during the Bronze Age, this vast mountainous terrain formed a massive barrier to inland communication between the communities of the west and southwest and those of the rest of the island. The lower slopes of the Troodos are ringed by pillow lavas, which contain the rich copper resources that give the island its name (Constantinou 1982, 15).
In antiquity the fertile Mesaoria plain, which lies between the Troodos and the Kyrenia mountain ranges, was probably covered by open cypress woodland (Burnet 1997, 61). Despite the undoubted importance of timber, exploitation of this resource by Bronze Age communities has not been fully explored (see, however, Burnet 1997). This might be extrapolated from later sources (Raptou 1996, 252; Given and Smith 2003, 271) that demonstrate religious and royal control of timber to sustain various industries—metallurgy, ceramic production, and shipbuilding. Timber is itemized among the tributes sent from the ruler of Alashiya (ancient Cyprus) to Thutmose III (Ockinga 1996, 42, text 67), which further illustrates the economic importance of this resource in antiquity.
Figure 60.1. Major Bronze Age sites on Cyprus (courtesy of the author).
CHRONOLOGY
The Bronze Age of Cyprus has been organized within a tripartite chronological framework (the Early, Middle, and Late Cypriot periods), based on the typology of the local pottery styles developed by Gjerstad. The Early Cypriot (EC) period is defined by the predominant use of Red Polished pottery, which continued to be the main ware used in the Middle Cypriot (MC) period. However, this phase is distinguished from the preceding period by the appearance of White Painted ware; a significant change in the ceramic repertoire marks the transition to the Late Cypriot (LC) period, namely the disappearance of the ancient Red Polished ware and the development of the White Slip, Base Ring, and Monochrome wares.
This system is problematic (Stewart 1962a, 208, 210–11; Catling 1973, 165–66; Knapp 1990, 148–49; 1994, 274–76), and Knapp (1990, 154; 1994, 276) has proposed an alternative method that divides the Bronze Age into two major phases according to a range of cultural criteria. The EC and MC periods are grouped together as the Prehistoric Bronze Age (PreBA) on the basis that distinctions between the two periods are frequently intangible. The LC period (and the transitional MC III–LC I) is designated the Protohistoric Bronze Age (ProBA). This phase is defined according to major socioeconomic developments during the later second millennium BC. Given the greater resolution of material from this period, it has been fur ther div ided into three subphases (table 60.1).
Table 60.1. Comparison of the Traditional Relative Chronology with Knapp’s (1990, 1994) Chronological Sequence, and Absolute Dates
Traditional Chronological Sequence | Knapp’s Alternative Sequence | Absolute Dates |
Philia | PreBA I | 2500–2350 BC |
EC | PreBA II | 2350–2000 BC |
MC | PreBA II | 2000–1700 |
Transitional MC III–LC I | ProBA I | 1700–1450 |
LC II (A–C) | ProBA II | 1450–1200 |
LC III (A–B) | ProBA III | 1200–1050 |
Source: Courtesy of the author.
PHILIA PHASE: CULTURE
The so-called Philia culture (ca. 2400–2300 BC) represents the earliest phase of the Cypriot Bronze Age and was originally identified in the cemeteries of the northwest Mesaoria. Dikaios placed the Philia material within a sequential framework at the beginning of the EC period (1962, 191–92); an alternative interpretation identified the Philia material as a regional assemblage contemporary with the initial phase of EC I (Stewart 1962a, 210). Excavations at Marki Alonia, however, clearly demonstrate that the Philia culture predates the EC sequence (Webb and Frankel 1999, 37–38; Frankel and Webb 2006).
The Philia phase is crucial for understanding the transition to the Bronze Age of Cyprus, in particular the evident contacts with Anatolia during this period, and for determining whether these should be viewed as evidence for a population movement, increased cultural interaction with communities beyond the island, or internal Cypriot development (Frankel, Webb, and Eslick 1996; Webb and Frankel 1999; Peltenburg 2007). The majority of Philia sites are clustered close to the island’s copper resources (Webb and Frankel 1999, 8–12), suggesting that copper exploitation played a significant role in the economy (Stewart 1962a, 288–89; see discussion in Webb et al. 2006).
The Philia ceramic assemblage, in particular the introduction of the Red Polished (Philia) ware, represents a major change in the island’s ceramic technology (Bolger 1991, 34; Webb and Frankel 1999, 14–23). Typical forms include flat-based jugs with an ovoid body and cutaway spout, round-based flasks or juglets, amphorae, teapots, and a variety of bowls, some with a tubular spout.
Red Polished (Philia) ware is characterized by a uniformity of fabric and a good-quality, evenly polished slip, both of which are suggestive of some degree of craft specialization—in particular control over procurement and processing of raw materials. A number of features indicate the close Anatolian connections of this ware: similar morphological and technological elements, such as the cutaway spouts, the thrust through handles, and the decorative use of incised geometric motifs (Bolger 1983, 72; Mellink 1991, 172–73). The cultural contacts suggested by the adoption of a new ceramic technology and new forms have precursors in the final stages of the Chalcolithic (ca. 2700/2800–2400/2500 BC)—exemplified by the assemblage at Kissonerga Mosphilia (Peltenburg 2007, 145–47).
Limited evidence has surfaced for copper production during the Chalcolithic period, when it was apparently restricted to small artifacts and a hammered technology. The significant innovation of the Philia phase is the introduction of a mold-made technology. The distinctive Philia metal assemblage includes heavy armbands or ring ingots, flat axes with polygonal butts, and flat-tanged knives with wide midribs (Webb and Frankel 1999, 31–32; Swiny 2003, 370–72).
Only occasional pieces of tin bronze have been identified, including four small, spiral earrings from Sotira Kaminoudhia (Webb et al. 2006, 274). Here the use of tin was purely decorative to create a gold effect (Swiny 2003, 379). Otherwise, the use of tin as an alloy is not attested on the island, except for occasional Anatolian imports, until the beginning of the Middle Cypriot period, ca. 2000 BC (Webb et al. 2006, 274).
Current research suggests that early Philia copper artifacts were not alloyed. Arsenical copper is attested from EC I, either as an intentional alloy or possibly as a by-product of smelting high-arsenic copper ores (see discussion in Webb et al. 2006, 274).
Lead-isotope analyses demonstrate Cypriot participation in a wide-ranging copper trade throughout the East Mediterranean during the mid-third millennium BC. Ores from the Cyclades (Kythnos and Seriphos) and Anatolia, as well as from Cyprus (Webb et al. 2006, 271), were used to make artifacts.
The copper was circulated in the form of ingots: ring ingots (previously identified as armbands or bracelets) (Balthazar 1990, 420; Webb et al. 2006, 275) and perforated axes (Frankel and Webb 2001, 35). A dagger-shaped object from Sotira Kaminoudhia has likewise been identified as an ingot (Giardino, Gigante, and Ridolfi 2003, 391). These ingot types were also current in the southern Aegean and western Asia and indicate both the use of a common metal ‘currency’ in the mid-third millennium and the movement of copper over large distances (Webb et al. 2006, 277).
EARLY—MIDDLE CYPRIOT PERIODS
The Early-Middle Cypriot period is characterized by a substantial increase in population and the number of settlements, in particular around the northwestern foothills of the Troodos massif (Swiny 1981; Knapp 1994, 277). In contrast, coastal settlements are rare, which suggests that exploitation of maritime resources played a limited part in the economy. Instead, the economic focus was the rich copper resources of the Troodos foothills. Current evidence suggests that the EC and MC settlements were primarily small villages.
Excavations at Marki Alonia, Sotira Kaminoudhia, and Alambra Mouttes have thrown light on the communities of the EC–MC periods. The introduction of rectilinear, agglutinative architecture marks a major transformation in the organization of domestic space, which is distinct from the indigenous Chalcolithic tradition of circular houses.
Although there was no uniform house plan (Swiny 1989, 20–21, figures 2.2–4.), the preferred arrangement at Marki and Alambra was of small rooms around a walled courtyard. The distribution of portable and fixed furnishings indicates spatial division of household activities (Bolger 2003, 32) and small-scale household storage. Detached, multiroomed courtyard houses have been identified at Alambra (EC III) and Kalopsidha (MC III) (Gjerstad 1926, 22–23, 27–37). The use of the cour tyard space is unclear, although Gjerstad suggested it was for food preparation and cooking (Bolger 2003, 35).
Recent excavations at Pyrgos Mavroraki illustrate a different type of economic organization. Here we find clear evidence of suprahousehold production and storage activity within a large “industrial” building. Crafts identified within the building include wine and olive oil production and storage, textile production, metallurgical activity, and perfume production (Belgiorno 2004).
In addition, EC–MC burial practices reflect several important changes in social organization (Keswani 2004, 2005). Burial was separated from habitation areas and took place in large, formally organized extramural cemeteries of rock-cut chamber tombs (Keswani 2004, 39; 2005, 347–48). The complex and diverse mortuary treatments attested in the EC–MC tombs reveal elaboration of funerary ritual, in particular multistage ceremonies (Keswani 2004, 42; 2005, 352–59).
Burials were furnished with increasing quantities of grave goods: large quantities of ceramics, a limited range of metal objects (weapons, toiletry articles, and personal ornamentation), and ceramic replicas of metal artifacts, such as knives, ceramic combs, spindles, and mouthpieces. A select group of burials in the coastal cemeteries includes the combination of daggers, spearheads, and whetstones (Manning 1993, 45). Household objects were also placed in tombs: spindle whorls, figurines, and jewelry (Frankel and Webb 1996, 48).
Various scholars have suggested that the distribution of metal artifacts illustrates the emergence of social elites in Cyprus during the EC–MC periods (Swiny 1989, 27; Knapp 1990, 158; Manning 1993; Keswani 2004, 77), in particular at sites such as Lapithos Vrysi tou Barba and Vounous Bellapais. Concentrations of metal artifacts in small number of tombs might suggest some control over the dissemination of metals.
Possibly high-status grave goods include trinkets of gold, silver, and lead, faience beads, large alabaster vessels imported from Old Kingdom Egypt (Knapp 1994, 281), and, in MC III, Syrian and Old Babylonian cylinder seals (Keswani 2004, 80). Toward the end of MC III, certain Near Eastern equipment (shaft-hole axes, warrior belts) were incorporated within funerary display in wealthy tombs located near the copper-mining areas of the Troodos (Keswani 2004, 80; 2005, 380, figure 16).
Other rare grave goods are the Red Polished scenic vases, which have a limited distribution and complex imagery and were probably important emblems of identity and prestige, underpinning the new EC/MC ideological system (Keswani 2005, 250).
During the EC and MC periods, Cyprus became integrated within the maritime trade routes in the Near East, as is exemplified by the circulation of White Painted and Yahudiyeh ware juglets between Cyprus, Egypt, and the Levant. Maguire suggests that these held small quantities of a precious commodity, such as a highly coveted perfume (1995, 55, 63, figure 12). It is noteworthy that this, together with intensified exploitation of Cypriot copper, coincides with the earliest references to Alashiya during the 18th and 17th centuries BC, in texts from Mari, Babylon, and Alalakh (Sasson 1996, 17–19; Wiseman 1996, 20).
LATE CYPRIOT PERIOD
The Late Bronze Age is characterized by significant cultural transformations associated with the island’s increasing contact with the civilizations of the Aegean and the Near East. Chief among these are the adoption of a completely new range of tableware (White Slip, Base Ring, and Monochrome). Nonetheless, our understanding of the political and economic organization of Cyprus is limited in contrast to our knowledge of the surrounding regions.
During this period Cyprus was the nexus of trade networks and incorporated the Aegean, Syro-Palestine, and Egypt due to the island’s copper resources. The copper trade allowed the emergence of an economic and possibly political elite that controlled access to luxury imports and prestige goods. Textual evidence from Egypt and the Near East demonstrates that some individuals were involved in diplomatic exchanges with the New Kingdom pharaohs, the Hittites, and the kings of Ugarit (Beckman 1996b, 26–28; 1996 a, 29; 1996c, 31–35; Knapp 1996, 8–9; Moran 1996, 21–25; Walls 1996, 36–40; Goren et al. 2003).
The MC III–LC I transition, ca. 17th–16th century BC (see Keswani 2004, 186, table 1.1) was a period of social upheaval that was characterized by regionalism, instability, and a shift in settlement toward the south and east coasts.
Numerous MC villages were abandoned, and destruction horizons are evident at sites such as Kalopsidha, Episkopi Phaneromeni, and Morphou-Toumba tou Skourou, perhaps as the result of raids for livestock, agricultural produce, valuables, and human captives (Keswani 1989, 219). Mass burials are further evidence of social upheaval (Merrillees 1971, 75). Traditional interpretations attribute these to warfare or plague.
One of the more striking features of MC III–LC I is a series of forts and fortified sites located along the Karpass peninsular, the southern slopes of the Kyrenia range, and the northeastern slopes of the Troodos massif (Merrillees 1971, 75; Catling 1973, 168). In addition to their defensive role, the quantities of storage jars suggest that some forts, such as Nitov ikla (figure 60.2; Hult 1992), functioned as local centers for the collection and redistribution of agricultural surplus (Peltenburg 1996, 35). The strategic position of a number of forts along the route from the copper-rich Troodos to the newly established coastal center of Enkomi (Crewe 2007) further indicates that many were built to protect the movement of copper (Merrillees 1982, 375; Keswani 1996, 219).
Figure 60.2. Plan of Nitovikla (after Gjerstad et al. 1934, figure 145).
During LC II a number of towns developed along the southern coast between Enkomi in the east and Palaepaphos in the west. These were laid out on a grid system, and during the 13th century monumental construction programs, which made extensive use of ashlar (cut stone) masonry, were completed.
In addition to the coastal towns, there were also inland farming settlements and copper-mining sites around the lower reaches of the Troodos. Two mining sites have been excavated at Politiko Phorades and Apliki Karamallos. Phorades dates to around 1600 BC and appears to represent localized extraction and smelting of copper ores (Knapp, Kassianidou, and Donnelly 2002; Knapp and Kassianidou 2008). Apliki, which dates to the 13th century BC (du Plat Taylor 1952; Kling and Muhly 2007), is part of an integrated, islandwide economic system; in particular there is evidence for central suprahousehold storage within House A (Keswani 1993, 77).
The farming sites of the hinterland are less well known. However, recent excavations at Arediou Vouppes (Lithosouros) show that these were typified by well-planned architecture, control of water resources, and diverse activities (figure 60.3; Steel 2009).
Figure 60.3. Building 2, Arediou Vouppes (Lithosouros) (photograph by S. Thomas).
Funerary practices underwent several changes during the LC period, most significant of which was the move from extramural cemeteries to burial within the settlement’s boundaries (Keswani 2004, 85). Tombs were placed beneath the courtyards of houses or the adjacent streets, which suggests a very private observance of death.
The typical LC tomb type is the rock-cut chamber tomb (Keswani 2004, figures 5.2–5.4), which housed collective burials. The traditional practice of secondary burial persisted (Keswani 2004, 85). More varied tomb types are attested at Enkomi and include at least five partially corbel-vaulted, ahslar-built tombs that resemble the ashlar-built tombs at Ugarit (Keswani 2004, 115). Four tholos tombs have also been identified (Keswani 2004, 114–15). These burial places are significantly distinct in construction and form from the Mycenaean tholoi of the Greek mainland, and there is no reason to suppose that these funerary monuments refer to an intrusive Aegean identity (Pelon 1973, 249–53).
The varied range of grave goods clearly demonstrates that LC burials were a visual spectacle and an important arena for competitive display (Keswani 2004, 158–60). Grave goods included small perfume containers and various ceramic vessels associated with the serving and consumption of food and drink.
Pictorial Mycenaean kraters were restricted to wealthier burials (Steel 1998, 291–92), as were vessels made from precious metals or faience (Keswani 2004, 159). Other grave goods include bronze weapons, gaming equipment, cylinder and stamp seals, toilet articles, and items of personal adornment (Webb 1992, 117; Keswani 2004, 158–59).
A number of religious sanctuaries have been identified, demonstrating a significant change in the nature and organization of communal ritual in LC II. Myrtou Pigadhes (du Plat Taylor 1957) and Athienou (Dothan and Ben-Tor 1983) were constructed in LC IIA, and in LC IIC–IIIA an explosion in religious architecture apparently occurred at the urban centers of Kition, Enkomi, and Palaepaphos (Webb 1999, 18–19, table 1).
Contemporary with the latest phase of temple construction is the increasing use of ashlar masonry. In addition, LC religious architecture is characterized by its diversity. Even so, a number of features are typical of all or most of the religious sites (Webb 1999, 157–58). Typically they are freestanding, rectangular structures with an enclosed courtyard (temenos). Cult buildings are usually laid out on an east-west axis and comprise three main elements: a hall, a cella, and possibly a vestibule. Internal installations include benches, hearths, stone podia, horns of consecration, and stepped capitals (Webb 1999, 166–88; Knapp 2009, 51–52).
Several scholars have posited a close link between copper production and religion (Catling 1971; Knapp 1986, 1988), based on the close spatial relationship between bronze-working facilities and certain religious structures, the concentration of bronzes in sanctuaries, and representational evidence. The LC III Ingot God—of a pair of statutettes standing on what appears to be a bronze ingot (Courtois 1971, pls. XII–XIVA; Catling 1971, 15–32, figs. 3–4)—is considered to be clear evidence for religious control and divine protection of the copper industry (Catling 1971, 17; Knapp 1986, 1–2, 10–12; 1988, 144; Webb 1999, 225).
Cyprus played a pivotal role in Late Bronze Age trade in the Mediterranean, in particular the metals trade. Typically, copper was traded in the form of standardized oxhide, weighing between 25 kg and 28 kg (Stos-Gale 1997, 84). These have a wide distribution throughout the Mediterranean and in fact reach as far west as Sardinia, Sicily, and Crete (Gale 1991, 200–201, figure 2). The largest deposits are from the Gelidoniya and Uluburun shipwrecks (Bass 1986; Pulak 1988, 1997). Lead-isotope analysis indicates that much of this copper was Cypriot (Stos-Gale 1997). There is, however, intriguing evidence for a two-tier system of copper exchange and metallurgical production; while the ingots were Cypriot, lead-isotope analysis suggests the use of local copper sources to manufacture tools and weapons in Sardinia and Greece (Gale 1991, 217, 231). The implication is that the movement of copper ingots was a form of gift exchange among the palace elites, as exemplified by the Amarna archives (Moran 1996), and did not represent a convertible raw material.
Cypriot pottery was exported in large quantities to Syro-Palestine and Egypt from the beginning of the Late Bronze Age. Base Ring jugs and juglets were especially popular; the assemblage of fine Base Ring jugs and kraters from the palace of Niqme-pa at Alalakh may have been specially commissioned (Bergoffen 2005, 13, pl. 13).
Merrillees has contended that Base Ring juglets contained opium—their shape and decoration advertise the contents by referencing the seed pod of the opium poppy (Merrillees 1962, 287–92; 1968, 145–57; 1969, 167–71). This has received some support from recent chemical analyses of the residues found in Base Ring juglets (Bisset, Bruhn, and Zeuk 1996, 203–204; Koschel 1996, 159–66).
Minoan imports to Cyprus are rare; most notable is a Kamares cup from Karmi (Stewart 1962b, 202, figure 8, pl. VII), and very few Cypriot objects were exported to Crete. Manning suggests the latter were exchanged as hospitality gifts in occasional meetings between trading partners (Manning 1999, 117–18, 128, figure 34).
Mycenaean pottery is found in large quantities on Cyprus from the 14th century on (Steel 1998, 2004). The quintessential Mycenean import was the stirrup jar—a small container for a precious substance usually thought to be a perfumed oil. The pictorial krater was also popular. In contrast, Cypriot pottery is found in only small quanitities in the west, primarily at Kommos in southern Crete (Watrous 1992). Some Cypriot pottery even reached as far west as Italy and Sardinia (Lo Schiavo, MacNamara, and Vagnetti 1985, 4–9; Vagnetti and Lo Schiavo 1989, 219–20).
THE END OF THE BRONZE AGE
The beginning of the 12th century (LC IIIA) was marked by dramatic events throughout the East Mediterranean. Many sites were violently destroyed or abandoned (Karageorghis 1990). The only towns with clear evidence of occupation throughout LC IIIA are Enkomi, Kition, Kourion, and Palaepaphos, which were defended by newly constructed, Cyclopean-style fortifications. Possible defensive outposts were established at sites such as Pyla Kokkinokremos and Maa Palaeokastro (Karageorghis and Demas 1984, 1988).
These events were contemporary with a horizon of violent destructions throughout the East Mediterranean, occurrences that appear to be described on the mortuary temple of Ramses III at Medinet Habu (Ockinga 1996, 48, text 85) and in contemporary texts from Ugarit (Beckman 1996b, 27, texts 26, 27, 28).
Various changes in the archaeological record in LC IIIA have been attributed to Mycenaean settlers and have been primarily based upon large-scale, local production of Mycenaean-style pottery (Kling 1989; Sherratt 1991), which gradually ousted the indigenous tableware. A new class of coarse, handmade pottery, with parallels in the Aegean in LH IIIB and IIIC (Handmade Burnished ware or Barbarian ware), was also introduced in LC IIIA (Pilides 1994). The social changes underlying the transformation of the Cypriot pottery assemblage points toward changing modes of preparation and consumption within the household; the issue is whether this reflects a significant new ethnic component in the population or new modes of production (Sherratt 1991).
Other changes further demonstrate close cultural links with the Aegean during the 12th century BC. New metal artifacts include the violin bow fibula, socketed spears, cut-and-thrust swords, and bronze greaves (Catling 1964). The large communal hall with central hearth attests to changes in the use of domestic space, at least among the elite (Karageorghis 1998). Similar structures that are associated with Philistine settlement have been identified in the southern Levant.
The profound social changes experienced during LC III are manifest in the mortuary record. While the LC chamber tombs continued to be used, more typical was burial in shaft graves (Niklasson 1987; Keswani 2004, 159), which housed between one and three burials; moreover, the ancient practice of secondary burial was abandoned (Niklasson 1987, 222–23; Keswani 2004, 160). For the most par t, the shaft gr aves were modestly furnished with a pottery jug and a bronze bowl. No doubt the disruption to ancient traditions reflects the unsettled conditions that affected Cypriot society during the 12th century BC and perhaps represents the burial of displaced elements of the indigenous population or even intrusive ethnic elements (Keswani 2004, 160).
TRANSITION TO THE IRON AGE
Late Cypriot IIIB (ca. 1100–1050 BC) marks the transition to the Iron Age. The phase was characterized by the introduction of a new ceramic tradition, Proto–White Painted ware (Iacovou 1988), ancestral to the Iron Age ceramic industry. There was a major shift in settlement pattern; the few remaining LBA centers were abandoned at the end of the 12th century BC, and new centers, which developed into the Iron Age city kingdoms, were gradually established (Iacovou 1994). Continuity into the 11th century is evident only at Enkomi and Kition in the area of the sanctuaries (Courtois 1971; Karageorghis and Demas 1985); however, this was short lived.
In the main, LC IIIB settlements are not archaeologically visible, and the newly established, extramural cemeteries are the main evidence for this period. Although Mediterranean maritime trade collapsed during this period, contacts persisted between Cyprus and the Levant, as indicated by the earliest imports of Phoenician pottery to the island (Bikai 1987). There is also evidence of the initial development of iron technology on the island in the form of small curved knives with ivory handles (Sherratt 1994).
Cypriot society was profoundly affected by the changes in LC IIIB—this is most evident in the transformations in the mor tuary arena (Steel 1995). The re version to extramural cemeteries reveals a fundamental shift in attitude toward the dead. While the spatial proximity typical of LC intramural tombs suggests a very close relationship between the living and their ancestors and a very private observance of death, the establishment of extramural cemeteries suggests a breakdown of ancient kinship groups and the renegotiation of new social relations.
Although material display was modest, the construction of the elaborate rockcut chamber tombs approached by a long dromos within a public space indicates that funerals were important and communal occasions. This new tomb type, which is most closely paralleled by Mycenaean tombs from mainland Greece, might reflect new ethnic elements in the population.
Significant changes also occurred in religious practices, as is indicated by the deposition of large numbers of female terracotta figurines in the surviving temples (Webb 1999, 213–15). Occasional larger wheelmade figures may be representations of deities (Webb 1999, 215). These religious changes apparently derive from the Aegean and are generally accepted as evidence of a population movement from this area. The myriad social changes documented in LC IIIB effectively laid the foundations for the development of the Cypriot Iron Age.
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EGYPT
JACKE PHILLIPS
INTRODUCTION AND CHRONOLOGY
Ancient Egypt essentially encompassed some 1,180 kilometers of the Nile Valley, from the First Cataract at Aswan north into the Delta, where the river fans out into multiple branches and ultimately reaches the Mediterranean Sea. The ancient Egyptians themselves viewed their homeland as the ‘Two Lands,’ Upper (southern, riverine) and Lower (northern, Delta) Egypt, unified by a king traditionally named Meni and over which his successors ruled for nearly three millennia.
Bronze Age Egyptian history after this unification and its succeeding Early Dynastic period is divided into the Old, Middle, and New Kingdoms, periods of centralized royal authority, separated by numbered ‘Intermediate Periods,’ when instability and loss of this authority divided Egypt into multiple smaller political units, some even ruled by foreigners. Despite these interruptions, the concept of Egypt as one unified ‘Two Lands’ remained unshakeable and all pervasive to the ancient Egyptians themselves (Shaw 2000). The chart (figure 61.1) outlines the relevant Egyptian chronological divisions, with timescales for BA Crete and mainland Greece.
Archaeology confirms a cultural dominance of Upper over Lower Egypt by about 3200/3100 BC, some two centuries before unification under the ‘real’ Meni, the first two Dynasty 1 kings, Nar(mer) and his successor (Hor-)Aha. The names of Egyptian kings (themselves called ‘pharaoh,’ from Pr- c3 [Per- caa, literally ‘Great House’ or ‘palace’], only from the reign of Akhenaten in Dynasty 18) are recorded in both contemporary and later documents and compilations. The Egyptian priest Manetho assembled our most complete list, the Aegyptiaka, around 280 BC. He divided his regnal list into numbered ‘dynasties,’ a basic outline still employed for both political and cultural histories that do not always coincide. Absolute historical dates in modern terms are now highly refined due to multiple, cross-referenced data sources, but slight adjustments continue as new data appear or old data are reanalyzed, most substantially by Hornung, Krauss, and Warburton (2006), where the critical definitive Sopdet dates are recalculated (see now also Van Dijk 2008; Kraus and Warburton 2009). Revisions of even a quarter century are no longer feasible from the Second Intermediate Period onward.
Figure 61.1. Relevant Egyptian chronological divisions with timescales for Crete and mainland Greece (courtesy of the author). Marked at 25-year divisions. For absolute Egyptian period lengths and dates, see Shaw (2000) and Hornung et al. (2006). Minoan and Mycenaean divisions are flexible, within limits.
Flinders Petrie (1890), Arthur Evans (1899–1900), and many scholars since have employed Egyptian chronology to date Aegean material and development by correlating Aegean finds in Egypt and Egyptian finds in the Aegean, together with similarly related material found elsewhere in the Eastern Mediterranean (Phillips in press). The main rationale is Egypt’s comparatively precise internal dating for its own political events and reigns, its numerous texts, and indigenous cultural material. Aegean dates also continue to be adjusted as new data appear through internal Aegean ceramic ‘fine-tuning,’ although not always keeping up to date with Egyptian refinements. Use of the other closely dateable historical chronology for Mesopotamia is complicated by its problematic internal chronology before the mid-LBA (although excellent afterward) and its general lack of interrelations with the Eastern Mediterranean for most of the BA, even along the coastal Levant, where all of the Eastern Mediterranean cultures interacted.
Recently, radiocarbon dating and other scientific means have been employed to independently realize a variety of ‘absolute’ dates for certain Aegean archaeological events (especially the Thera eruption) that have yet to be entirely reconciled with Egyptian dating. After some two decades of dedicated research, confrontation, and considerable maneuvering of individual records, adherents of both positions now acknowledge that evidence for ‘the other’ cannot be dismissed and have striven to reconcile theirs with it amid growing appreciation of the difficulties involved (Warburton 2009). I myself am firmly in the ‘relative’ camp and expect further necessary adjustments in radiocarbon dating methodologies to be recognized that will eventually allow correlation with Egyptian dating.
TEXTS AND INSCRIPTIONS
The term Kf.tiw (Keftiu) is now almost universally accepted for ‘Crete’ and ‘Cretans/Minoans,’ and Ti-n3-iiw (Tinayu) is considered to be the Greek mainland. Both names are foreign, phonetically transliterated into hieroglyphs by Egyptian scribes. The name Kf.tiw first appears perhaps by Dynasty 12 and certainly in the late Dynasty 15 Papyrus Ebers. The Admonitions of Ipuwer is a purely literary text of uncertain but likely similar original date. Ti-n3-iiw is not attested before the reign of Thutmose III (Dynasty 18).
The Egyptian term w3d wr (Wadj-wer, ‘Great Green’), attested more than three hundred times since Dynasty 5, can be variously located both in and beyond Egypt depending on textual context (Duhoux 2003; Phillips 2007). The Egyptian phrase iww hriw-ib nw w3d-wr (‘islands in the midst of the Great Green’) is generally but not universally considered to refer to islands in the Mediterranean or perhaps the Aegean. It too is not attested before the reign of Thutmose III, although the Dynasty 12 Tale of Sinuhe mentions ambiguous iww nw w3d-wr (‘islands of the Great Green’), not necessarily the same thing. ‘Keftiu’ and the ‘islands in the midst of the Great Green’ are directly associated only in the late Thutmose III—early Amenhotep II Theban tomb of Rekhmire (TT 100) and a (possibly copied) inscription of Rameses II (Dynasty 19) at Luxor. ‘Wadj-wer’ is the only term attested beyond the New Kingdom.
References chiefly are individual citations of these generic terms and are found on topographical lists and as identifications for the inhabitants of various foreign regions or the origin of their diplomatic gifts (‘tribute’) or rarely to identify other foreign products (Cline 1994,108–20, 128). Longer correlations between the Egyptian and Keftiu languages are found on three mid-late Dynasty 18 texts that have phonetically transliterated Keftiu words: a ‘spell’ in the London Medical Papyrus, names stated to be Keftiu on a school writing board, and the Kom el-Heitan inscription (Kyriakides 2002). The last, on a statue base of Amenhotep III, is a unique topographical list of Aegean place names depicted as generic fettered figures, of which seven are recognizable as Amnissos (listed twice), Knossos, Kydonia, Kythera, Mycenae, Nauplion, and Phaestos. ‘Keftiu’ and ‘Tinayu’ are listed separately. The identification of another four place names is disputed, and up to four more have not survived.
Egyptian objects, chiefly scarabs, recovered in Aegean Bronze Age contexts bear the royal names Khyan (mid-Dynasty 15), Thutmose III, Amenhotep II, Amenhotep III, his wife, Tiye (all Dynasty 18), Ramesses II (Dynasty 19), and, without context, the name of the Sun Temple at Abusir of Userkaf (early Dynasty 5). All other apparent royal names are misreadings. User, whose inscribed statuette was recovered at Knossos, was a private individual.
Linear B tablets from Knossos mention two possibly Egyptian individuals (Aura Jorro 1985,136–37, 454), a shepherd named (a3-ku-pi-ti-jo; KN Db 1105.B) and a person named
(mi-sa-ra-jo; KN F 841.4).
(‘Aigeptios’) derives from Hwt-k3-Pth (Hewet-ka-Ptah, ‘chapel of Ptah’), a New Kingdom name for Memphis, Egypt’s administrative capital, while ‘Egypt’ in Semitic was Misr, and in modern Arabic is Mis’r/Masr. ‘Egypt’ in ancient Egyptian is Kmt (Kemet, ‘Black Land’).
WALL PAINTINGS AND OTHER REPRESENTATIONS
Many (but not all) of the fresco fragments recovered in well-stratified but secondary palatial rubbish contexts at Avaris (Tell el-Dabca) in the eastern Delta have considerable technical, stylistic, and thematic resonance in Aegean fresco painting (e.g., Bietak, Marinatos and Palivou 2007; see further in Phillips in press). Their basic production techniques are Aegean, but whether their artists were Minoan or Egyptian is debated. Their extensive iconographical range includes both life-size and miniature human figures, plants, wild animals, griffins, bulls, bull leapers, and abstract patterns, many of which have good visual comparanda in Aegean frescos. Their contexts (‘stratum d C/3’) date to the earlier half of Thutmose III’s reign and thus are generally contemporary with the earliest painted ‘Aegeans’ at Thebes far upriver (discussed later), but stylistically most compare best with frescoes at Akrotiri at least half a century earlier. Their nearest Egyptian comparanda are ‘aegaeanizing’ fresco fragments from Amenhotep III’s Malkata palace (Thebes, west bank), about a century later (Nikolakaki-Kentrou 2003).
Painted Aegean figures are found in ten Dynasty 18 élite Theban tombs, dating from Year 5 of Thutmose III (Useramon, TT 131) until sometime during Amenhotep III’s reign (Anen, TT 120), depicted together with other foreigners (Wachsmann 1987; Martin 1989, 27; Dziobek 1994, 91–92; Pinch Brock 2000; Panagiotopoulos 2001). The earlier figures are stereotyped representatives queuing with diplomatic gifts (‘tribute’) for the king via his official, the tomb owner. The latest figures are symbolically fettered place names, as at Kom el-Heitan. Initially, the figures are unidentified or are labeled as from ‘further Asia’ or the ‘islands in the midst of the Great Green.’ No figures are labeled ‘Tinayu’ or, before Rekhmire, ‘Keftiu.’ Theban artists conflated the features of Aegean and other foreigners, but recognizable Aegean attributes include long, wavy black hair and beardless faces, the figures wearing above-ankle ‘boots’ and belted breechcloths with multicolored trim or elaborately patterned, multicolored pointed kilts, and carrying typically Aegean goods. Several men provisionally identified as Mycenaean warriors wear ‘boar’s tusk’ helmets in a battle scene painted on papyrus fragments recovered at Amarna (Parkinson and Schofield 1995).
No Aegean representations of Egyptians are recognized, although generic, black-skinned ‘Africans’ appear on frescoes at Knossos and Akrotiri. Egyptian influence is inferred in the ‘Nilotic’ scenes on a dagger from Mycenae in Shaft Grave V and the West House fresco at Akrotiri, and in other iconographic details elsewhere.
CONTACT ROUTES
The earliest Egyptian references associate ‘Aegeans’ with regions northeast of Egypt. The most plausible contact route is a counterclockwise sailing direction from Egypt, generally hugging the coastline along the Levant, with likely stops at Cypriote and Anatolian coastal sites, then past various southern Aegean islands to Crete and the Greek mainland, with abundant, especially LBA, evidence for multinational contact throughout its entire length. Ships coming from the Aegean would travel in the reverse direction.
The Uluburun and Cape Gelidonya shipwrecks highlight the importance of this route and provide specific data for the staggering quantities and variety of raw and finished goods transported on a single LBA ship (Pulak 1998). It should be noted that the Egyptian term ‘Keftiu ships’ refers not to ships of or from Keftiu but rather to ships capable of reaching it. The Dynasty 19–20 model ship from Gurob (Tomb 11) has recently been identified as an Aegean-style galley (Wachsmann 2008).
Some later references instead associate ‘Aegeans’ with ‘the West,’ suggesting the counterclockwise route might have continued back to Egypt, although sea current movements argue against direct travel from Crete to the Delta. Moreover, a clockwise sea journey from Egypt to the Aegean, initially west along the north African coast and then north to Crete was impossible before the invention of the ‘brailed sail’ technology necessary to negotiate it (Wachsmann 1998, 371 n. 35). This is first illustrated, although not necessarily first employed, in Egypt during the Amarna period (Vinson 1994, 42–43).
Current research emphases on regions beyond the Nile now provide a broader picture of Egypt’s relationships with interface cultures. Marsa Matruh, a coastal site 290 kilometers west of Alexandria and dating from the Amarna period into the 13th century, has LH IIIA2 (no Minoan, one sherd LH IIIA1) fine wares and open shapes, together with considerable Cypriote, Canaanite, and Egyptian vessels (White 2002; 2003). Recent excavations at the Zawiyet Umm el-Rakham fortress 20 kilometers farther west, limited to the reign of Rameses II, produced Aegean coarse ware transport stirrup jars and more Cypriote, Canaanite, and Egyptian wares (Snape 2003; Thomas 2003). Very little earlier Egyptian and no earlier Aegean or other foreign material has been recovered elsewhere along this extremely dry coast, suggesting that the brailed sail may have initiated this possible western route.
ECONOMIC AND OTHER CROSS-CULTURAL TRANSMISSIONS
Egypt to the Aegean
Although Early Dynastic stone vessels are found on Crete, the earliest physical evidence consists of a few small exotica (of obsidian, hippopotamus ivory, and faience) recovered in EM IIA contexts along northeastern coastal Crete to Knossos. Perhaps not coincidentally, evidence for Egyptian trade and diplomacy with Byblos on the Syrian coast seems to have recommenced under the last Dynasty 2 king, Khasekhem(wy), and these earliest imports likely arrived on Crete via this indirect means. The Greek mainland and its numerous islands have no archaeologically discernable contact with Egypt until the end of MH, likely via Crete initially.
Subsequent evidence for Egyptian contact with Crete is uncertain until MM IA, although Egyptian relations with Byblos continued. Evidence on Crete concentrated in its south-central Mesara plain, where imported scarabs and their locally produced versions are found in communal tombs. The earliest imports date to later Dynasty 11, precluding both their arrival and the manufacture of Minoan versions before MM IA. Other indigenous ‘egyptianizing’ types, chiefly the cylindrical stone jar with everted rim and base and the squatting baboon image (the Egyptian deity Thoth in baboon form) excavated in these same communal tombs are less easily isolated chronologically, but these too may not have been produced until MM IA.
Middle Kingdom material found on Protopalatial Crete is limited to a very small number of scarabs, now recovered in habitation contexts, a few thin-walled stone bowls possibly employed ritually at Knossos, and the earliest ostrich eggshells and amethyst. Focus has shifted again to Knossos, judging from material concentration here. Indigenous scarab types that owe nothing more to imports are lightly scattered over the island, and two ‘egyptianizing’ figures with Minoan cultic associations appear: The earliest ‘genius’ figure was derived from the Egyptian standing hippopotamus deity, usually but (at this early date) incorrectly called Taweret (Tauert), and the MM II squatting monkey figure developed from the earlier baboon, its slimmer proportions due perhaps to importation of the animal itself. Some derivative stone vessels were produced at Knossos, perhaps also for cultic use. Egyptian amethyst is one of many hard stones used for jewelry from MM IB?/II. As some objects are undoubted Minoan types, both finished pieces and raw stone must have arrived from Egypt, where it was mined from late Dynasty 11 to early Dynasty 13.
Both iconographical images continue to develop their own momentum over the Neopalatial period. Early Dynastic/Old Kingdom stone jars and Middle Kingdom/ Second Intermediate Period alabastra are imported initially to Knossos and in LM IB found throughout the island. Some were physically converted into Minoan vessels, a practice limited only to Neopalatial Crete, and these and unconverted imports were reexported and interred in élite tombs at Mycenae. Minoan artisans throughout the island produced variations of some Egyptian jar types. Second Intermediate Period stone alabastra were imported from MM IIIB, yet Minoan tall clay derivatives appear only in LM IB and feature details of these imports long passé in Egypt. Monkeys, likely imported from Egypt, appear on Cretan, Theran, and Melian frescoes.
Egyptian imports first appear on the LH I mainland, initially stone vessels via Knossos and ostrich eggshell (converted to rhyta), both found in the Mycenae shaft graves and at Akrotiri. The Minoan ‘genius’ was adopted by LH IIA. Buried in many early palatial tombs is a surprising quantity of jewelry elements in amethyst, long unfashionable in Egypt, and others of glass imitating amethyst.
Likely both dry and liquid goods were transported to the Minoan port of Kommos in Egyptian storage jars and amphorae of varying capacities in late LM IB through early IIIB contexts. Most are later Dynasty 18 vessels in generally contemporary LM IIIA contexts. ‘Pilgrim flasks’ likely contained Egyptian perfumed oils or unguents. Others, a pot stand and open bowl forms, in desert marl and Nile silt fabrics, were imported for their own sake or abandoned by ships’ crews.
Imported glass vessels and an ‘aegeanized’ crocodile image both first appear in the Palatial mainland and Final Palatial Knossian hinterland in LH/LM IIIA1. On Crete, the ape figure disappears, and the tall clay alabastron survives only into LM IIIA1. Imported scarabs, jewelry elements, stone vessels and their conversions, and the ‘genius’ all continue on Crete–but not at Knossos—in LM IIIA2—B. The relative position of this period is disputed (Final or Postpalatial?) and so is here isolated as ‘End Palatial.’ Far more of these same types are recovered in LH IIIA2—B mainland tombs, while a few scarabs and ostrich eggshell fragments were buried in LH IIIA2ߞB tombs on Kos and Rhodes. Imported stone vessels recovered in all IIIB contexts are ‘heirlooms,’ none dating later than Dynasty 18.
Nothing is found in context on Crete during the period agreed to be Postpalatial, but many imported scarabs, other amulets, and imports have been recovered in LH IIIC (early) Perati tombs, tombs on Kos and Rhodes, and a cultic context on Melos. The LH IIIC (middle) shrine at Phylakopi is the latest dateable BA Aegean context to include an import, an ostrich eggshell converted to an Aegean rhyton. These finds suggest, at least until the dateable objects themselves are reexamined, that some Postpalatial contact was maintained.
Raw materials imported from Egypt can rarely be identified with certainty without identifiable trace element analyses, as most were also available elsewhere. Nonetheless, Egypt is the unequivocal origin of the banded ‘Egyptian alabaster’ (from MM III) for Aegean stone vessels, as well as amethyst (from MM IB?/II) for both jewelry and vessels. It is also the most likely source for ostrich eggshells (from EM IIB/III), both hippopotamus (from EM IIA) and elephant (from LM/LH I) ivory, and (from MM IB?/II) at least some carnelian, garnet, jasper (red, green, yellow), and possibly malachite. A strong circumstantial case may be made for at least some Aegean gold, as Egyptians mined considerable quantities of the metal throughout the BA. Wine and oil likely arrived in some of the imported vessels. Tridachna shell and ‘ebony’ (African blackwood) perhaps arrived via Egypt, and prepared papyrus and linen too may have been imported, although no direct evidence for the latter two survives in the Aegean.
General discussion and catalogues of Egyptian imports include Lambrou-Phillipson 1990; Cline 1994; Phillips 2008; in press. Mater ial-specific discussion includes Warren 1969, Types 30, 43 (stone vessels); Krzyskowska 1988 (ivory); Phillips 2009 (amethyst).
The Aegean to Egypt
Aegean products imported into Egypt presumably include those not actually recovered archaeologically but mentioned in ‘tribute’ lists and carried by the various painted Aegeans or displayed in the Theban tombs. All but the Vapheio cups are depicted at proportionate scale, suggesting that the Theban artists had actually seen the objects they painted. A Minoan serpentine lid was recovered at Dynasty 12 Kahun (Kemp and Merrillees 1980, 78–79), and a boar’s tusk helmet plaque at Dynasty 19 Qantir (Pusch 1989, 254), but the most ubiquitous archaeological finds are clay vessels, substantially complete in tombs and as sherds elsewhere.
MM IB/II (Kamares) through LM IB Minoan ceramics, both open and closed forms and many undoubtedly imported for their own sake, are recovered at a limited number of sites between the Delta and just north of the First Cataract (Kemp and Merrillees 1980). If Minoan, the Zawiyet transport stirrup jars are the only post—LM IB vessels recovered in Egypt (Snape 2003). Mycenaean open and closed forms from LH IIA through IIIB are more abundantly found in palatial, settlement, cemetery, and cultic contexts at far more Egyptian sites into Dynasty 20, all along the Nile from Tabo (just above the Third Cataract in Nubia) into the Delta, the Sinai peninsula, and along the western coast (Hassler 2008; White 2002). A key cross-cultural marker is the LH IIIA2 material at Amarna, Akhenaten’s capital for less than two decades.
Egyptian artisans reproduced only two Aegean vessel forms: conical rhyta (with vertical handle not above rim level) throughout Dynasty 18 and stirrup jars from the reign of Thutmose III at least into early Dynasty 19 and possibly early Dynasty 20. Both are found in faience and clay, and stirrup jars also in calcite (Bell 1983; Ayers 2008). The rhyta retain earlier features long after their disappearance in the Aegean. The bimetallic ‘funnel’ Petrie (1937, 27, pl. XXXIX.25) purchased in Cairo is the only surviving possible metal conical rhyton other than the trimetallic ‘Siege Rhyton.’ It should represent other metal rhyta (of both cultures?) that have not survived and also recalls the four bimetallic iron/silver vessels presented in Year 42 to Thutmose III (Cline 1994, 110, 114; see Graefe 1971, 26–31 for ‘iron’). Both Middle and New Kingdom vessels and frescoes also employed various ‘aegeanizing’ decorative elements.
Identifying imported raw materials of specifically Aegean origin is problematic, as they might equally originate elsewhere. The ‘Keftiu bean’ cited in Papyrus Ebers is not specifically identified, nor are the ingredients (likely of Keftiu origin) employed with the London Medical Papyrus ‘spell.’ The most likely imports are unguents and perfumes, perhaps mixed with a plant gum, unattested archaeologically but probably transported in stirrup jars. Evidence for the olive in Egypt is very sporadic until much later, but arguably may be an Aegean export; olive pits are first recorded at Dynasty 13 Memphis (Murray, in Nicholson and Shaw 2000, 614), and a fragmentary Amarna palace wall painting depicts a fruit-bearing olive tree (Frankfurt 1929, pl. IX.C; Weatherhead 2007, 209). Wachsmann (1987, 78–92) conv incing ly argues for importation of Cretan agrimi horn for New Kingdom composite bows. Barber (1991, 49 n. 6, 35 1) associated the (rarely found) wool recovered at Kahun and Amarna with the considerable Aegean ceramics also found there (although far earlier sites also had wool, and that at Kahun is now carbon-dated to the Roman period; Nicholson and Shaw 2000, 269). She (1991, 64–65, 35 1) also belie ved that an Aegean emig rée was buried in New Kingdom Gurob (Tomb 11) with the unique low spindle whorl of local limestone (the Aegean-style galley was also found here; Wachsmann 2008). Other materials of lesser probability are cypress wood (Nicholson and Shaw 2000, 350) and lichen (Merrillees and Winter 1972, 111–12, 113; Nicholson and Shaw 2000, 559).
Political Relationship
Opinion regarding the political relationship or relationships between Egypt and the Aegean ranges from indirect to direct and virtually nil to intense at certain periods (mainly within Dynasties 18–19), but no documentation other than Egyptian ‘tribute’ lists and painted figures (see earlier) survives. These suggest little or no more than an extended commercial relationship of varying intensity conducted as a royal monopoly or under royal assent, so likely including the very occasional diplomatic gift exchange at arm’s length. No Egyptian king personally traveled to the Aegean, the ‘Amarna Letters’ include no relevant correspondence, and no military aggression is ever evident, although Aegean mercenaries may have served later pharaohs. Cross-cultural influence in both directions is minimal, restricted to certain specific materials, goods, and iconographies that reflected perceived needs at one level or another. Undoubtedly, however, both diplomatic and commercial relations were more intense than can be appreciated from the surviving evidence.
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LEVANT
ASSAF YASUR-LANDAU
THE physical distance between the Aegean and the Levant is far from being an insurmountable obstacle since the Mediterranean serves as a connecting medium. Under favorable winds, a ship traveling at a speed of 2.4–3.4 knots can make the journey between Rhodes, on the southeastern border of the Aegean world, to Gaza, at the southern border of the Levant, in a mere five to seven days. In only another four days it can even make the entire trip to the Levant from Athens on mainland Greece (Casson 1971, 288).
However, the cultural distance between the regions created a formidable barrier for any type of contact. It manifested itself not only in the difference between Indo-European and Semitic languages but also in almost every aspect of behavioral patterns from cooking and weaving to the realm of religion. Moreover, the cultural and linguistic distance between the Aegean and the Levant significantly hindered any transmission of culture, especially of behavioral patterns concerning the production and/or use of artifacts because the complex processes of teaching, imitation, and other sorts of socialization needed for complete transmission are almost impossible to impart without prolonged, face-to-face contact between teacher and student (Gosselain 1998, 94–97).
This chapter deals only with the impact of the Aegean on the Levant, defined here as the coastal and nearby areas of the Eastern Mediterranean: the area from the Amuq and the Kingdom of Mukish in the north to Gaza in the south. For the topic of Near Eastern impact on the Aegean world, see Maran (2004) and Cline (1994, 2007) for further bibliography.
THE MIDDLE BRONZE I (CA. 1950–1750 BC)
It was most likely tin and copper, crucial components in any Bronze Age palatial culture, which had attracted Protopalatial Minoans to establish a presence along the land routes from Mesopotamia to the Levantine coast (Wiener 1990, 146; Betancourt 1998, 8). Ugarit, the first landfall east of Cyprus, was an important link in the trade route that connected Crete with sources of tin in the East, and the presence of Minoan merchants is attested by ARM A 1270, a tablet from Mari that records the allocation of tin to the interpreter of the Caphtorites’ chief merchant in Ugarit (ARMT 23, 556, 28–31; Helzer 1989; Cline 1994, 126).
Protopalatial MM IIA—B pottery—mainly carinated cups but also bridge-spouted jars—have been found at north Levantine sites, including Ugarit, Sidon, Byblos, and Beirut (Merillees 2003). The finds in the southern Levant are even more meager, with an MM IIB cup sherd from the MB IIA “moat deposit” at Ashkelon and an MM IIB or perhaps “minoanizing” cup from an MB IIC context in Hazor (Dothan, Zuckerman, and Goren 2000; Merillees 2003, 136). The MM II pottery found in the Levant was not part of lavish diplomatic gifts, as were the Caphtorian weapons encrusted with gold and lapis lazuli recorded at Mari (e.g., ARMT 21, 231:3, 15–16; Cline 1994, 126) but were rather the residual evidence of accompanied trading items, perhaps taken by the Cretan crews of ships and intended for middle-class clients (Merrillees 2003, 139).
THE MIDDLE BRONZE II (CA. 1750–1550 BC)
The collapse of the Mari trading system, after the conquest of Mari by Hammurabi of Babylon (ca. 1750 BC, following the middle chronology, or ca. 1664 BC following the “new lower chronology”; Ben Tor 2003, 55), as well as the rise of the Hyksos in Egypt and the transition to the Neopalatial period in Crete must have created new challenges for interactions between Crete and the Levant. With the absence of any Egyptian threat and before the rise of the Hittite Empire, the Amorite kingdoms of the Levantine littoral grew unhindered and developed their own networks with Cyprus and the Aegean.
The apparent absence of MM III pottery imports (Betancourt 1998, 6) and the rather few LM IA/LH I pottery imports (Hankey and Leonard 1998, 31–32) indicate that there was no Minoan intention to broaden the commercial activity to include Aegean goods aimed for the subelites of the East. Rather, the two conspicuous examples of Aegean-style frescos found at Kabri and Alalakh—identified by the use of the buon fresco technique, methods of plaster preparation similar to those in the Aegean, and the use of Aegean motifs—indicate a continuation of interelite interactions (Niemeier and Niemeier 2000, 792). However, the use of the Aegean style and even symbolism does not necessarily mean the adoption of Minoan ideas but rather the deliberate use of the foreign to further entirely local causes, demonstrations of the ruler’s connection with faraway lands (Niemeier and Niemeier 1998, 96) or perhaps an aspiration to belong to a more “cosmopolitan” Mediterranean narrative (Cline and Yasur-Landau 2007, 163–64; Feldman 2007).
The fresco fragments from Alalakh came from the stratum VII palace of Yarim-Lim, originating in audience hall 5, as well as from magazines 11–13, probably fallen from a large room (Woolley’s grand salon) located above (Woolley 1955, 228–32; Niemeier and Niemeier 2000, 780–81). The room 5 frescoes include grasses moving in the wind, as well as a bucranium frieze, possibly with a double ax—a motif with a strong Minoan and arguably even Knossian ancestry. The grand salon fresco includes a white design on a red background, and its notched plume motif caused Niemeier and Niemeier (2000, 788–89) to interpret the scene as a large griffin crouching on a rocky terrain, painted in a distinctively Aegean style. The hypothesized terminus post quem for the use of the palace is the destruction of Alalakh by Hattusili I ca. 1625–1550 BC (Niemeier and Niemeier 2000, 780; Bietak 2007, 270–7 1), yet the frescoes themselves could have been painted anytime during the long life of stratum VII.
At Tel Kabri, excavated by Kempinski and Niemeier, a frescoed floor was found in Hall 611, within the ceremonial wing of the Canaanite palace built during the MB II period. It was decorated with a checkered design with red grid lines. Some of the squares were painted yellow; other were left white. A few squares were further decorated with marbling (stone imitation) design, while others were decorated with small dark-blue iris flowers and yellow crocuses (Niemeier and Niemeier 1998, 76).
In addition, more than two thousand tiny wall fresco fragments were found by Kempinski and Niemeier in and next to Threshold 698, located between Hall 611 and Room 740, where they had been reused as packing material (R. Oren 2002, 63; Niemeier and Niemeier 2002, 254). The fragments once belonged to an extensive miniature fresco that is similar in style, as well as in theme, to that of the West House at Akrotiri on Thera/Santorini (figure 62.1). Fragments of gray sea, crescent-shaped boats, and white and reddish-brown rocks indicate that this was a coastal scene, while fragments of architecture, reminiscent in style of the West House fresco, point to the existence of a coastal town (Niemeier and Niemeier 1998, 76–77). However, the date of the Kabri frescoes is as problematic as those at Alalakh, and they may be dated anywhere between the end of the 17th century BC and the first half of the 16th (Niemeier and Niemeier 2000, 780; Cline and Yasur-Landau 2007, 159–60).
Further indications of interactions with the Aegean are two inscriptions: a pithos sherd found in a late Middle Bronze II context in the temple courtyard at Tel Haror incised with Cretan Hieroglyphic (Day et al. 1999; Karnava 2005) and a stone basin from Lachish incised with Linear A signs (Finkelberg 1998, 267–68), the latter locally made and thus indicating the presence of a literate Aegean person at the site. A curious case is that of the importation of an Aegean legume, Lathyrus clymenum L. (Spanish vetchling), found at Tel Nami in a Middle Bronze Age IIA context (Artzy and Marcus 1993).
Figure 62.1. Fragments from the Kabri fresco, reconstruction by B. Niemeier and W.-D. Niemeier, conservation by R. Pelta, photograph by P. Shrago (after Cline and Yasur-Landau 2007, pl. XXXVIIIa).
THE LATE BRONZE AGE (CA. 1550–1200 BC)
The Age of Empires and Indirect Trade Patterns
The rise of the Late Bronze Age world system, with its club of great kingdoms—Hatti, Egypt, Mitanni, Babylon, and Ahhiyawa (possibly Mycenaean Greece)—significantly changed the relations between the Levant and the Aegean. The strong Pharaohs of the early 18th dynasty led to the return of Egypt as a major player in the international trade in raw materials and elite goods, no doubt at the expense of the Levantine littoral polities. Diplomatic and high-level commercial relations with the Aegean world are evident in the commissioning of Minoan fresco art at Tel el-Dab ca (Bietak 2007), the Aegeans depicted in Theban tombs (Wachsmann 1987), and the Kom el-Hetan inscription (Cline 1998, 238), which may record the journey of an Egyptian ship to the Aegean.
The rise of the Egyptian and Hittite Empires left the Levantine polities as client rulers and vassals, thus diminishing their ability to conduct independent foreign policy and trade. After a hundred years of Egyptian rule, the Amarna Letters of the 14th century BC show a picture of the diminished political and military power of the Canaanite city-states. They were very likely impoverished by the accompanying demands for tribute and taxation, which led to a reduced purchasing power of elite goods, as well as a lack of ability to commission first-class Aegean art. Phenomena such as the Kabri and Alalakh frescoes never returned to the Levant during the Late Bronze Age.
At the same time, the need of these elites to strengthen their position by procuring exotic imported goods created a market for the least expensive Aegean ceramic wares. As a result, the volume of international trade in pottery increased, resulting in a related and considerable rise in the quantity of Aegean imports, mostly Mycenaean containers for perfumed oils (Dabney 2007, 191–92).
Written evidence for direct commercial interaction between the Aegean and the Levant in the Late Bronze Age is limited to the oft-quoted case of the Ugaritic merchant Sinaranu, who was exempted from several taxes by the king of Ugarit, Amistamru II, including one tax “when from Crete his ship arrives” (PRU III 16.236; Helzer 1978, 134; 1988). However, this short note pales in comparison with the rich evidence for Ugaritic interaction with Cyprus, which included diplomatic correspondence between the kings of Ugarit and Alashiya (Cyprus) dealing with both commercial and military affairs (Yon 2003, 47–48). The presence of Alashiyans in Ugarit is apparent in a census of twenty-seven Alashiyan families, possibly merchants, recorded on RS 11.857 (Schloen 2001, 323–26), as well as an Alashiyan ship mentioned in KTU 3.390 (Hoftijzer and van Soldt 1998, 339) and documents in Cypro-Minoan script found at Ugarit itself (e.g., J. Smith 2003, 284).
The lack of written records for direct contact between the Aegean and the Levant is seen also on the Aegean side, where Linear B references to the personal and ethnic names of foreigners are found (Shelmerdine 1998, 292; Cline 1994, 50; Palaima 1991, 278–79; Yasur-Landau 2003, pl. 2.1). While the Linear B tablets reflect at least a superficial knowledge of commodities and people arriving from Egypt, Cyprus, and western Anatolia, there are few references to the Levant. Most conspicuously, Ugarit, the most important gateway for Mycenaean pottery in the Levant, is not mentioned at all in the Aegean record.
In contrast to the scanty evidence of direct trade between the Aegean and the Levant at this time, we find strong indications of the important role of Cypriots rather than Mycenaeans or local merchants in the import of Mycenaean pottery to the Levant. Hankey’s (1967, 146) views on the important place of Cypriots in the Mycenaean pottery trade may be strengthened by the discovery of Cypro-Minoan signs on Mycenaean and other pottery found in the Levant, either painted or incised after firing, such as the fifteen Mycenaean vessels with Cypro-Minoan signs found at Tell Abu Hawam (Hirschfeld 2004, 106). Hirschfeld (1993, 2004) sees this as a clear indication that such Mycenaean vessels traveled through Cyprus or were handled by someone accustomed to Cypriot ways, further pointing to the deep involvement of Cypriots in the trade in Mycenaean pottery.
Indeed, the volume of the trade in Mycenaean pottery exported to Canaan and the northern Levant is—in quantity—in a distant second place compared to the huge volume of pottery imports from Cyprus exported to the same area. Thus, for example, in Tyre, Cypriot imports outnumber Mycenaean imports at a ratio of 10 to 1 (Bell 2006, 56), and at Tell Abu Hawam, which yielded a number of Mycenaean imports second only to Ugarit, Cypriot pottery imports may outnumber Mycenaean vessels by a ratio of 40 to 1 (Åström 1993, 312).
USE OF MYCENAEAN POTTERY IN THE LEVANT
Mycenaean pottery is imported to the Levant in increasing numbers as early as the LH II period (Hankey and Leonard 1998, 32–33) and reach their peak in LH IIIA2; by LH IIIB they are found in at least seventy-five sites in the Levant (Wijngaarden 2002, 16–22). Provenance studies have demonstrated that in this phase most such pottery was produced in the Argolid and surrounding areas (e.g., Killebrew 1998, 160; Perlman, Asaro, and Frierman 1971; Gunneweg et al. 1992; French 2004). Clear LH IIIB2 forms are somewhat less common, although they have been found at Tell Abu Hawam (e.g., Warren and Hankey 1989, 160) and Ugarit (e.g., Hirschfeld 2000a, 149nn430, 431, 434). Transitional LH IIIB—C pottery exists at very few sites, such as Lachish and perhaps Ugarit. Pottery decorated in the LH IIIC style exists in the Levant, but it is no longer acquired from the Aegean; instead, it is either imported from Cyprus or locally made (see later discussion).
Even at the richest sites in the Levant, Mycenaean pottery constituted but a small fraction of the entire pottery assemblage; its use may have had only a limited impact on Canaanite society. In Ugarit, Cypriot and Mycenaean imports together form only about 1% of the entire ceramic finds (Bell 2006, 37). Steel, analyzing the distribution of imported Mycenaean pottery at Tel el ‘Ajjul, argues—given the very small number of Mycenaean pottery imports found in habitation contexts—that “Mycenaean imports represent an exotic rarity that had a limited appeal or use within the LBA occupation of the site” (2002, 36).
Mycenaean pottery arrived at the Levantine markets through a number of coastal gateways, the most important of which was Ugarit, followed by Tell Abu Hawam, located on the coast of the Carmel (Balensi 2004; Artzy 2005). Both sites overshadow all others in both quantity—more than 1,000 Mycenaean imports at Ugarit and circa 700 at Tell Abu Hawam (Leonard 1994, 201–202, 208–209; Hirschfeld 2000a, 91; Wijngaarden 2002, 109; Balensi 2004, 145; Bell 2006, 37)—and the variety of forms (Balensi 1985, 66; 2007, figure 7a–c). Other coastal sites, such as Sarepta, Akko, Tel Nami, and Ashdod (Artzy 2005; Bell 2006, 41–44, 47–48) may have also served as entry points for both Cypriot and Mycenaean imports.
Functionally, most of the imported Mycenaean vessels were small containers, and the small stirrup jar was the most frequent Mycenaean import to the Levant in the LH IIIA—B period (Leonard 1994, 50–66; Hirschfeld 2000b, 71). Other closed forms include stirrup jars, pithoid/piriform jars, pyxides, and lentoid flasks (Leonard 1994, 13–22, 35–39, 50–83). These were probably used as containers for perfumed oils and ointments (Leonard 1981, 91–100). Luxurious dinnerware was a relatively less frequent import (Killebrew 1998, 160) and included amphoroid kraters (most of which are decorated with chariot scenes), semiglobular cups, and shallow angular bowls (Leonard 1994, 22–33, 96–102, 123–26). There was no importation of either cookware or coarse kitchen ware, which may indicate that Canaanites did not have any interest in Mycenaean cuisine or foodways.
The dominant role of small containers, usually more then 80% of the Mycenaean assemblage (Guzowska and Yasur-Landau 2007), suggests that most Mycenaean pottery was purchased for its contents. As for imported dinnerware, its patterns of use do not indicate the adoption of Mycenaean behavioral patterns relating to feasting but rather the adaptation of the imported pottery to local practices. Such is probably the case for explaining the rarity of the kylix in the Levant, even though it was the most common type of Mycenaean drinking vessel in the Aegean. Their almost complete absence may be the result of the profound difference between Canaanite and Aegean drinking practices and the way the vessels are physically held (Yasur-Landau 2005).
Aegean toasting is characterized by the use of stemmed cups, always firmly held by their stems using all five fingers. In contrast, depictions on the Megiddo and Tel el-Far’ah ivories show that Canaanite rulers and nobles drank from round-based drinking bowls, with the bowl resting on the open palm of the hand. This is a Syrian tradition that began in the early second millennium BC (Yasur-Landau 2005; Beck 1989, 338–40; Ziffer 1999, 195–96). It is therefore easy to understand why semiglobular cups and shallow angular bowls (Leonard 1994, 96–102, 123–26; Hirschfeld 2000b, 71) are the most commonly imported personal serving vessel, as they conform to the Canaanite practice of resting the vessel on the palm of the hand rather than holding its stem. The amphoroid krater, a favorite import during the 14th century, reflects the opposite phenomenon—it resembled in shape the common Canaanite krater and therefore could have been easily used during Canaanite feasts, as can be seen in the co-occurrence of Canaanite kraters and a Mycenaean “Chariot krater” in the elite Tomb 387 at Tel Dan.
Further evidence that a passion for Aegean tableware and drinking habits was not shared by many people in the Late Bronze Age southern Levant comes from the so-called derivative forms, sometimes referred to as “imitations of Mycenaean pottery” or “local” (Amiran 1970, 186; Killebrew 1998, 161). These were intended to answer the market demand of people with an acquired taste for Aegean pottery or for commodities inside such pottery. These derivative forms were mostly closed containers such as stirrup jars, pithoid/piriform jars, and straight-sided alabastra (e.g., Leonard 1994, 22nn157–61, 39nn474–76, 78–79nn1171, 1177–78, 1192–98; Amiran 1970, pl. 57: 2–7, 9, 11).
The fact that most imports and imitations are containers and not tableware indicates that the changes in behavioral patterns caused by Aegean imports leaned toward the consumption of exotic commodities transported in exotic containers. Imported tableware was in less demand and less frequently imitated, indicating little if any change in food preparation and food consumption habits.
Similarly, Mycenaean ceramic cultic objects such as figurines and rhyta had a limited impact on Levantine cults. Though they could be found in cultic contexts, such as the Temple rhyta in Ugarit (Wijngaarden 2002, 115), their sporadic use did not spark any significant wave of local imitation, as would be expected if their use introduced new Aegean ritual practices.
THE “INTERNATIONAL STYLE”
Luxury objects, mostly ivories, carved in the “international style” of the Late Bronze Age and combining Aegean, Syro-Canaanite, and Egyptian motifs, were a medium through which people in the Levant were exposed, albeit indirectly, to Aegean art (Crowley 1989; Rehak and Younger 1998). To Feldman, these objects, which possess “visual ambiguity” by not belonging to a specific artistic tradition, enabled a “hybridity of an imagined community” in situations of close encounters between kings, such as royal diplomatic marriages (Feldman 2006, 71, 190–91). The varied artistic influences of the international style is apparent in the mixed origin of Kothar, the Ugaritic god of crafts, who is described in the Baal cycle as both Cretan and Egyptian: Crete is “the throne where he sits,” and Memphis is “the land of his heritage” (CAT 1.3 VI 14–16; M. Smith 1997, 119).
It is impossible to know the origin of these “koine” pieces and whether they had one manufacturing point or several (Kantor 1956, 167; Liebowitz 1980; Barnett 1982, 26; Feldman 2006, 96). Thus, for example, the famous pyxis lid from Minet el-Beida, which depicts a goddess flanked by two goats, has been identified by different scholars as either a Levantine, Cypriot, or an Aegean item made for the Levantine market (Feldman 2006, 63–64). It is likely that many workshops were active at the same time, as there is a wide continuum in ivory carving (Feldman 2006, 97).
Despite the fact that Levantine elites used objects made in the International style but include Aegean components, it appears that Aegean clothing did not influence their habitus—core of identity—and the way the rulers wished to see themselves on the inlaid furniture they used. Thus, at both Megiddo and Ugarit, sites that yielded many pieces in the International style, ivory pieces with scenes of elite life depict rulers and other male and female members of the elite in distinctively Canaanite dress and hairst yles (Loud 1939, nos. 2, 161, 162; Liebowitz 1980, 169; Sweeney and Yasur-Landau 1999, 131–32; Feldman 2006, 54–55, 97). If there were any foreign influence on the appearance of the local dignitaries, it is Egyptian, as is also evident in the Egyptian garments and hairstyles on a court scene from a Tel el-Far’a (S) ivory (Liebowitz 1980, 168).
THE 12TH CENTURY: LH IIIC–STYLE IMPORTS AND PHILISTINE MIGRANTS
During the early—middle 12th century in the Levant, imports of Mycenaean pottery essentially stopped, as did the imports of Cypriot base ring and white slip wares. Contemporary with the collapse of the Hittite empire, a wave of destruction crashed through the Levant and eliminated the kingdoms of Ugarit and Amurru. The sites on the Phoenician coast, from Byblos to the Carmel ridge, seem to have been spared, yet most urban sites in the southern Levant ceased to exist by the last third of the 12th century BC, many of them violently destroyed. The destruction of Ugarit, Amurru, and the sites on the southern coast of the Levant is usually attributed to the activities of the Sea Peoples, among whom are the Philistines, whose exploits were recorded in Ramses III’s year 8 inscription at Medinet Habu:
The foreign countries made conspiracy in their islands… No land could stand before their arms, from Hatti [central Anatolia], Qode [Cilicia, southeastern Anatolia], Carchemish, Arzawa [western Anatolia] and Alashiya [Cyprus] on, being cut off at one time.… Their confederation was the Peleset [Philistines], Tjeker, Shekelesh, Denyen, and Weshesh, lands united. (Peden 1994, 29)
The utter destruction of the Late Bronze Age world system resulted in a deep change in the nature of the interaction between the Aegean and the Levant. Ugarit itself is thought to have been destroyed between 1195 and 1185 (Yon 1992, 119–20; Singer 1999, 729); the latest imported Aegean wares at Ugar it include a pictorial krater belonging to the Kos/Kalymnos group (Courtois 1978, 318–19, 346–50, figure 41:1, 2; Yon 2000, 8). These have been ascribed by Warren and Hankey to the LH IIIC Early period and by Mountjoy to the “Transitional LH IIIB–LH IIIC” phase (Mountjoy 2004). Note that there is a possible presence of LH IIIC Early pottery within the destruction deposits of Ugarit (Monchambert 1996; Karageorghis 2000, 64–65; Yon 2000, 15), but this may well postdate the destruction.
A similar picture of a small amount of Transitional LH IIIB—LH IIIC and LH IIIC—style pottery that predates the destruction at the end of the Late Bronze Age can be seen at Tel Kazel, where it is found in the transitional LB—Iron Age I phase, before the destruction of the site (attributed to the Sea People), as well as in the subsequent Iron Age I phase (Badre 2006; Jung 2007).
In areas that survived (at least temporarily) the wave of destructions at the beginning of the 12th century BC, a new type of imports appears, albeit in very small quantities: Aegean-type pottery, which, according to NAA analysis of samples from Israel (D’Agata et al. 2005; Mazar 2007), was produced mostly in Cyprus. This pottery appears in the southern Levant only at sites north of the Carmel Ridge: Tel Keisan, Acco, Beth Shean, and perhaps Dan. The most common type imported was the small stirrup jar, similarly to the earlier pattern of LH IIIB imports.
The Cypriot origin of the vessels from Tel Keisan, Beth Shean, and Acco suggests that Cypriot products from diverse pottery workshops—from the areas of Palaepaphos in the west and Enkomi in the east (D’Agata et al. 2005)—replaced the Argolid-made Aegean wares after those became unavailable. These vessels were also locally imitated, as is seen in two examples of LH IIIC—style stirrup jars from Megiddo and Tel Keisan, produced in the vicinity of Acco, which clearly imitate Cypriot “Mycenaean IIIC” prototypes (Yasur-Landau 2006).
A similar picture also occurs at Phoenician sites such as Byblos, Sarepta, and Tyre. Unlike Ugarit and Amurru, these show no evidence of destruction during the transition between the Late Bronze Age and the Early Iron Age. These sites mainly yielded imported pieces of LH IIIC pottery, primarily stirrup jars, deep bowls, and kraters, reflecting a small-scale survival of trade with Cyprus in the mid- and late 12th century (Byblos: Salles 1980, 30–35, 66; Sarepta: Koehl 1985, 118–22; Anderson 1988, 612–13, pl. 28:19; Leonard 1994, 118n1757; Tyre: Bikai 1978, pl. XXXIX: 20; Leonard 1994, 120n1778).
In the southern Levant, the collapse of the Canaanite city-state system, which began in the 13th century BC, had ended with the demise of every Canaanite city by the middle of the 12th century BC (Finkelstein 1996). Although Cypriot-made LH IIIC pottery was not imported to sites south of the Carmel ridge, new Aegean-inspired material culture traits that stemmed from the LH IIIC Postpalatial world appeared at the sites of Ashdod, Ashkelon, Ekron, and Gath, which area later became known in the biblical literature as the Land of the Philistines.
The 12th-century-BC strata in these sites includes a significant percentage of locally made LH IIIC—style pottery, named in different publications “Mycenaean IIIC,” “monochrome,” or “Philistine monochrome” pottery (Dothan and Zuckerman 2004). The fineware repertoire is dominated by open forms, especially deep bowls, bell-shaped kraters, and shallow angular bowls. Other, more rare, open forms include cups and small kylikes. Closed forms, the most common imports during the earlier LH IIIA—B periods, appear in the “monochrome” assemblages in considerably smaller numbers than the open forms, and include stirrup jars, spouted jugs, strainer jugs, and pyxides (Dothan and Zukerman 2004). The decoration is mostly linear, although the geometric, floral, and even figural motifs appear mostly on deep bowls, kraters, strainer jugs, and stirrup jars.
Cooking practices and foodways in Philistia show a deep Aegean influence through the introduction of Aegean-type cooking vessels: cooking jugs (Yasur-Landau 2003, 174; 2003–2004; Dothan and Zukerman 2004, 28, 30) (figure 62.2). At the same time, the rectangular hearth, almost a universal feature of LH IIIC domestic architecture, appears in the Philistine sites and reflects concepts of cooking, as well as an arrangement of space foreign to the local Canaanites (Dothan 1998; Stager 1995, 347; Mazar 1986; 1988, 257–60; Karageorghis 1998; Yasur-Landau 2003, 172–74).
Another domestic activity that shows an Aegean influence is weaving, including the introduction of unperforated loomweights or spools, many dozens of which have been found at Ashkelon and Ekron (Master 2005, 342; Mazow 2005, 167). These are unbaked or poorly fired clay spools, either cylindrical or hourglass shaped, a common feature of LH IIIC/LM IIIC material culture assemblages. They are found in great numbers at sites from Lefkandi in Euboea, Tiryns, and Asine in the Argolid to Halasmenos and Chania in Crete (Rahmstorf 2003). The proof of their use as loomweights comes from Ashkelon (Stager 1991, 14–15), where in several instances these objects were found in a row along walls, together with linen fibers. Finally, new types of locally made figurines, “mourning figurines,” inspired by the Mycenaean “tau” and “psi” figurines, and “Ashdoda” seated figurines, show an Aegean (and perhaps Aegean and Cypriot) impact on domestic cults (Yasur-Landau 2001).
Figure 62.2. Canaanite cooking pot from Megiddo (left) and Aegean-style cooking jugs from Tel Miqne/Ekron (after Yasur-Landau 2005, figure 3: 1, 4).
These changes in material culture are commonly explained as the arrival of a new population, the Philistines, from the Aegean to the southern Levant (e.g., Dothan 1982; Mazar 1985; Bietak 1993; Stager 1995; Bunimovitz and Faust 2001; Finkelstein 1995, 1998; Barako 2000; Yasur-Landau 2005; Killrew 2006, 197–245; contra Sherratt [1992, 1998], who posed a nonmigrationist explanation for the Aegean cultural traits found on Cyprus and in Philistia, preferring a process of cultural diffusion and elite emulation connected with the early post-Bronze Age trade). According to these views, the profound change in domestic behavioral patterns seen at Ashdod, Ekron, and Ashkelon could not have occurred simply through the influence of traded Aegean items but must rather have taken place as a result of the arrival of migrants from the Aegean and their close interaction with local populations, which facilitated a long-term process of cultural transmission.
While most scholars seem to accept the general concept of an Aegean migration to the Levant, there are serious disagreements regarding almost all aspects of such a migration. These include the number of migrants, their ethnic makeup (were they mostly Aegean or a mixture of Canaanites, Syrians, and Aegeans?), the routes they took, and the process of settlement and its chronology (Stager 1995; Finkelstein 1996, 1998, 2007; Sweeney and Yasur-Landau 1999; Bunimovitz and Faust 2001; Yasur-Landau 2007; Killebrew 2006).
With the assimilation of the Aegean migrants into the local population, as well as the demise of Aegean material culture traits in Philistia during the 10th century BC, little was left of the Aegean Bronze Age impact on the Levant. However, some names and terms persisted into the Iron Age. The Philistines, whose name may have derived from the pre-Greek Pelasgoi (Singer 1988; W.-D. Niemeier 1998, 17–18, 46–47), gave their name to the southern coast of the Levant and, even in the 7th century BC, the Philistine ruler of Ekron still carried an Aegean name, Achish, perhaps meaning “the Achaean” (Naveh 1998). Finally, the name “Caphtor” for Crete remained in constant use in the Levant from the Middle Bronze Age until the 7th century BC, when the alternative term “Cherethites” (Cretans) entered the biblical narrative (Finkelstein 2002, 148).
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TROY
PETER JABLONKA
THE site today known as Troy (Turkish Hisarlık, Homer’s Ilios, Greek and Roman Ilion/Ilium) is situated in northwestern Asia Minor, five kilometers from the present coastline at the Dardanelles (ancient Hellespont), at 26°14′E and 39°52′N. Its sequence of occupation spans several millennia from the beginning of the Bronze Age (3000 BC) to the Byzantine period (12th century AD).
Troy’s high profile is obviously due to the fact that it has been regarded as the scene of the Trojan War, a story told in Homer’s Iliad and still part of popular culture. Since this story also lies at the heart of Greek ethnic identity both ancient and modern, Troy has been considered “Aegean” although it is actually part of “Anatolia.” Whether these terms are meaningful at all, apart from reflecting a division of scholarship along modern political boundaries, remains to be shown.
HISTORY OF EXCAVATIONS
The attempt to determine whether this place can really be identified with the setting of the Iliad has been the incentive for large-scale archaeological research that has continued at the site for the past 140 years. Based on coins and inscriptions that were found at Hisarlık, Edward Daniel Clarke identified the site with ancient Ilion in 1801. Charles Maclaren concluded in 1822 that, according to ancient tradition, Ilion must also be Homer’s Troy. Nevertheless, the quest for Troy was continued at other sites in the vicinity, probably influenced by Strabo, who believed that the Troy of the Iliad was not the city Ilion of his own time. Until the second half of the 19th century, many scholars, following Marie-Gabriel A. F. Choiseul-Gouffier and Jean-Baptiste Lechevalier, claimed that Homer’s Troy was on the nearby hilltop of the Ballı Dağ.
In 1863 Frank Calvert—a British expatriate and an amateur scholar living in the region—started excavations at Hisarlık/Ilion. When Heinrich Schliemann, a retired German merchant and self-made millionaire looking for a second career, arrived in the Dardanelles in 1868, Calvert pointed the site out to him (Heuck Allen 1999; Robinson 2007).
Seizing the opportunity, Schliemann continued excavations from 1870 until his death in 1890 (Traill 1995; Easton 2002). When he found treasures, including jewelry and vessels made from gold and silver, in what looked like the remains of a burnt citadel, he mistakenly took this for evidence that the Trojan War had actually taken place at Hisarlık. Later it became clear that these finds were from the Early Bronze Age, at least thousand years older than any possible date for the events related by Homer.
After Schliemann’s death, Wilhelm Dörpfeld continued the excavations in 1893 and 1894 and published the results of his own, as well as Schliemann’s, excavations (Dörpfeld 1902). From 1932 to 1938, a team from the University of Cincinnati under the directorship of Carl W. Blegen undertook a reassessment of earlier results (Blegen 1963; Blegen et al. 1950, 1951, 1953, 1958). In 1988, excavations were resumed by an international team directed by Manfred Korfmann of the University of Tübingen, Germany, with the collaboration of the University of Cincinnati (Korfmann 2006; Studia Troica 1991–2007). Since Manfred Korfmann’s death in 2005, work at Troy has continued to the present day (2010) under the direction of Ernst Pernicka.
In the course of this long history of research, Troy—its mythological or literary associations notwithstanding—has become an important archaeological site in its own right. This is only partly due to the attention and research that have gone into the investigation of the site. With its unique, continuous sequence of important settlements spanning the entire Bronze Age, Troy is certainly one of the most prominent archaeological sites in Anatolia and the Aegean.
THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF TROY
The archaeological site of Troy (cf. Korfmann and Mannsperger 2005) occupies the northwestern corner of a low plateau that overlooks what is today an alluvial plain at the mouth of the river Karamenderes Çayı (ancient Scamander). Early Bronze Age Troy, however, was a coastal settlement on the shores of a wide but shallow bay at the mouth of the region’s largest river (Kayan et al. 2003; Kraft et al. 2003). During the past six thousand years, the Scamander and Simoeis (Dümrek) rivers have prograded more than 6 km into this bay, accompanied by accelerated erosion in their catchments. The bay and its shores have been buried under several meters of sediment, rivers have frequently changed their courses, and the coastline has slowly moved to its present position, thus making archaeological investigation of the floodplain nearly impossible.
Excavations have always focused on a settlement mound (“citadel”) 300 by 200 m wide on the edge of the plateau. Its 15 m of deposits contain the remains of superimposed and increasingly larger Bronze Age settlements with their ramparts, the sanctuary of Athena Ilias, and other public buildings from the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Schliemann and Dörpfeld have subdivided the sequence into nine major periods of occupation: the “cities” Troy I–IX. This chronology is still being used today. It has been revised and refined by Blegen and radiocarbon-dated by recent excavations (Korfmann and Kromer 1993; Kromer, Korfmann, and Jablonka 2003).
Ruins of classical Ilion and Bronze Age settlements outside the citadel are located on the slopes and plateau to the south and east of the mound (“lower city”).
TROY I (CA. 3000–2550 BC)
Several Late Neolithic/Chalcolithic sites have been discovered in the Troad and on the island of Imbros (Kumtepe A and B, ca. 5000–3000 BC). The earliest settlement at Troy itself, Troy I, was a small village. Houses with stone and mud-brick walls were attached to each other, and some of these were “megaron” buildings consisting of a large room with a porchlike anteroom. The settlement was surrounded by stone ramparts that were repeatedly reinforced. Pottery is dark, handmade, and decorated with white incrustation. Although the majority of metal artifacts were still made from copper, bronze artifacts have been found in Troy I–levels at nearby Beşiktepe (Begemann 2003). Architecture and finds at contemporaneous sites on the shores and islands of the northern Aegean (e.g., Poliochni on Lemnos or Thermi on Lesbos) resemble what has been found at Troy (Séfériadès 1985; Kouka 2002). On the other hand, similar house plans have been discovered at Demircihüyük near Eskişehir (Korfmann 1983) or Bademağacı Höyük north of Antalya. Rather than being either Aegean or Anatolian, Troy I appears to belong to a distinctively Aegean–West Anatolian cultural sphere.
TROY II (CA. 2550–2300 BC)
At the center of the citadel, freestanding megaron buildings up to 40 m long were erected inside a courtyard and were very likely used for assemblies, audiences, or religious ceremonies. The fortifications of the citadel now consisted of mud-brick walls that crowned stone ramparts and included several monumental gates. Some but not all of the pottery shapes at Troy II were wheel made, notably large quantities of plates. The famous treasures found by Schliemann in levels most likely belonging to Troy II (Easton 1994; Tolstikow and Treijster 1996; Korfmann 2001a; Sazcı and Treister 2006) included thousands of objects made from gold, silver, electrum, bronze, carnelian, and lapis lazuli. Raw materials came from regions as far away as Afghanistan and central Asia. Comparanda for vessels like the two-handled cup (“depas amphikypellon”), jewelry, and other objects have been found in Bulgaria, Greece, Anatolia, Syria, and Mesopotamia.
An area of 9 ha. to the south of the citadel was protected by a palisade uncovered dur ing recent excavations (Jablonka 2001). Houses have been discovered immediately outside the citadel. For the first time, the citadel of Troy II was surrounded by a larger settlement.
Troy II was twice destroyed by fire. After the first destruction, monumental buildings were replaced by densely clustered blocks of smaller houses in a development similar to what once again can be observed in Late Bronze Age Troy VIIa. After the second destruction, possible survivors were not able to reclaim the treasures. The following settlements Troy III–V were markedly less prosperous.
This course of events is typical of the second half of the third millennium BC. In Egypt, Mesopotamia, and Syria, states, urban centers, and writing had already been established. At the peripher y, from Anatolia to Greece, secondary centers acted as nodes in a network of exchange and contact with these more developed areas (Sherratt 1997; Maran 1998; Korfmann 2001b). However, growth was not sustainable. At the end of the millennium, Troy was only one among many places struck by a crisis that affected the larger region from Greece and Anatolia to Egypt and the Middle East.
TROY III (CA. 2300–2200 BC), IV (CA. 2200–2000 BC), AND V (CA. 2000–1750 BC)
In his attempt to expose the center of Troy II, Schliemann removed large parts of these levels without sufficient documentation. Blegen ascribed much of what Dörpfeld had called Troy III to a late phase of Troy II. The chronology of the period is still somewhat ambiguous. The impression that Troy III–V were rather modest villages may partly be due to the current state of research (cf. Sazcı 2001; Blum 2006).
The area of the citadel was covered by densely packed houses with stone and mud-brick walls. In Troy IV, domed ovens were introduced. Like the “red-cross bowls” of Troy V, this seems to be an influence from Anatolia. At the end of Troy V, however, Minoan imports appear.
During Troy III, the ramparts of Troy II might still have been in use. Houses from Troy V have been excavated to the west of the citadel, a clear sign that the settlement was growing once again.
TROY VI (CA. 1750–1300 BC)
The citadel of Troy VI by far surpassed its predecessors in size and workmanship (figures 63.1, 63.2). Regrettably, its center was removed when the mound was leveled in the Hellenistic period to make room for the temple of Athena, and more has been dug away by Schliemann.
At the end of the period, the fortification walls (cf. Klinkott 2004) enclosed an area of two hectares. The walls, built of large limestone blocks, are five meters wide and still preserved to a height of eight meters. Several towers were built against the walls. From the south gate, a paved and drained street led into the citadel. Inside the walls, large, two-storied, freestanding buildings with stone walls that resemble the fortification were built on terraces rising toward the center, almost each with a different layout. Megaron houses still occur, but there are also halls with pillars or columns or irregular floor plans. The massive house walls without ground-floor windows may have served defensive purposes, possibly indicating conflicts among the leading families.
The citadel was surrounded by a larger settlement that has been called the “lower city” (Korfmann 1995, 1997; Jablonka and Rose 2004; Becks 2006; Jablonka 2006). Its ill-preserved remains are covered by Hellenistic and Roman Ilion and can therefore be excavated only with difficulty and in small patches. This larger settlement was surrounded by a rock-cut defensive ditch comprising an area of ca. 30 hectares. The area inside was rather densely built up close to the citadel, but houses have also been found farther away. A systematic surface-find collection demonstrates that Late Bronze Age pottery is scattered across the whole area encompassed by the ditch. A small cemetery excavated by Blegen 450 meters south of the citadel is situated outside this area near a gate bridging the ditch.
No effort was spared to secure the settlement’s water supply. A “cave” and spring 200 m southwest of the citadel previously known to Schliemann but only recently excavated is in fact a system of artificial tunnels and shafts that tap two aquifers (Frank, Mangini, and Korfmann 2002; Korfmann, Frank, and Mangini 2006). The citadel’s northeast bastion was built around a large rectangular well accessible through a gate from the “lower city” outside.
Details of Late Bronze Age Troy resemble Mycenaean (megaron buildings, sawtooth vertical offsets that divide walls into sections) and Hittite (citadel-city, rectangular towers) architecture. Taken as a whole, however, the layout of the site is unparalleled.
The beginning of Troy VI is marked by important innovations. For the first time, horses were kept at Troy. Also making an appearance is a new, gray, wheel-made type of burnished pottery that is virtually identical with the Middle Helladic Minyan Gray ware of Greece (Pavúk 2005). With changing shapes, production of this West Anatolian Gray Ware continues until Troy VIIb. Beginning in mid-Troy VI, Tan Ware was produced from the same clays by using different firing techniques. Mycenaean shapes were imitated in both wares. Although only a small fraction of the pottery was imported, Minoan, Mycenaean, Cypriot, and Levantine imported pottery occurred throughout Troy VI and VII. West Anatolian Gray Ware has been found on Cyprus and along the Levantine coast. However, pottery or other finds from Hittite Anatolia are missing.
Figure 63.1. Plan of Late Bronze Age Troy. Citadel, Lower town with contemporary topography, rock-cut ditch, and gate (Troy VI) (copyright Peter Jablonka and Troia-Projekt, University of Tübingen).
Figure 63.2. Late Bronze Age Troy, partial view of the ruins. Citadel walls, tower, and East gate (foreground), Houses VI E and VI F (Troy VI), walls of smaller houses (Troy VII) just behind citadel wall (background) (copyright Troia-Projekt, University of Tübingen).
It is not clear whether an earthquake, a war, or an internal uprising caused a partial destruction of the city at the end of Troy VI.
TROY VIIA (CA. 1300–1180 BC)
The city was soon rebuilt (figures 63.1, 63.2). Some of the buildings inside the citadel were reused. Empty spaces were filled with smaller houses. In many rooms, storage vessels were sunk into the ground. This replacement of the almost palacelike buildings from Troy VI most likely reflects changes in society. Towers and mud-brick breastworks were added to the citadel walls, but at the same time new houses were also built outside (Becks, Rigter, and Hnila 2006). A stretch of yet another rock-cut ditch has been discovered to the south of the first one. The area of the settlement might therefore have been even larger than during Troy VI. Troy VIIa once again suffered destruction by fire.
TROY VIIB (CA. 1180–950 BC)
The first phase of Troy VIIb looks very much like a continuation of Troy VIIa. Houses were rebuilt inside and outside the citadel, the citadel walls reused, pottery—including some Mycenaean imports from Greece—remains almost the same, even if some handmade wares (“barbarian ware”) begin to appear. Inside a house from Troy VIIb1 a biconvex bronze seal has been found, the only evidence of writing at Bronze Age Troy so far (Hawkins and Easton 1996). The Luwian hieroglyphic inscription gives the names of a woman and a man whose profession is specified as scribe.
In later phases of Troy VIIb, a new building technique—walls using upright stones (“orthostates”)—and a handmade, knobbed ceramic ware (“Buckelkeramik”) are introduced, both similar to finds from southeastern Europe and along the shores of the Black Sea. This has been thought to reflect the arrival of immigrant population groups.
Troy VIIb continued into the Iron Age, when Protogeometric amphoras were imported from Greece (Catling 1998; Becks 2003). Two phases of Troy VIIb ended in destruction by fire.
TROY VIII AND IX (BEGINNING CA. 950 BC)
South of the citadel wall, a complete sequence of layers from Troy VI into the Roman period has recently been excavated (Chabot Aslan 2002). This shows that, contrary to what Blegen believed, even during the “dark ages” that followed the end of the second millennium BC, Troy was never completely abandoned. The oldest houses of Greek Ilion are from the end of the 8th century BC. At the same time, ritual activities commenced at a sanctuary to the west of the Bronze Age citadel, whose magnificent walls were still visible. The city of Ilion prospered during the Hellenistic and Roman periods, not least by exploiting its ties with a mythical past politically and as a source of income from travelers. After all, even Roman emperors believed their ancestors descended from Troy’s royal family.
HISARLIK, HITTITES, AND HOMER
Any discussion of the significance of archaeological remains uncovered at the site of Hisarlık-Troy inevitably leads back to the questions that Heinrich Schliemann naïvely asked: Is this the Troy of the Iliad? Did the Trojan War really happen?
If Schliemann had found nothing beneath the ruins of Greek and Roman Ilion, which could well have happened, the question would have been decided. But what he found is probably the most important Bronze Age site of western Anatolia and the northern Aegean. It has an exceptionally long, uninterrupted sequence of occupation. It always was a well-fortified stronghold, and its walls were renewed and enlarged after each of several destructions. Twice in the course of its long history— during Troy II and Troy VI–VII—it showed several characteristics of a central place that was urbanized at least in comparison to its regional setting: monumental and symbolic architecture, a citadel surrounded by a large settlement, finds that reflect craft specialization and foreign contacts. Late Bronze Age Troy was as large as medium-sized Hittite cities. On the other hand, several characteristics of Bronze Age civilizations seem to be absent: sculpture or wall paintings, and, with the exception of one seal, writing or other administrative practices.
Manfred Korfmann’s reconstruction of Late Bronze Age Troy VI and VIIa with a densely built-up lower city surrounded not only by a ditch but also by fortifications modeled on the casemate walls known from Hittite cities has been subject to considerable criticism (Hertel and Kolb 2003; Kolb 2004; cf. Bryce 2006, 62–64). Even if Korfmann’s interpretation of his findings was overly enthusiastic, much of this criticism is certainly going too far and can be refuted (Easton et al. 2002; Jablonka and Rose 2004). There is solid evidence for several phases of Late Bronze Age buildings outside, even far away, from the citadel. It has been shown that the ditches that encompass the lower city served a defensive purpose, and next to them bedrock-cuttings for a wooden construction supporting a rampart or wall have been found.
It has been said that Troy owed its prosperity at least in part to its geographic position between two continents and seas, at the crossing point of land routes from Anatolia to the Balkans and sea routes from the Aegean to the Black Sea (Korfmann 1986; Wright 1997; Höckmann 2003). Because of prevailing northerly winds and strong currents flowing into the Aegean, entry into the Dardanelles is difficult. Ships had to wait for favorable conditions, using anchorages in the Beşik Bay on the Aegean shore near Troy or in the bay at the mouth of the Scamander. This could have put Troy in a position to control and profit from traffic. There is indeed archaeological evidence for Late Bronze Age contacts between the Aegean and the Black Sea: Oxhide ingots and stone anchors of Aegean type have been found along the coast of Bulgaria, Aegean weapon types are common in the hinterland of the Black Sea, and a stone scepter from Romania has been found on the Uluburun shipwreck (Höckmann 2003). Minoan and Mycenaean pottery has been found at Troy and on the northeast Aegean islands but not along the shores of the Sea of Marmara or the Black Sea. This could mean that goods reached Troy from both directions but had to be exchanged there.
Late Bronze Age Troy may therefore be termed the capital of a city-state that controlled the surrounding landscape, the Troad. But are there written sources relating to its history? As early as 1923–1924, Emil Forrer and Paul Kretschmer noted that certain names of persons and countries on cuneiform tablets from the Hittite capital, Hattusa, were similar to names in the Iliad: Wilusa = (W)ilios; Alaksandu = Alexandros (the Trojan prince Paris’s other name); Ahhiyawa = Achaioi (Greeks). Based on other documents found since then, most scholars agree that Ahhiyawa was Mycenaean Greece or a part of it, that Wilusa was a country in northwest Anatolia, and that Troy most likely was its capital (Starke 1997; cf. Beckman 1999 for an English translation of relevant Hittite sources; Latacz 2004).
Very little is known of Wilusa’s history. Around 1400 BC, Wilusa—at that time part of the land of Assuwa—first made contact with the Hittites. In the second half of the 14th century BC, Kukunni was king of Wilusa. Around 1300 BC, the Arzawan prince Pijamaradu attacked Alaksandu of Wilusa. Seeking protection, Alaksandu signed a treaty with the Hittite king Muwattalli II. Wilusa became a vassal state of the Hittite empire. At the end of the 13th century BC King Walmu of Wilusa was overthrown and reinstalled with help from the Hittites.
Conflicts between this kingdom of Wilusa and Mycenaean groups during the period of unrest at the end of the second millennium are not unlikely (Niemeier 1999). A faint remembrance of such conflicts may have survived the fall of Troy, the Hittite empire, and the Mycenaean palaces and could have become the core of the story of the Trojan War (Latacz 2004; cf. also Cline 1996, 1997).
Archaeological evidence for Hittite-Mycenaean contacts is scarce. Virtually no Hittite objects have been found west of Eskişehir, and Mycenaean finds from within the Hittite empire are rare. However, artifact distributions do not necessarily correspond to politics. In addition, a Mycenaean sword, booty from the war against Assuwa and dedicated to the storm god by King Tudhalya II, has been found in the Hittite capital, Hattusa (Ertekin and Ediz 1993; Cline 1996).
This scenario, which is based on circumstantial evidence, may be speculative, but it brings all of the available sources—Bronze Age archaeology, Hittite texts, Greek epic tradition—into one consistent narrative. Given the fragmentary nature of archaeological and textual sources, no more than that can probably be achieved.
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ULUBURUN SHIPWRECK
CEMAL PULAK
EXCAVATION of the Uluburun shipwreck near Kaş in southern Turkey has yielded one of the largest and richest assemblages of Bronze Age trade goods and raw materials ever found (figure 64.1). The finds provide sig nificant insig ht into, and our clearest glimpse of, Late Bronze Age maritime and terrestrial trade in the Mediterranean.
The 1984–1994 excavation of the shipwreck, under the auspices of the Institute of Nautical Archaeology (INA) at Texas A&M University (Bass 1986; Bass, Pulak, Collon, and Weinstein 1989; Pulak 1988, 1997, 1998, 2001, 2005a, 2005b, 2008, 288– 305), revealed an immense cargo of raw materials, manufactured goods, a collection of premium, exotic items, personal effects, items for shipboard use, ship’s equipment, and a small portion of the hull. The conservation and analysis of nearly seventeen tons of artifacts recovered from the site demonstrate the diversity and complexity of the assemblage.
THE SITE
The site was briefly visited by archaeologists for the first time in the fall of 1982, and an extended survey of the site in 1983 revealed several dozen copper ingots arranged in four rows. The ingots, along with several types of pottery vessels from the wreck, suggested that the ship sank sometime during the late 14th century BC. Full-scale excavations began in 1984 (Bass, Frey, and Pulak 1984).
Figure 64.1. Plan and reconstructed ship shown in final resting position on the seabed before disintegrating and spilling cargo and other artifacts down the steep slope (plan by author; ship graphics by Shih-Han Lin).
Due to the depth of the site (44–61 m), the cargo had been spared from both salvage and pillaging. Unfortunately, the depth limited divers to short periods on the sea bottom, making excavation difficult. Over the eleven seasons of excavation, more than 22,400 dives were logged, totaling more than 6,600 hours spent excavating an area of approximately 250 square meters.
The majority of artifacts were scattered over the steep, rocky bottom on which the ancient ship had come to rest at an angle of about 30 degrees, with the bow facing downslope, and at a 15 degree list to starboard. As the ship settled under the weight of its cargo, the wooden hull gradually collapsed and deteriorated. Some of the artifacts settled into level spots, while others tumbled down the slope. Despite provenience problems involving the displaced cargo, detailed documentation and computer modeling have permitted a reasonably accurate reconstruction of the ship and the original placement of the cargo within the hold.
THE SHIP’S CARGO
The Uluburun ship had a carrying capacity of at least twenty tons burden. This was calculated by tallying the recovered objects, including about ten tons of copper and one ton of tin ingots, pottery storage jars, and other objects, as well as twenty-four stone anchors and approximately one ton of cobble ballast. The overall estimate is based on the assumption that all of the ceramic storage jars were filled with materials that approximated the density of water. It is impossible to determine exactly how much of the original perishable cargo disappeared due to the marine environment, but some fragments of delicate organic items did survive. Most of the ship’s cargo is of Syro-Canaanite and Cypriot origin; along with other factors, this suggests that the vessel was heading for a destination in the Aegean.
The ship’s cargo, perhaps of an elite or royal nature, consisted mostly of raw materials, although finished goods were also present. The primary freight consisted of about ten tons of copper ingots and about one ton of tin ingots. Also on board were discoid glass ingots, terebinth resin (Pistacia sp.) and oil in Canaanite jars, hippopotamus and elephant teeth, African blackwood (Egyptian ebony: Dalbergia melanoxylon) logs, spices and condiments, murex shell opercula (probably for use as an incense ingredient), and orpiment.
Manufactured articles include Cypriot pottery packed in large storage jars (pithoi), copper-alloy vessels, glass and faience beads, inlaid seashell rings, ostrich eggshell vases, duck-shaped ivory containers and containers made of boxwood, and probably garments or textiles, among other items. Galley wares, tools, fishing implements, and foodstuffs were for shipboard use, while beam balances and balance weights, assorted beads, cylinder seals (Collon 2005, 2008), writing boards, weapons, and a hoard of gold and silver jewelry and scrap precious metals represent some of the personal effects of those on board. Several of the artifacts are unique, and the number of finds has vastly enhanced our understanding of Late Bronze Age trade as it is known from the terrestrial archaeological record.
Figure 64.2. Excavation of one of four rows of copper oxhide ingots carried on the ship. The oxhide ingots were laden from one side of the ship to the other in an overlapping, herringbone configuration in order to prevent slippage of ingots during transit (courtesy of the author and the Institute of Nautical Archaeology).
Some of the objects found during the excavation are of a perishable nature and survived only because they were quickly covered by sediment or became trapped between or beneath copper ingots, which later generated corrosion products that preserved them. Study of the Uluburun ship’s artifacts has shown that the ship transported, at least in part, a shipment of high-end goods both in the form of raw materials and manufactured items likely en route from the elite of one polity to another.
The Uluburun shipwreck has yielded the single largest assemblage of Bronze Age metal ingots (figure 64.2). The primary freight excavated from the wreck consists of about ten tons of Cypriot copper in the form of 348 large rectangular slab ingots, each with an average weight of about twenty-four kilograms but originally heavier before corrosion (Pulak 2000b, 140–46; 2001, 18–22).
Of these, 317 are of the typical oxhide shape with a protrusion at each of the four corners. In addition, 31 unique ingots, while of similar form, have only two protrusions, both of which are on one side of the longitudinal axis. There are also six small rectangular slab ingots with less-pronounced corner protrusions than the oxhide ingots, which weigh about 10 kilograms each. Also found were about 120 plano-convex discoid or bun-shaped copper ingots.
The ingots are made of pure copper (Hauptmann, Maddin, and Prange 2002, 13). Lead-isotope analysis of the oxhide and bun ingots indicate an origin consistent with Cypriot copper ores and suggest that the great majority were cast with copper from the same source, likely obtained from the Apliki and other mines located in the Solea axis ores of northwestern Cyprus (Pulak 2000b, 147–50; Gale 2005). The Uluburun copper ingots, therefore, were obtained from Cyprus, as is true of nearly all contemporary and later oxhide ingots discovered in the Mediterranean.
The Uluburun ingots were stored in four distinct rows, overlapping one another like roof shingles. Potential slippage between ingots during transit was minimized by careful stowage and orientation. The bottom layers were placed on cushioning beds of brushwood and branches, also known as dunnage, to distribute the weight of the load and to protect the hull timbers.
In addition to the carefully stowed copper ingots, about one ton of tin ingots was carried on board in several shapes, but mostly in the oxhide form. Many of the tin ingots had been cut into sections (mostly quadrants) before being placed on board, indicating that they were not pristine ingots obtained directly from the original source but mostly gathered after having been cut up and distributed (Pulak 2000b, 150–53; 2001, 22–23).
Much of the tin on the wreck had been transformed into a nonmetallic phase of tin with the consistency of toothpaste, which disintegrated when disturbed. Chemical analysis revealed the tin to be surprisingly pure (Hauptmann, Maddin, and Prange 2002, 16). It is impossible to determine the exact amount of tin originally on the ship since some of it was lost due to corrosion, but one ton of tin was recovered in the excavation. This amount, when alloyed with the copper, would have produced eleven tons of bronze in the commonly used alloy ratio of 1 to 10.
Generally assumed to be lacking in the Bronze Age Mediterranean, tin was likely obtained through trade and shipped from the Levantine coast. Although sources of Bronze Age tin remain unknown, ancient texts indicate that it was obtained from regions east of Mesopotamia, probably in the Middle East or central Asia (Dossin 1970, 101–106; Muhly 1985, 282–83). Lead-isotope analysis, however, suggests that the Uluburun tin ingots originated from two separate sources: the Taurus Mountains in south-central Turkey and a source outside the Mediterranean, probably located to the east—near or in Afghanistan (Pulak 2000b, 153–55; Weeks 1999, 60–61). It is likely that both the copper and the tin ingots were transshipped and stored at an entrepôt on the Syro-Palestinian coast before being loaded on the Uluburun ship.
Glass ingots, each generally in the shape of a roughly truncated cone or disk, were also part of the cargo. Due to the partial or complete deterioration of some of the glass ingots, it is not possible to calculate the exact number carried on board; a minimum estimate, which takes into account completely deteriorated fragments, is about 175 pieces. With an average weight of about 2 kilograms per ingot, the ship was carrying an estimated 350 kilograms of glass in at least four colors: dark blue (imitating lapis lazuli), light blue (imitating turquoise), purple (imitating amethyst), and dark yellow (probably imitating amber), with the last two colors represented by only three ingots. The ingots represent glass that was being transported as a raw material to be melted down and formed into beads and other objects. These glass ingots are likely the mekku and ehlipakku of the Amarna letters, also mentioned in an Ugaritic text as having been exported from cities along the Syro-Palestinian coast (Pulak 2001, 25–30).
More than two-thirds of the approximately 150 Canaanite jars aboard the Uluburun ship together contained more than half a ton of a yellowish substance chemically identified as a Pistacia sp. resin or terebinth resin, likely from the Pistacia atlantica tree, making it the second largest consignment on the ship after the copper and tin ingots (Pulak 2001, 33–36). The resin on the Uluburun ship provided the first opportunity for chemical identification of this material by modern analytical methods (Mills and White 1989; Hairfield and Hairfield 1990); it represents the largest ancient deposit of this material ever found.
Analysis of the pollen extracted from the resin (Jacobsen, Bryant, and Jones 1998), combined with malacological evidence of endemic terrestrial snails found in the jars (Welter-Schultes 2008), suggests that the resin was gathered from trees growing in the western and northern regions of the Dead Sea in Israel. The discovery of such a large quantity of resin in a commercial context means that terebinth resin may now be added to the list of important raw materials exported from the Levant.
The Uluburun ship carried a cut section of a large elephant tusk and fourteen hippopotamus teeth, consisting of eight incisors and six canines (Pulak 2001, 37–39). Bronze Age ivory was routinely carved into various objects, including combs, plaques, furniture inlays, containers, and pins. Elephant tusk was the material of choice since it yielded large sizes and quantities of solid ivory, but hippopotamus teeth were more commonly used due to their availability. As differentiation between the two types of ivory requires specialist diagnosis, the full extent of the trade in hippopotamus ivory is only recently being assessed. A study of carved ivory objects from Ugarit in the fourteenth and thirteenth centuries BC, however, shows that the majority were made of hippopotamus rather than elephant ivory (Caubet and Poplin 1992, 92).
African blackwood (Dalbergia melanoxylon) was an important component of Bronze Age trade. This is the hbny or ‘ebony’ of ancient Egyptians, which originated in tropical Africa. More than two dozen small logs and fragments thereof were found on the Uluburun ship, although it cannot be known how many logs were originally aboard (Pulak 2001, 30–31). The ebony component of the cargo fits well with elite goods constituting some of the cargo, but its export in log form suggests that its destination was a palace or similarly centralized entity with a workshop capable of transforming this difficult-to-carve wood into luxury items.
Coriander, black cumin or nigella, and safflower were all carried on the Uluburun ship, together with sumac (Haldane 1993, 352; Pulak 2001, 37). Ancient oils were pretreated with astringents like coriander and then scented with rose and sage. The oil base was usually made from olives, almonds, and other seeds. Both olives and almonds were recovered from the Uluburun ship, but it is not known whether these items were intended for shipboard use or export.
Alongside raw materials, the Uluburun ship also carried manufactured goods, predominantly in the form of Cypriot pottery. Nine large pithoi and a pithoid-krater were found on the shipwreck, serving both as containers during transit and probably also as items of export. These jars are of typical Cypriot types known from various sites on and outside of Cyprus. Most contained perishable cargo, probably oils or grain, along with fruit (pomegranates) and perhaps other commodities, but at least three of them contained additional Cypriot pottery.
The approximately 155 pieces of Cypriot pottery contained in the pithoi include oil lamps, wall brackets, jugs, various bowls, and other vessels (Hirschfeld 2005; 2008). The most common vessels are white shaved juglets, white slip II milk bowls, oil lamps, and base ring II bowls (Pulak 2001, 40–42; 103–104). The sheer quantity of the Cypriot wares at Uluburun contrasts with what has been found in the Aegean to date. The ship carried more than twice the amount of Cypriot wares known from sites all around the Late Bronze Aegean. This disparity demonstrates that the archaeological record, even with respect to nonperishable goods, does not necessarily reflect the full nature and magnitude of the trade in question.
Copper-alloy and tin vessels were carried aboard the Uluburun ship (Pulak 2001, 42–43). Many of these artifacts had mostly disintegrated through corrosion, although sturdier components survived to reveal their approximate shapes and sizes. Elements such as a riveted spout hint at the variety of metal forms that were present but which may never be fully reconstructed due to the lack of sufficient preservation. Excavated tin vessels include a pilgrim flask, a plate, and a twin-handled mug. Only one example of each tin vessel was found, suggesting that these were special-purpose items, probably prestige gifts. Bronze Age tin objects are extremely rare, and those from the Uluburun shipwreck have nearly doubled the number of tin objects known.
In addition to the raw glass, glass beads were also recovered. Many have lost their original colors due to decomposition, and some were likely carried in perishable containers such as cloth or leather bags, which have since disintegrated. Smaller glass beads found packed inside a Canaanite jar were intended for export (Pulak 2005b, 590). Faience beads of red, yellow, green, black, and blue were found dispersed throughout the wreck, as well as an encrusted cluster estimated to include seventy thousand beads (Pulak 2005b, 590).
An oblong ovoid lid and a circular base from two boxwood containers were recovered from a pithoid-krater. These likely fell into the jar after the ship sank, were quickly covered with sediment, and were thus preserved. Poorly preserved fragments of other objects indicate that wooden vessels of high-quality material and artistry were carried on the ship, although nearly all of this cargo has likely perished, making it difficult to discern the exact quantity and nature of these items.
The Uluburun ship carried three ostrich eggshells, one of which was found intact (Pulak 2008, 324–25). These were exotica likely destined to be transformed by Aegean artisans into ornate vases by the addition of spouts and bases of faience, precious metals, or other materials. A blue glass disk with concave surfaces found separately, however, may have served as a base for one of the eggshells. If so, then at least one Uluburun eggshell was exported as a finished vase, probably to serve as a value-laden gift for elite tastes, representing the first documented shipment of ostrich eggshell vases from the Levant to the Aegean.
Gold and silver, mostly in the form of intact and scrap jewelry but also as a gold ring ingot, silver bar ingots, and amorphous lumps, were found (Pulak 2001, 23–25; 2005b, 594–97). The weight of a single gold chalice constitutes nearly half of the approximately 530 grams of gold found on the ship (Pulak 2008, 353–55). Much of the gold and silver, whether intact or scrap, was excavated in the same general area of the site that corresponds to the stern of the ship, suggesting that it was likely kept together and used as bullion when required. Even pristine jewelry may have been used as bullion, for a number of silver bangles and various gold pieces had sections cut off with a chisel. Most of the gold and silver jewelry is of Canaanite origin (Pulak 2008, 347–48, 350–52, 355–58), but several Egyptian pieces, including a unique gold scarab naming the Egyptian queen Nefertiti (Weinstein 1989, 17–23; 2008), were also present.
TRADE
A counterclockwise route has been proposed for the Uluburun ship specifically and for Late Bronze Age, long-distance maritime trade in the Eastern Mediterranean generally. The Uluburun ship epitomizes the means by which disparate raw materials and finished goods reached the Late Bronze Age Aegean and regions beyond. The wreck is dated to the last quarter of the fourteenth century BC, one of the most active and colorful periods of the Bronze Age Eastern Mediterranean.
During this century, seafaring Canaanites traded extensively with Egypt, Cyprus, and the Aegean, and these lands served as hubs for overland trade that connected Egypt, Mesopotamia, and the Hittite Empire. While the exact nature of longdistance trade is not fully understood, ancient textual evidence suggests that much of it was conducted as directed trade at the palace level under the guise of ‘royal gift exchange.’ However, private enterprises that involved opportunistic, coastal trade undoubtedly existed on a smaller scale, as exemplified by the Cape Gelidonya ship (Bass 1967), which sank about a century later than the Uluburun ship.
Long-distance trade was a high-risk endeavor that necessitated extensive preparations, provisions for en-route security, and investment of substantial capital for the procurement of goods. Such demanding requirements, along with most aspects of social, economic, political, and military life, were best provided by the state (Liverani 1987; Peltenberg 1991, 161–70). While private merchants engaged in retail domestic trade and, to some extent, modest interregional commerce, much of the long-distance interregional exchange in the Late Bronze Age Near East was likely controlled or influenced by the palaces or elite centers under the guise of gift exchange. Even seemingly private mercantile enterprises appear to have been conducted by merchants who were in some manner connected to or operating around the palace.
Gift exchange is a form of directed trade. A vessel is loaded in one port for a specific destination rather than engaging in opportunistic coastal trading or cabotage between minor ports. Such is the nature of trade illustrated by many of the Amarna letters (Sherratt and Sherratt 1991). Gift exchange is high commerce, prestigious trade, probably based on the concept of reciprocity. Luxurious gifts may have served specific purposes such as dowries, commemoration of special occasions, or tribute, while the exchange of raw and finished goods, probably operating through the use of credit, would also have been accompanied by prestige gifts. Concepts of prestige and peer groups were probably prevalent in the Late Bronze Age and may have fueled some of this interregional trade.
THE LIKELY ROUTE OF THE ULUBURUN SHIP
Assigning a specific home port for the ship and its crew is not easy, but certain artifacts point to a regional source. Stone anchors are good indicators of a ship’s home port, as they were not cargo and were probably not transported very far before being loaded onto a ship. Galley wares, such as lamps and pots used by the crew, are also useful in identifying a ship’s home port.
Preliminary petrographic analysis suggests that the source of the clay used for the Uluburun galley wares, including the oil lamps, and the stone used for the anchors was in the general area between the northern coast of Israel and southernmost coastal Lebanon. A coastal port site in this region, such as Tell Abu Hawam, may have been the home port of the Uluburun ship or at least the origin of its final voyage. The site’s well-placed location on the coast, its prominence among coastal sites in the region, the period during which it flourished as a port city, its identification as the port associated with the major inland site of Megiddo, and the presence at the site of many objects similar to those found on the Uluburun ship render it a likely candidate as the departure point from which the Uluburun ship began its ill-fated journey westward.
Significant quantities of Cypriot pottery found at Tell Abu Hawam suggest that these were imported from Cyprus and stockpiled for export aboard ships like the one that sank at Uluburun with its large cargo of Cypriot pottery. Other goods, such as the Cypriot copper ingots, tin ingots, and ebony logs obtained from distant lands, were also likely stockpiled in warehouses at Tell Abu Hawam before they were loaded on the ship. That the Cypriot pottery aboard the Uluburun ship came from an entrepôt like Tell Abu Hawam rather than directly from a Cypriot port is suggested by the nature of the Cypriot pottery assemblage itself and the manner in which it was stacked inside larger storage jars aboard the ship. The considerable variation in the style, size, and artisanship among the individual examples of a given vessel type suggests an assemblage of leftover pieces in a warehouse rather than direct procurement from a specific production site on Cyprus, which would have resulted in a more homogenous pottery collection. Moreover, in one of the storage jars aboard the ship, a locally made bowl was stacked together with Cypriot bowls, an arrangement that would be less likely had the Cypriot pottery been loaded at Cyprus itself.
From its point of origin, the Uluburun vessel headed north along the Syro-Palestinian coast, past Cyprus, and then sailed west along the southern coast of Turkey, where it sank. Contemporary shipwrecks along the southern coast of Turkey suggest that ships navigating this route hugged the coast during their journeys westward. After negotiating the prominent cape at Uluburun, westbound ships continued toward the southern corner of the Anatolian peninsula, whence they sailed either west, in the direction of southern Greece, or north, into the Aegean Sea.
Why the wreck occurred at Uluburun will probably never be known with certainty, but while sailing in a northwesterly direction, the ship may have come dangerously close to the promontory before tacking and failed to clear it. It is also conceivable that the vessel was dashed against the rocky promontory by an unexpected southerly wind or that it experienced some navigational difficulty while trying to negotiate the cape.
PEOPLE ON BOARD THE SHIP
It is impossible to know the fate of the crew and passengers on the Uluburun ship, but surviving artifacts offer insight into their identities. The ship was crewed by Canaanite merchants and sailors who were accompanied by two Mycenaean Greeks of elite status and a third individual who may have been from an area north of Greece.
Analysis of approximately 150 balance pan weights suggests the presence of four Canaanite merchants aboard, one of whom was the chief merchant. The majority of the weights were based on a mass standard with a unit (shekel) of ca. 9.3 grams. Each of the four merchants was equipped with two sets of weights based on this mass standard, one consisting of sphendonoid weights with small denominations for precision weighing of precious objects and metals and a second, larger set consisting of domed weights for bulk weighing of heavier, everyday goods (Pulak 2000a).
A few additional sets of precision sphendonoid weights that conformed to other Near Eastern mass standards of 8.3 and 7.4 grams were probably kept for use as reference sets (Pulak 2000a, 259, 261). A unique set of bronze animal-shaped (zoomorphic) weights was most likely the possession of the chief merchant, reflecting his high status (Pulak 2000a, 256, 262). The four Canaanite merchants proposed for the Uluburun ship compare favorably with a maritime scene in the tomb of Kenamun (T. 162) at Thebes (Davies and Faulkner 1947, 40–46), which depicts a Syrian merchant fleet arriving in Egypt.
The number of excavated weapons also appears to agree with the proposed presence of four merchants aboard. The chief merchant, who may also have been the ship’s captain, was in charge of the ship and its cargo; he must have carried the only Canaanite sword found on the ship. Almost fully preserved, it is a solid-cast bronze weapon with its hilt embellished with ebony and ivory inlays, indicative of the ow ner’s elite status (Pulak 1988, 20–23; 1997, 246–48). Among the daggers recovered, two are similar to the Canaanite sword in design and embellishment (Pulak 2008, 366–67). These daggers were visible sy mbols of status roug hly equivalent to the sword. A Canaanite tanged dagger may have belonged to the fourth merchant.
Little can be determined about the rest of the crew since their personal effects would not have included distinctive and valuable items. Among the objects recovered are several relatively plain daggers, knives, simple pendants, and other basic personal effects. The exact number of the crew is unknown, but it is certain that they used Canaanite lamps and galley wares.
Mycenaean objects such as fine tableware, swords, spears, glass relief beads, faience and amber beads, knives, razors, broad chisels, and lentoid seals were also aboard the ship (Pulak 2005c). Since the lentoid seals, broad chisels, and double axes are of the variants found on the Greek mainland rather than on Crete, the Mycenaeans aboard were more likely associated with the mainland than with Crete, which also implies that the ship’s ultimate destination lay somewhere on the Greek mainland (Pulak 2005c, 296). Some of the items of the assemblage, such as the swords, the glass relief beads, and the seals, occur in pairs and were probably the personal effects of two elite Mycenaeans. These individuals were probably emissaries or the ‘messengers’ of ancient texts, who served as representatives of the recipients, overseeing the safe delivery of the precious goods carried on the Uluburun ship.
A final individual may be attested by the presence of a sword—for which parallels are found in southern Italy and Sicily (Vagnetti and Lo Schiavo 1989, 223–24; Pulak 2001, 45–47; Lo Schiavo 2005, 399–400), and Albania—a bronze pin, spearheads, and a scepter-mace with parallels in Romania and Bulgaria (Pulak 1997, 253–54; Buchholz 1999; Buchholz and Weisgerber 2005, 149). This shadowy figure, who probably hailed from a region to the north of Greece, may have been another messenger or a temporary mercenary seeking to elevate his local status through service to the Mycenaeans (Pulak 2001, 45–48). The presence of swords and spears on board the vessel may hint at the dangers of piracy in the Late Bronze Age Mediterranean.
THE HULL
Since most of the hull and some of the cargo perished long before the excavation commenced, estimates of the ship’s size and shape are partly speculative. Even so, the distribution of the recovered remains and surviving portions of the hull suggest that the ship had a length of ca. 15 m and a beam of ca. 5 m, with a cargo capacity of at least twenty tons burden. The hull was built of Lebanese cedar (Cedrus libani), and the hull planks were fastened to each other with pegs and tenons of Kermes oak (Quercus coccifera) (Pulak 1999). Archaeological examples such as the Egyptian funerary ships of Khufu (ca. 2589–2566 BC) and Senusret III (ca. 1874–1855 BC) at Dashur, as well as the Cape Gelidonya wreck on Turkey’s southern coast, dated to ca. 1200 BC, were also built of Lebanese cedar.
The cedar hull planking was joined edge-to-edge with mortise-and-tenon joints. In this type of construction, a mortise, or socket, was cut into the faces of the two planks to be joined. A rectangular piece of wood, called a tenon, was inserted into each mortise, and the two pieces of planking were joined together. An oak peg driven through the joint on either side of the plank seam locked the assembly; the closely spaced tenons added considerable strength to the planking. Although the earliest documented nonmaritime use of this type of joint in the Near East dates from the Middle Bronze IIB period—much later than in Egypt—the use of pegged mortises and tenons in shipbuilding most likely developed on the Levantine littoral and spread westward.
Perhaps the most unusual feature of the Uluburun hull is its keel, the primary longitudinal member that forms the ship’s spine; this is the earliest archaeologically documented example of its use. The Uluburun keel, which is slightly wider than it is high and extends upward into the hull, may best be described as a ‘proto-keel’ (Pulak 2002). It demonstrates an understanding that a hull needed to be reinforced by the addition of a strong longitudinal member. Unlike true keels that project well beyond the exterior of the hull in later sailing ships, however, such a keel would have contributed little in helping the ship hold course when sailing against unfavorable winds.
SUMMARY
Excavation of the Uluburun ship has revealed one of the largest and most impressive assemblages of Bronze Age goods ever found. The ship’s cargo consisted mostly of raw materials, although finished goods were also present. Galley wares, tools, and some foodstuffs were for shipboard use, while cylinder seals, weapons, jewelry, and balance scales and weights represent some of the personal effects of the Canaanite merchants and crew on board.
Petrographic analysis of the ship’s galley wares and stone anchors suggests that an area somewhere between the northern coast of Israel and the southern coast of southern Lebanon was the ship’s most likely home port. The origins of the ship’s cargo indicate that the vessel was westward bound, and the Mycenaean personal effects on board indicate the presence of two Mycenaean ‘messengers’ and a third ‘foreigner,’ who was most likely from northern Greece or a region to the north of Greece. This evidence suggests that the ship’s destination lay in the Aegean, likely on the Greek mainland.
The Uluburun ship, therefore, captures in transit tangible evidence of the flow of goods and raw materials from the Levant toward the Aegean during the Late Bronze Age. At the same time, it provides a rare and precious glimpse of those people involved in long-distance trade and the ships on which they traveled.
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WESTERN ANATOLIA
ALAN M. GREAVES
DESPITE its physical proximity to the region, western Anatolia is often overlooked in discussions of the Bronze Age Aegean (Renfrew 2005, 153–54). This is partly due to a lack of identified sites (compare sites in Greece with those in Turkey in Hope Simpson 1965) and perhaps also to a tendency among scholars to retroject the modern Greek-Turkish political border onto past societies (Greaves 2007, 3). Factors that have resulted in this lack of identified Bronze Age sites include the sheer size of the Anatolian region, the dynamic character of its coastline (Brükner et al. 2006), and the relatively late adoption of extensive survey as a method of site prospection (Greaves 2007, 7). The excavation of some key coastal, multiperiod sites is also hampered by the overburden of later deposits (Greaves 2007, 7–9). Nevertheless, new findspots of Aegean material appear annually, and important new excavations have been initiated, especially at Bademgediği Tepe and Çine-Tepecik.
Although there is as yet no single synthetic survey volume, a number of useful publications do exist (e.g., Mee 1978; Niemeier 2007b; Erkanal et al. 2008). The purpose of this chapter is to highlight and critique those core themes that scholars most frequently revisit. These include the date and nature of the earliest contact between the cultures of the Aegean and those of western Anatolia, the Minoan ‘colonization’ of Miletus, Mycenaean pottery and materials in the region, and questions of the historical-archaeological interface (see figure 65.1).
EARLIEST AEGEAN-ANATOLIAN CONTACTS
The Troad dominated discussions of the interaction between the prehistoric Aegean and Anatolia for much of the twentieth century (Şahoğlu 2004, 97). In particular, much has been made of the significance (or otherwise) of Troy-Hisarlık I/II, the level of the great treasure and the so-called Troia Maritime Culture. Until relatively recently, therefore, the central and southern areas of western Anatolia were under-represented in both data and discussion, and it was even possible to consider that the region may have been only thinly populated (Yakar 1991).
Figure 65.1. Conical cups from Iasos, including imports from Miletus (Momigliano 2008, figure 18) (courtesy of Nicoletta Momigliano).
The state of our information improved considerably with the discovery and excavation of a number of sites around the Bay of İzmir as a consequence of the initiation of the Izmir Region Excavations and Research Project (IRERP), which has provided us with a wealth of data about the bay, a key area of the west coast of Anatolia (Tuncel 2008). Here, two excavated sites have revealed important early strata—Bakla Tepe and Liman Tepe. The inland site of Bakla Tepe is positioned within easy reach of the sea and has a burial area that included grave goods from central and western Anatolia and the west Aegean (Çahoğlu 2005, 346–49).
Liman Tepe is a coastal, multiperiod höyük (or settlement mound), the lower part of which, including a built harbor, is now under water. Here, connections to the Aegean cultures can be securely detected from the EBI fortified settlement. In the EBII period, the site featured a massive tower, a fortification wall, and a central ‘corridor building’ of a type known in Greece. The site was a regional center, and this building may represent its ‘central authority,’ although religious paraphernalia suggest a cult dimension to its function. Through its status as a harbor, Liman Tepe had contacts that extended beyond the Aegean to the Eastern Mediterranean, the Balkans, and the Caucasus.
Farther south, extensive regional surveys have now identified a number of inland höyüks (Günel 2003, 2005), but investigation of the major coastal sites of Ephesos, Miletus, and Iasos is hampered by their classical period remains, which make the exposure of extensive horizontal strata difficult (Şahoğlu 2005, 346n8; Greaves 2007, 7).
Settlements across western Anatolia appear to be strategically located to take advantage of landscape features that are advantageous to trade (Günel 2005; Şahoğlu 2005). Major sites are often typified by having an upper citadel and a lower town (Şahoğlu 2005). Most of the identified sites take the form of höyüks, but Miletus and Iasos appear to have been flat, which suggests different depositional or postdeposi-tional histories.
Even from the Anatolian LNI period, similarities exist in assemblages from the Troad to the east Aegean islands, the Cyclades, and the Balkans (Takaoğlu 2006). Western Anatolia was evidently already part of an extensive sphere of cultural interaction that encompassed the Aegean, which was to be the backdrop of extensive EB interaction. Questions about the nature of earliest Aegean-Anatolian interaction have therefore shifted from ‘when’ and ‘if’ the two regions were in contact to ‘how’ and ‘why.’
Procurement of raw materials was a key factor in early Aegean-Anatolian interactions. Aegean obsidian from Melos and Yali is found in western Anatolia (Joukowsky 1986, 279–85; Georgiadis 2008). Anatolian copper and tin found their way into the Aegean (Gale 2008), and trade in these most precious Bronze Age commodities is likely to have been of central importance (Greaves 2002, 32–37; Şahoğlu 2005, 341).
Exchange was not only in raw materials but also in behaviors. Cycladic figurines are reported from Cnidus (Bent 1888, 82) and from Miletus, a site that has also yielded six Anatolian-type figurines (W.-D. Niemeier 2005, 2–3, pl. 3). These may represent direct east-west trade, prestige goods radiating out from the islands, or ritual activity (Broodbank 2000, 308; Niemeier 2005, 2). There is also ev idence of the adoption of Anatolian drinking behaviors at EH III Lerna, Kastri, and Lefkandi I (Rutter 2008).
Two models for understanding EBA trade networks have been proposed: Vasif Şahoğlu’s maritime ‘Anatolian Trade Network’ (2005), spanning Anatolia and with ‘colonies’ in the Aegean; and Turan Efe’s terrestrial ‘Great Caravan Route (2007), crossing Anatolia from Cilicia to the Troad but essentially bypassing southwest Anatolia and the Aegean altogether. These models provide a useful basis for future discussion and impetus for further survey, excavation, and scientific analysis.
‘MINOANS’ IN WESTERN ANATOLIA
In the Middle Bronze Age, the issue of western Anatolia’s interaction with the Aegean becomes one of understanding ‘Minoan’ involvement in the region. In this context, Miletus appears to have been an exceptional site by whatever criteria one judges it. Then situated on an island, it was well positioned to access both the Aegean, by means of its harbor, and central Anatolia via the adjacent Büyük Menderes (ancient Maeander) Valley. The site has provided rich evidence of sustained Minoan involvement. Although other sites on the west coast of Anatolia, most notably Iasos but also Çeşme, Troy, Kömüradası, and Tavşanadası, have yielded Minoan material, none as yet have the same quantities of material as Miletus.
Excavations at Miletus have shown that the earliest settlement, founded on bedrock, dates to the Late Chalcolithic (Aegean Final Neolithic) period (Miletus I) and was followed by an EBA ‘offering place’ (II) (Niemeier 2005, 2). In the next level (III), finds included imported MM IB and MM II Kamares pottery, Minoan domestic forms produced in local fabric, a kiln of a type known from Crete, two seals, and a sealing. This phase of the site has been connected with Cretan expansion in the Protopalatial period, the so-called Eastern String, and trade in metals (Niemeier 1998a).
The next phase of the settlement (IVa) was destroyed at the time of the Thera eruption, which also affected Iasos and other regions of Anatolia (Huber, Bichler, and Musilek 2003), and was then leveled off and rebuilt (IVb). Miletus IV featured much imported pottery from across Crete, hundreds of conical cups, a predominance of Minoan-style domestic pottery made in local clay, a fragment of a potter’s wheel, a disc-shaped weight, two seals, and the active use of Linear A inscribed on local pots before firing. In Miletus IVa, the remains so far uncovered appear to indicate a cult area featuring figurines, the remains of animal sacrifice, wall paintings, and thirteen plaster offering tables set around a series of square, mud-brick altars that the excavator describes as “a typical Minoan feature” (Niemeier 2005, 6).
At Iasos, contact with Crete began in the Protopalatial period, as evidenced by three sherds found in later contexts (Momigliano 2008, 20–21). Stronger evidence comes for contact between the site and Neopalatial Crete (MM IIIB–LM 1A) and includes the Minoan-style architecture of the “almost monumental” Building F (Momigliano 2008, 22), Linear A potters’ marks incised on local clay before firing, stone objects, and abundant pottery, including about fifty imported pieces, hundreds of conical cups, and a few dozen loomweights. Local potters evidently made imitations of Minoan styles, but Minoan imports and Minoan-type pottery still constitute only 5% of an essentially Anatolian-dominated assemblage. This level of the site was sealed by a thick layer of ash from Thera, dating to LM IA6. After this, contact with Crete declined and eventually ended with the destruction of the “flimsy” Building B probably in LM IB; contact with the Aegean was not renewed until LH IIIA1.
Farther north on the Anatolian coast, Minoan materials at Çeşme and Troy appear to have come from neighboring ‘Minoanized’ centers in the north Aegean through their engagement in local trade networks rather than through direct contacts with Crete (Momigliano 2008, 33). In LM IA–B contexts across the Dodecanese and the Carian-Ionian coast, finds of southeast Aegean light-on-dark and dark-on-light wares (previously thought to be Kamares or Kamares Imitation but probably made at Seraglio on Kos) tell a complex story of emulation of Minoan styles and of trade (Momigliano 2007).
Figure 65.2. An imported Mycenaean bowl of a type found widely in LHIII B1–2 and C, from Çine-Tepecik (Günel 2006, figure 3) (courtesy of Sevinç Günel).
This extensive and complex pattern of evidence demands careful attention to the precise nature of the material, as well as its contexts and relative quantities. For example, although Nicoletta Momigliano (2008) has demonstrated that there is evidence for the presence of ‘Minoans’ at Iasos at least in the person of potters and architects, there is no evidence for direct contact with the island of Crete itself, as many of the Minoan or Minoan-style products found there could have been traded through intermediary settlements such as Miletus. In fact, a number of conical cups found at the site are apparently made in Milesian fabric (see figure 65.2). Even at Miletus itself, with its wealth of Minoan material, the evidence is complex and requires careful consideration of its precise form and context (e.g., Kaiser 2005; Raymond 2005).
Due to the limited extent of the horizontal exposures at Miletus, it is not possible to fully apply Keith Branigan’s (1981) model of Minoan colonization, which is based on sitewide understandings of architecture and ethnicity. Therefore, in order to better define and understand the nature of any Minoan presence, Niemeier and Niemeier have produced a set of diagnostic criteria (1997; 1999, 544–45). Applying these and noting especially the 95% predominance of Minoan-style domestic wares, they argue that there was indeed a Minoan presence at Miletus IV but rule out Branigan’s ‘community colony’ in favor of his ‘governed’ or ‘settlement’ models (W.-D. Niemeier 2005, 9).
New studies of Minoan overseas settlements have furthered debate and opened up new avenues for consideration by separating Cretans and processes of ‘Minoanization’ from direct Minoan political control (Broodbank 2004), for questioning what we mean by ‘Minoans’ in Anatolian contexts (Momigliano 2008), and for considering Minoan materials and behaviors within local contexts (Knappett and Nikolakopoulou 2008). However, as Branigan’s model might be used to portray Minoans as colonizers and Anatolian populations as the colonized, we need to consider theoretical modes of interaction between Crete and Anatolia that do not necessarily always place Minoan culture in the ascendant. For example, Momigliano (2008) has recast Iasos as a site at which the local Anatolian elite ‘consumed’ Minoan-style architecture, imports, and imitations executed in local materials by presumably itinerant ‘Minoan’ artisans.
When one looks to the interior of western Anatolia, evidence for Minoan influence is less apparent. The palace at Beycesultan is comparable in size to those of Crete, but direct evidence of Minoan materials here and at Aphrodisias is nonexistent. The intriguing bull-leaping scene on a vase from Hüseyindede (Taracha 2002) and a mud-brick platform comparable to that found at Miletus IVa from Acem Höyük (Öztan 2003, 43–44, figure 10) show that images and behaviors that one might consider typically Minoan can also appear in Anatolian contexts. The processes by which such intercultural exchanges may have occurred, under what circumstances, and even in which direction they traveled are likely to be items of much future research.
ANATOLIA AND THE MYCENAEAN AEGEAN
The refined typology of Mycenaean pottery makes it an essential dating tool in western Anatolia, where the long-running sequences of the dominant local pottery tradition, exemplified by Beycesultan, cannot be so closely defined. However, its usefulness for dating should not lead us to think that Mycenaean political influence extended into the region. New findspots of Mycenaean pottery in Anatolia are reported almost annually (e.g., Günel 2006 at Çine-Tepecik; see figure 65.3), and local imitations abound (e.g., Özgünel 1996; Meriç and Mountjoy 2001, 2002). At Miletus V, an apparently Mycenaean settlement, eight pottery kilns were found, and its products were widely distributed (Niemeier 2005, 10–16).
Once again, understanding the precise context of discovery during stratigraphic excavation calls for careful consideration of a number of issues. The relative quantities of Mycenaean/local wares will affect the interpretation of their function, but such quantification is not always an easy task. At Miletus, for example, estimates of the ratio of Mycenaean pottery at the site have varied from just 5% of the total to the major ity of it (Ünal 1991, 23–25; Niemeier 2005, 12, respectively).
Different levels of intensity of Mycenaean pottery can be observed north and south of the Samsun Dağı peninsula, with higher concentrations to the south. Explanations for this observed distribution pattern have included the existence of some form of regional Mycenaean-type cultural entity (Mountjoy 1998). Mycenaean pottery penetrated farther inland than Minoan pottery, and the reason for its extensive circulation and imitation is evidently more than just aesthetic— for instance, its presence in burials suggests that it had a valued funerary purpose. In fact, many of the most important findspots are burials, including Müskebi, Miletus (Değirmentepe), Ephesos (Ayasoluk), and Panaztepe. At Müskebi, forty-eight chamber tombs were found of typical Mycenaean type and usage, but at Panaztepe, Mycenaean pottery, swords, jewelry, and tombs were incorporated into a distinctively local, hybrid funerary culture (Mee 1998, 140–45). There are fewer settlement sites than burials, and only at Miletus can funerary and settlement evidence be compared.
Figure 65.3. Modern, Classical, and Bronze Age sites. On the accompanying table, the numbers in the left-hand column relate to the numbered sites on the map (courtesy of the author).
Again, the distribution of Aegean materials in Anatolia cannot be divorced from their meaning to the local populations of western Anatolia. However, understanding those populations has often been overshadowed not only by the Aegean cultures but also by the Hittites of central Anatolia. Just as Mycenaean finds are widely reported, so, too, are new Hittite findspots such as Beçparmak Dagı, Kadı Kalesi (Greaves and Helwing 2004), and Ephesos (Bammer and Muss 2007). Substantial Hittite monuments have been found in the region, including Hittite-style walls of Miletus and carved rock reliefs at Ephesos (İçten and Krinzinger 2004), Beçparmak Dağı, and Karabel.
However, questions of Hittite-Aegean interaction in western Anatolia, rather than their respective interactions with local populations, have commanded, indeed commandeered, much of the academic discussion of the region to an unhealthy degree (Ünal 1991). The local population were the agents who determined the nature and extent of the penetration of Mycenaean culture into western Anatolia, but relatively little is known about these people and their encounter with the materials and behaviors of the Aegean. This situation is now changing, but one cannot escape the fact that the start and end points of many discussions of the region have been a narrow range of historical controversies rather than the study of the region and its people in their own right and, subsequent to that, their relations with their Aegean and central Anatolian neighbors.
HISTORICAL CONTROVERSIES
Discussions of Bronze Age western Anatolia are frequently dogged by attempts to equate its archaeology with textual references, such as the Cretan origins of Miletus and the so-called Troy Question and Ahhiyawa Question.
Various classical sources cite foundation myths that somehow connect Miletus to Crete (Ephorus ap. Strabo 14.1.6; Apollodorus 3.2; Pausanias 7.2.1–3; Ovid Met. 9.450). However, these sources are chronologically distanced and likely to preserve negligible historical evidence (Greaves 2002, 67–68). In fact, they are a distraction from the proper investigation of Miletus’s first settlement since they can be read to imply a single act of foundation on virgin territory, which is at odds with its complex archaeology.
More controversial is the so-called Troy Question, that is, the question of whether the site of Hisarlık can be identified with the Troy of the Homeric epics. Blegen linked Troy VIIA with the Trojan War, but even recently scholars have disagreed about the importance or otherwise of the site. This debate was an academic explosion, but one that ultimately produced more heat than light (Easton et al. 2002; Hertel and Kolb 2004).
The Ahhiyawa Question revolves around locating certain place names known from records in the Hittite capital at Boğazköy-Hattusa, with archaeological phenomena on the ground (see figure 65.1, column 3). One of these names, Ahhiyawa, has been related to a putative Mycenaean state in one form or another.
New archaeological and epigraphic discoveries make frequent additions to these topics of debate (e.g., Hawkins 1998; Meriç and Mountjoy 2002; W.-D. Niemeier 1998b, 2007b). However, although connecting sites with sources may potentially be useful, for example, by providing a context of vacillating political control at Miletus-Millawanda that can aid its interpretation, the importance of such connections is overvalued. To put it in context, of the ca. twenty-five thousand tablets in the Hittite archives, only twenty-eight refer to Ahhiyawa and then almost always in connection with the troublesome Anatolian power of Arzawa. Wherever Ahhiyawa was, its dealings with the Hittite state were peripheral to the latter party. A more appropriate objective for research might be to better understand the indigenous cultures of western Anatolia, such as Arzawa, and to locate their dealings with the Aegean and Hittite cultures within local contexts.
SUMMARY
In all periods, it is necessary to understand the presence of Aegean materials, behaviors, and people within the context of the local cultures of western Anatolia, which are generally less well understood than those of their Aegean neighbors. Issues of a disparity in quantity and nature of the evidence between the two, particularly away from the Aegean coast, and the pursuit of historical topoi will continue to pose problems to the proper discussion of this region. However, our paradigms for understanding the nature of interaction between these two are shifting away from ones of Aegeo-centric ‘colonization’ toward more subtle discussions of interaction that seek to validate the agency of local populations. New and ongoing field projects will continue to make western Anatolia an exciting arena for archaeological research and debate.
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WESTERN MEDITERRANEAN
LUCIA VAGNETTI
THE Aegean area, including Crete, mainland Greece, and the Cycladic islands, was part of a complex network that connected human groups who lived along the Mediterranean coasts. Interconnections vary in extension and intensity in the different periods since the Neolithic and become more and more systematic in the Bronze Age.
During the Early and Middle Bronze Age, Minoan Crete plays the most active role, looking mainly eastward (Egypt, Levant, Cyprus) and developing a local network inside the Aegean, in particular with the Cyclades and the Peloponnese. With the emergence of complex societies in mainland Greece and the formation of the Mycenaean civilization, the network begins extending westward and eventually involves the central Mediterranean (i.e., peninsular Italy, Sicily, and Sardinia, as well as minor islands such as the Aeolian and the Phlaegrean archipelago).
The evidence for the western interconnection is supported almost entirely by archaeological finds, as there is no significant reference to this part of the world in Linear B texts, and writing was not yet in use among the communities of the Central and Western Mediterranean.
The earliest discovery of Aegean Bronze Age material from the Central Mediterranean goes back to the late 19th century. The great explorations by Paolo Orsi in Sicily resulted in the discovery of several Bronze Age necropoleis in which Mycenaean pottery was fairly common. In 1899–1900, the important Bronze Age settlement of Scoglio del Tonno near Taranto, in Apulia, located at one of the most strategic harbor settings in the Mediterranean, was excavated by Q. Quagliati (Biancofiore 1967). The large quantity and variety of Mycenaean pottery from these early discoveries remain a substantial source of information today.
A milestone in the development of research has been established by systematic archaeological excavations carried out on the Aeolian Islands after World War II. There, for the first time, Mycenaean pottery was found in stratified association with the local Bronze Age material, offering the first framework for a comparative chronology (Bernabò Brea and Cavalier 1968, 1980, 1991). A summary of the evidence up to the 1950s was collected and discussed in a monograph by Lord William Taylour (1958), whose experience in Mycenaean archaeology provided an appropriate classification of the material, including chronology, distribution, and historical implications.
More than fifty years have passed since the publication of Taylour’s monograph, and during that time both systematic excavations and chance finds have enormously enlarged our database. In the late 1970s, new systematic excavations started on the small island of Vivara in the Gulf of Naples (Marazzi and Tusa 1994; Merkouri 2005) and in southern Italy, at Broglio di Trebisacce (Peroni 1984; Peroni and Trucco 1994) and Torre Mordillo (Trucco and Vagnetti 2001), in the region presently known as Sibaritide (from the Greek colony of Sybaris, established in the area in the 8th century BC).
Explorations at Termitito, a Bronze Age site near Greek Metaponto, started in the same period (De Siena and Bianco 1982). Soon after, new research in Sardinia, in particular at Antigori, made it possible to include the land of the nuraghi in the general picture (Ferrarese Ceruti 1982, 1986; Ferrarese Ceruti, Vagnetti, and Lo Schiavo 1987).
The substantial increase in the available evidence, the improvement in excavation techniques that allowed a more careful contextual analysis of the finds, and the widening and refinement of methodological approaches attracted new interest in the subject and prompted the organization of international conferences, during which the new evidence from the central Mediterranean was presented and discussed in a broader Mediterranean framework, together with an evaluation of the main methodological issues involved in research (Vagnetti 1982; Marazzi, Tusa and Vagnetti 1986; Balmuth 1987; Giardino 1999).
Some of the main concerns during those years were an effort toward a thorough publication of the evidence, especially from new sites; the progressive use of information technology (IT) in building databases; and the elaboration of theoretical frameworks for the interpretation of the data (Peroni 1983; Bietti Sestieri 1988). During the same decade, archaeological science came into action, providing several hundred analyses of Mycenaean and other Aegean-derivative pottery from Italy, thereby adding a new dimension to the picture (Jones 1986; Jones and Day 1987; Jones and Vagnetti 1991; Jones, Levi, and Vagnetti 2002; Jones et al. 2002; Jones, Levi, and Bettelli 2005; Vagnetti 1999; Vagnetti and Jones 1988; Vagnetti et al. in preparation).
Field research continues, and the list of sites where finds either from the Aegean or of Aegean derivation have come to light is now well beyond one hundred (figure 66.1). Among these are sites of unprecedented importance for the quality and variety of the evidence they have thus far revealed. The extraordinary site of Rocavecchia in Apulia (Guglielmino 2003, 2005; Pagliara 2003, 2005; Pagliara et al. 2007, 2008), the new finds from Tolentino in the Marche region (Vagnetti et al. 2006) and from Afragola in the vicinity of Naples (Laforgia et al. 2007), as well as the sparse but significant evidence from the Po valley (Jones et al. 2002; Salzani et al. 2006), represent new challenges for further research and refinements in interpretation. New sites in southern Sicily such as Monte Grande (Castellana 1998, 2000) and Cannatello (De Miro 1996) allow a wider chronological and spatial framework for the long-distance interconnections of the island.
Figure 66.1. Distribution map of Mycenaean- and Aegean-type pottery in Italy. Black dots indicate sites included in the program of archaeometric analyses; white dots indicate sites not yet included in the program. The three outlined clusters correspond to three regional case studies: Sicily, Sardinia, and Sybaris plain (after Vagnetti et al. 2006, figure 1).
The international interest produced by the progress of research has also been a stimulus for doctoral dissertations, in which aspects of the available evidence are collected, discussed, and interpreted (Bettelli 2002; van Wijngaarden 2002; Vianello 2005), for monographs that focus on specific problems such as comparative chronology (Jung 2006), and for conferences devoted to regional studies (La Rosa 2004) or to a specific class of evidence such as ivories (Vagnetti, Bettelli and Damiani 2005). Papers on the Western Mediterranean evidence are increasingly included in conferences devoted to the general problem of Bronze Age trade and long-distance interconnections (Emporia). The subject has become a chapter of the Mediterranean protohistoric studies and cannot be ignored by specialists of the Aegean Bronze Age and, in general, of the so-called archaeology of trade.
CHRONOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
The chronological framework of the interconnections between the Aegean area and the Central and Western Mediterranean encompasses, in Aegean terms, the formative phase and the entire duration of the Mycenaean civilization up to the Postpalatial period, ca. 1650–1050 BC (Late MH, LH I–IIIC and Submycenaean). This long period corresponds, in relative chronology, to the MBA–LBA–FBA2 in the sequence in use for the Central Mediterranean. The approximate correspondence between the two series is shown in table 66.1 (after Alberti and Bettelli 2005; see also Jung 2006).
Late Helladic I–II
Toward the end of the Middle Helladic period, a remarkable social differentiation emerges in mainland Greece, one that is especially mirrored in tomb groups and burial customs in the Argolid and Messenia. During this period, a complex network of contacts is established between Greece and southern Italy, in particular with the Adriatic coast of Apulia, the Taranto Gulf, the Ionian coast of Calabria, the southern coast of Sicily, the Aeolian Islands, and the Phlaegrean Islands in the Gulf of Naples.
Table 66.1. Chronological Framework of the Aegean Area and the Central and Western Mediterranean
Aegean | Italy |
LH I–II | MBA 1–2 |
LH IIIA | MBA3 |
LH IIIB–IIIC early—middle—advanced (part) | RBA |
LH IIIC advanced, late, and Submycenaean | FBA1–2 |
Source: After Alberti and Bettelli 2005; see also Jung 2006.
This network seems to antedate the establishment of regular interconnections between mainland Greece and the Eastern Mediterranean, where Minoan interests were still very active. The most important evidence for the period, due to quantity, variety, quality of the finds, and related contextual information is concentrated on the Aeolian Islands (mainly Lipari and Filicudi). Other important finds come from the small island of Vivara in the Gulf of Naples, from Porto Perone and a few other sites in Apulia, and from Capo Piccolo and Torre Mordillo in the Sibaritide, as well as from Monte Grande in Sicily.
Late Helladic IIIA–IIIB Early
Toward the end of the 15th and in the early 14th century BC, important changes take place within the Aegean area. The palatial civilization of Crete comes to an end, and the island falls under the influence, not to say rule, of mainland Greece. During the 14th century BC, mainland influence extends toward the eastern Aegean and the Dodecanese. Cyprus, Egypt, and the Levant receive massive quantities of Mycenaean goods. The cargo found on the shipwreck at Uluburun, along the Turkish coast, presents a vivid picture of the variety, quality, and quantity of goods exchanged in the Mediterranean at the end of the 14th century BC (Yalçin, Pulak, and Slotta 2005).
This development has its counterpart in the Central Mediterranean, where a process of stabilization in regular interconnections between the two areas clearly emerges from the archaeological evidence. At Scoglio del Tonno, the high concentration of Aegean imports and evidence for regular contacts with other parts of Italy characterize the site as a pivotal point in the east-west trade network.
The Aeolian Islands, Thapsos, and other sites in eastern Sicily are very active, especially in the 14th century BC, as the significant quantity of Aegean and Cypriot imported pottery found in Bronze Age Aeolian settlements and in contemporary Sicilian necropoleis clearly shows.
Isolated finds, such as an LH IIIA alabastron from Nuraghe Arrubiu at Orroli are, at the moment, the earliest indication of Sardinia’s involvement in international trade (Lo Schiavo and Vagnetti 1993).
In southern Italy, several sites located at some distance from the coast, but in view of the sea, such as Termitito in Basilicata, Torre Mordillo and Broglio di Trebisacce in Calabria, emerge.
Late Helladic IIIB Late–IIIC Advanced
The main new development of the period is a gradual change in the nature of the interconnections between the two areas. A careful examination of the archaeological evidence, which is also supported by a vast archaeometric project (Jones, Levi, and Bettelli 2005; Vagnetti et al. in preparation), shows that imported pottery is concentrated at specific spots, such as the area of Taranto in Apulia and Nuraghe Antigori in Sardinia. In other areas, imports become rarer and are gradually replaced by local production of Aegean-type wares. Trade is now integrated by a very impressive technology transfer that gives rise to several production centers located in Apulia, Basilicata, Calabria, Sardinia, and possibly areas of central Italy (Buxeda i Garrigós et al. 2003; Bettelli et al. 2006).
This change in the nature of the relationship seems to have started during the 14th century BC, judging from a very few and sometimes not entirely diagnostic sherds that are apparently of local production (from the Sibaritide) and that were found in local late MBA contexts, (Jones Levi, and Bettelli 2005).
The increase in production of locally made, Aegean-type pottery during the local RBA (corresponding to LH IIIB and LH IIIC early to developed and advanced) makes it less easy to equate typological affinities and chronology, especially in the case of highly fragmentary sherds. During this period, the distribution map of Mycenaean and Aegean-type finds shows a higher density of spots along the coasts of southern Italy, sparse evidence from Lipari and from Sicily (in particular at Cannatello, near Agrigento), and clusters of sites in Sardinia, central Italy, and the Po valley.
Other pottery fabrics derived from Aegean technology but entirely locally made are distinctive productions of southern Italy, with a high concentration in the Sibaritide. These are the Grey Wheelmade ware, also known as “Pseudominyan ware,” and a class of large storage jars, manufactured with levigated and tempered clay, locally called “dolia,” derived from Aegean pithos ware. They are the best example of the role played by both technology transfer and trade between the two areas (Bettelli 2002; Bettelli and Levi 2003; Levi and Schiappelli 2004; Belardelli and Bettelli 2007).
Late Helladic IIIC Advanced to Late
Interconnections between the Aegean and Italy continue in the 12th century BC and later, although on a more limited scale. Imports are rare but not unknown; the local production of pottery reflects a good knowledge of the parallel developments in the Aegean and indicates a continuity in contacts that is especially well represented in the extreme south of Apulia, in particular at Rocavecchia (Guglielmino 2003, 2005) and Santa Maria di Leuca (Benzi and Graziadio 1996).
Nature of the Evidence
Concerning the nature of the evidence, clearly pottery plays the main role, at least with regard to the quantity of finds and the chronological span. In fact, among the archaeological indications of trade and exchange between the Aegean and the central Mediterranean in the Bronze Age, Mycenaean and related pottery is a common and easily recognizable item. It is “common” because it is known over several centuries and encompasses the entire duration of the Mycenaean civilization and also because its distribution covers a large part of southern Italy, Sicily, Sardinia, and the minor Italian islands. It is easily recognizable because it appears in local contexts that have a completely different pottery tradition, that is, wheel-made vessels of levigated clay with painted decoration, fired in high-temperature kilns (Mycenaean), vs. handmade vessels of heavily tempered clay with burnished surface, plain or decorated with incised patterns and fired at a lower temperature (local impasto).
Figure 66.2. Reconstructive drawing of a Mycenaean ivory plaque representing a warrior with a boar-tusk helmet from Mitza Purdia-Decimoputzu (Sardinia) (after Vagnetti and Poplin 2005, figure 1b).
Among the imports and close imitations, the other classes of evidence are clay figurines (Taylour 1958, pls. 8:3, 13:24–25), ivory objects, including a Mycenaean warrior’s head from Sardinia (figure 66.2) made of hippo tusk (Vagnetti and Poplin 2005), a few seal stones (Pacciarelli 2000; Cucuzza 2006), and objects of vitreous material related to Aegean types (Rahmstorf 2005; Bellintani et al. 2006, with ample bibliography). Each of these categories deserves a detailed treatment at some point in the future.
The study of the exchange system related to metalwork is complex and includes the circulation of metal as raw material, the possible import of specific items, and imitations of other items. Oxhide ingots, complete or in fragments, are known from Sicily, the Aeolian Islands, and, above all, Sardinia. They have been the subject of a vast archaeological and archaeometric project carried out under the direction of Fulvia Lo Schiavo. Preliminary and partial results have been published in a number of papers, and a complete monograph is forthcoming (Lo Schiavo 2003; Lo Schiavo et al. 2009).
Thanks to the multidisciplinary approach, it is now clear that oxhide ingots found in the Central Mediterranean were made of Cypriot copper. This result sounds rather surprising, given the current hypothesis about the Mycenaeans’ interest in metals as a primary stimulus to establish systematic exchanges with the Central Mediterranean. However, the association of Cyprus with specific types of metal objects found in the Central Mediterranean, in particular bronze vessels, tripod stands, mirrors, some types of figurines, double axes, and smithing tools, is well known and has been extensively discussed (Lo Schiavo, Macnamara, and Vagnetti 1985).
In Italy and the Aegean, especially in the 13th century BC, various metal objects such as swords, daggers, knives, tools, and fibulas follow a parallel typological development known as “metalwork koiné.” Imports from the Aegean into Italy are not many, while some specific Italian types, such as the Peschiera daggers, seem particularly appreciated in the Aegean (Matthäus 1981; Bettelli 2002).
Certain architectural features offer a stimulus for reflection: powerful fortifications as in the case of Rocavecchia in Apulia (Guglielmino 2005; Pagliara 2005); complex, multiroomed buildings organized in a planned urban setting, as in Thapsos (Militello 2004; Tomasello 2004); tholos-like tombs carved in the rock as in several Sicilian necropoleis (Tomasello 1995–1996); and the introduction and use of specialized technological devices such as the potter’s wheel and the high-temperature kiln (Levi et al. 1999; Buxeda i Garrigós et al. 2003). The adoption of storage facilities such as the large pithoi, typical of southern Italy (Levi et al. 1999; Guglielmino 1999; Levi and Schiappelli 2004), and of a possible system of weight (Cardarelli, Pacciarelli, and Pallante 1997) is also an important indication of the Aegean’s manifold influence on local communities.
The nature of the evidence can be examined in spatial, chronological, typological, contextual, and functional terms. The spatial distribution of Mycenaean and related pottery, plus metalwork, seals, ivory, and other minor objects found in the Central Mediterranean, includes now more than hundred findspots densely distributed in southern Italy (Bettelli, Levi, and Vagnetti 2001–2002), Sicily, the Aeolian and Phlaegrean islands, and Sardinia. A minor cluster is located in central Italy, looking toward the Tyrrhenian Sea (Bettelli, Jones, and Vagnetti 2006), while a cluster in the Marche region and another in the Po valley are closely related to the Adriatic (Jones et al. 2002; Vagnetti et al. 2006, Salzani et al. 2006). Isolated finds from Malta (recently Blakolmer 2005) and Pantelleria (Marazzi and Tusa 2005) should be considered in the framework of the evidence from Sicily, while the few records from the Iberian peninsula are, at least in part, open to discussion (Martin de la Cruz 1990, 1996; Podzuweit 1990; Almagro Gorbea and Fontes 1997).
The chronological framework has already been outlined. A further important piece of information to consider is the kind of context in which Mycenaean and Aegean-type material is found. Apart from a minority of findspots of uncertain definition, the basic contexts are local settlements and cemeteries. In only four cases (that we know of)—Giovinazzo and Torre Santa Sabina in Apulia, Thapsos and Milena in Sicily—are settlement and cemetery related to the same site.
Importantly, no purely Mycenaean context is yet known in the Central Mediterranean; we always deal with settlements and cemeteries of the local type, in most cases established well before the appearance of any archeological evidence of interconnections with the Aegean. Moreover, the percentage of Mycenaean and Aegean-type pottery in the general ceramic assemblage of a specific site is rarely more than 5% and usually much lower.
One should also remember that the informative value of the findspots is highly variable, according to the circumstances of the find and the quantity of material recovered. The finds recovered at the great majority of the sites (up to 70%) have been very limited: between one and ten Mycenaean or Aegean-type sherds. In this respect, another factor to consider is the kind of research carried out at the various sites; as a matter of fact, a single sherd from an extensively excavated site has a completely different value from one found during a surface survey.
As mentioned before, the results of a vast program of pottery analysis has offered strategic information to be integrated into the archaeological interpretation of the data. The distinction between imports and local imitations and the definition of the imports’ main areas of provenance represent an important element for a differentiated interpretation of the picture.
A recent study (Jones, Levi, and Bettelli 2005) offers a parallel view of three different geographic areas: Sicily, Sardinia, and the Sibaritide, each representative of a specific attitude in the distribution of imports and Italo-Mycenaean pottery. In Sicily, the majority of Mycenaean ceramics are imported; in Sardinia, in particular at Antigori, both imports and local productions are well represented; and in the Sibaritide and Basilicata, the majority of ceramic finds are locally made.
As regards the provenance, the imports in these three areas come mainly from the Peloponnese, but imports from Crete and Cyprus are known in Sicily and Sardinia. The plurality of the Aegean terminals involved in long-distance trade with the Central Mediterranean and beyond is also reflected in the typological and stylistic inspiration recognizable in Italo-Mycenean pottery.
Although the vast majority of parallels appear in the standard Peloponnesian repertoire, influence from Postpalatial Crete has a strong impact on the production of local Mycenean pottery in the Sibaritide (figure 66.3) and, to some extent, on the local Mycenaean pottery from Sardinia (Vagnetti 2003).
If we take a global approach to the archaeological evidence mentioned here, we can recognize that different patterns of interconnections are operating at the same time. On one side, we see the results of long-distance Mediterranean Bronze Age trade, with exchanges of goods in the form of raw materials and finished products. What remains are the durable materials, mainly pottery, but a variety of perishable material, today invisible, such as oils, spices, perfumes, and textiles, should have been much more important. On the other side, we see the circulation of know-how, as the introduction of the specialized manufacture of pottery in the Sibaritide and other areas of Italy or the adoption of specialized metallurgical tools of Cypriot derivation in Sardinia clearly show.
Figure 66.3. Locally produced, two-handled jar from Broglio di Trebisacce (Calabria) (after Vagnetti et al. 2006, figure 3).
At the beginning, during the formative phase of the Mycenaean civilization, Aegean traders probably opened paths to areas where they could get strategic raw materials such as metals. As a more complex social system grew in Greece and the Mycenaeans gained a strong political and economic position in the Mediterranean, the interest in the Central and Western Mediterranean became more widespread and stable. Over the course of time, especially during LH/LM IIIB and IIIC, one starts to also see some feedback, with the presence of Nuragic imported pottery at Kommos and handmade burnished ware of western inspiration at some of the main Mycenaean and Cretan sites, such as Mycenae, Tiryns, Lefkandi, and Chania (Watrous 1992; Rutter 1999; Rutter and van de Moortel 2006; Bettelli 2002; Hallager and Hallager 2003; Evely 2006; Kilian 2007; Belardelli and Bettelli 2007).
This is the time when workshops that produced Italo-Mycenaean pottery and other Aegean derivative wares were established at various locations in peninsular Italy and Sardinia, making the presence and activity of potters of Aegean provenance or training in these areas highly probable.
To sum up, on the basis of what we know today, we can state that the interconnections between the Aegean and the Central and Western Mediterranean in the Bronze Age represent a long-lasting relationship that was differentiated by space and time. The general outline of the picture seems to some extent clear, but details are changing rapidly as new data are found, processed, and interpreted against the known framework.
The pace of development in our knowledge has greatly increased in the last twenty-five years, and more data are already awaiting study, interpretation, and publication. What seems solidly acquired is that the study of the subject should be tackled with a perspective that includes both an Aegean point of view and an insight into the development of the Bronze Age societies of the Central and Western Mediterranean.
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oil, 38, 145, 194, 204, 287, 335, 366, 392, 397, 398, 485, 500, 546, 576, 579, 686, 687, 758, 800, 808, 827, 864, 868, 870
Old Palace, 14, 239, 390, 434, 459, 516, 533, 571, 574, 698
Old Palace period, 14, 434, 571, 574
olive(s), 33, 38, 42, 90, 118, 320, 366, 465, 485, 546, 579, 600, 601, 661, 680, 687, 700, 701, 758, 808, 828, 868
olive tree, 465
Olympia, 56, 57, 58, 60, 61, 664
Olynthus, 176
one-hole hanging nodule, 152, 346
Orchomenos, 4, 57, 141, 144, 203, 231, 358, 415, 419, 485, 524, 615, 616, 617, 618, 619, 620, 621, 622, 624
Ordines, 637
Orroli, 894
Osmanaga, 683
ostrich eggshell, 757, 826, 827, 864, 869
palace, 3, 4, 14, 15, 24, 42, 71, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 120, 121, 139, 143, 144, 145, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 161, 164, 165, 167, 173, 174, 175, 178, 179, 193, 194, 203, 204, 205, 207, 208, 215, 216, 217, 224, 225, 229, 231, 239, 240, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 255, 256, 258, 264, 265, 271, 281, 285, 295, 299, 300, 309, 310, 320, 321, 325, 326, 332, 334, 336, 337, 341, 342, 346, 349, 394, 408, 409, 430, 432, 433, 435, 436, 437, 438, 444, 461, 484, 485, 486, 487, 488, 489, 498, 499, 505, 506, 510, 511, 512, 513, 515, 516, 517, 519, 521, 524, 529, 532, 533, 534, 535, 536, 537, 538, 539, 540, 541, 547, 556, 558, 559, 560, 561, 562, 563, 564, 565, 566, 567, 574, 582, 583, 584, 585, 587, 588, 589, 590, 591, 592, 605, 621, 622, 632, 636, 637, 638, 639, 677, 678, 680, 681, 682, 683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 698, 699, 714, 716, 723, 724, 725, 726, 728, 729, 788, 801, 812, 820, 824, 828, 834, 867, 869, 870, 882
Palace of Minos, 357, 358, 529, 532, 681, 683
Palace of Nestor, 436, 437, 680, 683, 684, 686, 687, 716
Palaepaphos, 380, 810, 812, 813, 841
Palaikastro, 72, 73, 149, 152, 157, 195, 215, 216, 224, 226, 318, 388, 389, 397, 432, 509, 546, 550, 571, 572, 574, 575, 576, 577, 578, 782
palatial, 20, 68, 99, 102, 114, 116, 117, 118, 122, 139, 140, 142, 144, 145, 146, 149, 150, 151, 152, 165, 167, 189, 190, 191, 192, 196, 200, 204, 224, 225, 232, 242, 244, 245, 246, 247, 252, 253, 257, 272, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 312, 322, 323, 324, 331, 337, 340, 356, 357, 359, 360, 366, 367, 368, 395, 405, 409, 410, 418, 419, 420, 421, 435, 436, 439, 499, 503, 510, 511, 512, 518, 519, 526, 533, 534, 535, 538, 540, 543, 546, 548, 558, 561, 576, 577, 588, 589, 592, 604, 605, 606, 607, 619, 621, 676, 681, 682, 684, 685, 686, 687, 698, 699, 701, 702, 717, 718, 719, 722, 724, 725, 726, 729, 731, 746, 754, 757, 823, 826, 828, 833, 894
Paliokastro, 767
palmprints, 361
Pamisos River, 680
Pangalochori, 343
Pani, 58
Panormitis, 766
Pantelleria, 897
papyrus, 152, 347, 682, 700, 714, 782, 824, 827
Parading Lion(s), 319
Paros, 83, 87, 89, 129, 165, 168, 174, 752
Partheni, 766
Parthenon, 6
Partridge and Hoopoe Fresco, 226
Passia, 788
Patroklos, 476
peak sanctuary/ies, 215, 216, 252, 253, 255, 259, 269, 344, 571, 572, 576, 578, 638
peer polity, 240
Pefkakia, 103
Peloponnese, 4, 40, 54, 56, 59, 60, 89, 100, 141, 174, 205, 214, 391, 417, 437, 444, 446, 484, 485, 511, 518, 519, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 639, 676, 681, 718, 719, 737, 739, 744, 890, 898
pendant, 121, 317, 347, 444, 445, 510, 560, 781
Peoples of the Sea (see Sea Peoples)
Perachora, 59
Perakastro, 769
Perati, 173, 288, 443, 639, 718, 765, 786, 827
perfume(s), 145, 397, 398, 411, 687, 808, 809, 811, 828, 898
perfumed oil, 145, 245, 271, 287, 365, 367, 526, 686, 813, 826, 836, 838
Peristeria, 204, 217, 448, 635, 636, 637, 683
Petralona, 647
Petras, 40, 41, 67, 69, 70, 72, 113, 115, 120, 151, 189, 229, 321, 341, 346, 349, 388, 432, 571
Petras Kephala, 40, 41, 67, 69, 70, 72
Petrie, Sir William Flinders Matthew, 7, 8, 9, 13, 19, 822, 828
Petsas House, 144, 362, 673, 674
PG, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 179
Phaistos, 41, 42, 67, 71, 72, 73, 74, 76, 113, 114, 115, 117, 119, 120, 151, 190, 192, 193, 194, 216, 224, 240, 246, 255, 256, 257, 295, 318, 321, 342, 346, 347, 350, 409, 495, 497, 498, 499, 501, 503, 505, 506, 513, 514, 533, 536, 543, 556, 564, 566, 582, 583, 584, 585, 587, 588, 590, 591, 592, 593
Phidias, 6
Philistine(s), 207, 379, 813, 840, 841, 842, 843
Philistine monochrome, 841
Phlaegrean Islands, 893
Phournoi, 600
Phthiotis, 56
Phtiotis, 173
Phylakopi, 14, 15, 21, 83, 84, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 174, 196, 207, 210, 214, 217, 218, 228, 265, 268, 270, 782, 827
Picasso, 91
pier-and-door, 151, 192, 193, 194, 196, 519, 533, 538, 540, 781
Pieria, 648
Pigadhia, 767
pigs, 85, 215, 335, 367, 521, 661, 686
Pilali-Papasteriou, 218
pillar, 152, 163, 190, 193, 195, 196, 257, 259, 260, 271, 330, 520, 521, 565, 693
pillar crypt(s), 193, 195, 196, 257, 259, 260, 271, 565
plaster(s), 119, 190, 196, 200, 203, 204, 205, 206, 223, 224, 225, 229, 230, 257, 265, 388, 394, 395, 397, 518, 519, 520, 561, 563, 583, 615, 663, 677, 684, 699, 724, 725, 778, 782, 833, 880
Platanos, 75
Poliochni, 58, 201, 202, 293, 443, 444, 753, 754, 777, 851
polities, 73, 76, 99, 141, 142, 143, 247, 291, 295, 296, 526, 604, 620, 835
Politiko Phorades, 810
Polychrome ware, 409
Pompeii, 457
pools, 193
porch, 197, 201, 202, 203, 242, 264, 537, 685, 686, 725, 726, 729
poros, 203
Poros, 69, 70, 72, 76, 217, 389, 529
Portes-Kephalovryso, 311
Posidaia, 271
Postpalatial, 14, 146, 150, 151, 157, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 196, 197, 207, 211, 216, 217, 259, 260, 272, 391, 405, 420, 486, 488, 512, 513, 516, 541, 548, 550, 577, 580, 582, 592, 621, 673, 677, 678, 718, 723, 729, 731, 746, 826, 827, 841, 893, 898
Postpalatial period, 14, 146, 150, 151, 171, 173, 174, 175, 211, 513, 516, 548, 550, 592, 678, 718, 723, 746, 893
Pothia, 768
pottery, 5, 6, 7, 31, 37, 38, 41, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 71, 85, 86, 87, 89, 90, 91, 101, 104, 105, 106, 107, 114, 118, 119, 120, 121, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 139, 141 142, 143, 145, 146, 149, 150, 151, 153, 154, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 166, 167, 169, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 190, 201, 216, 245, 264, 278, 279, 280, 281, 285, 287, 300, 308, 310, 312, 342, 388, 392, 397, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 410, 411, 412, 413, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422, 438, 483, 487, 497, 498, 499, 501, 509, 510, 511, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 518, 519, 521, 524, 526, 535, 540, 545, 546, 549, 550, 558, 562, 564, 566, 567, 574, 580, 584, 587, 588, 589, 591, 592, 600, 601, 602, 606, 615, 616, 617, 618, 621, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 639, 646, 652, 653, 660, 661, 663, 665, 666, 667, 672, 673, 676, 677, 678, 680, 682, 685, 687, 691, 693, 694, 695, 698, 699, 701, 703, 712, 717, 718, 725, 739, 742, 743, 744, 745, 746, 747, 752, 753, 754, 755, 757, 758, 762, 764, 765, 767, 768, 769, 770, 775, 777, 779, 782, 783, 785, 786, 787, 801, 805, 812, 813, 814, 833, 836, 837, 838, 840, 841, 851, 852, 853, 855, 856, 857, 862, 864, 868, 870, 871, 877, 880, 882, 884, 890, 891, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899
Prehistoric Olynthus, 176
Prepalatial, 14, 18, 66, 139, 140, 214, 294, 318, 320, 333, 337, 340, 342, 343, 405, 431, 432, 444, 505, 506, 512, 518, 534, 537, 558, 580, 583, 584, 717
prestige-goods economy, 191, 197
Priam, 3, 4, 444, 475, 477, 478, 481
Priest-King Fresco, 225
procession fresco, 194, 225, 228, 265
Procession Fresco, 225, 229, 230, 537
processional way, 677
Prodromos, 277
propylon, 203, 204, 206, 501, 684
Pros-Kastambas, 87
Proskynas, 57
Prosymna, 216, 219, 232, 285, 415, 717
Proto—White Painted ware, 814
Protogeometric, 161, 167, 171, 174, 179, 541, 747, 856
Protopalatial, 14, 215, 239, 240, 242, 245, 246, 252, 254, 257, 258, 260, 280, 281, 295, 313, 320, 405, 444, 512, 533, 534, 536, 537, 538, 560, 561, 562, 564, 565, 566, 576, 580, 584, 585, 588, 590, 635, 826, 833, 880
Ptoia, 620
pumice, 7, 152, 461, 462, 465, 501, 520, 752, 755, 758
purple dye, 652
Pyla Kokkinokremos, 813
Pyli, 765
Pylos, 4, 5, 105, 141, 142, 144, 146, 203, 204, 205, 229, 230, 231, 242, 245, 246, 264, 265, 267, 270, 297, 307, 308, 309, 311, 329, 333, 334, 335, 337, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 366, 367, 368, 397, 398, 418, 419, 436, 437, 484, 485, 486, 504, 605, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 638, 639, 680, 681, 684, 687
Pyrgos Mavroraki, 808
Qantir, 827
Quartier Mu, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 192, 295, 321, 341, 444, 535, 558, 559, 561, 562, 563, 566
radiocarbon, 7, 20, 21, 22, 24, 55, 85, 86, 100, 177, 178, 431, 460, 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 469, 759, 800, 822, 851
radiocarbon dates, 7, 22, 55, 86, 100, 759
radiocarbon dating, 7, 20, 22, 460, 759, 822
Ramp House Deposit, 230
Ras Shamra-Ugarit (see also Ugarit), 373, 374, 375, 379, 801
redistribution, 114, 115, 116, 197, 240, 245, 292, 605, 650, 651, 809
redistributive model, 114, 244
regional variation, 35, 141, 142, 373, 409
relative chronology, 6, 12, 15, 18, 127, 149, 150, 151, 162, 171, 174, 175, 178, 180, 361, 416, 420, 513, 893
Relative Chronology, 12, 130, 171, 513
relieving triangle, 205, 206, 714, 715, 716, 719
resources, 40, 42, 44, 75, 107, 140, 143, 144, 145, 205, 239, 245, 272, 280, 292, 293, 300, 367, 368, 387, 430, 478, 485, 486, 606, 615, 631, 633, 649, 675, 681, 712, 719, 804, 806, 807, 809, 810
Rhodes, 6, 228, 229, 415, 433, 452, 487, 533, 763, 766, 767, 768, 769, 775, 776, 777, 783, 784, 785, 786, 788, 827, 832
Rhodian Hunt Group, 325
Rhodian Hunt seals, 332
rhyton/a, 6, 104, 251, 253, 257, 258, 264, 268, 269, 270, 271, 308, 331, 410, 411, 419, 462, 537, 559, 564, 578, 617, 665, 768, 782, 787, 826, 827, 828, 839
riebeckite, 225
rings, 58, 152, 270, 284, 317, 322, 323, 324, 330, 333, 337, 375, 391, 448, 450, 460, 465, 466, 510, 578, 592, 621, 717, 787, 864
ritual(s), 39, 41, 42, 43, 74, 75, 84, 87, 91, 92, 104, 115, 117, 118, 121, 192, 193, 194, 195, 197, 207, 210, 211, 214, 216, 217, 219, 228, 230, 231, 240, 242, 243, 244, 247, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 263, 264, 270, 277, 278, 279, 280, 396, 421, 431, 450, 497, 498, 521, 522, 524, 533, 535, 537, 538, 540, 559, 563, 565, 567, 571, 578, 592, 593, 646, 745, 808, 812, 839, 856, 879
Rocavecchia, 180, 891, 895, 897
rock crystal, 119, 325, 397, 449, 450, 511, 562
Roman period, 567, 574, 575, 800, 828, 851, 856
Romania, 420, 446, 447, 857, 872
Romiri, 638
Room of the Chariot Tablets, 154, 349, 360, 361
Room of the Fallen Column Bases, 154
Room of the Frescoes, 231
Room of the Olive Press, 320
roundel(s), 120, 152, 321, 346, 349, 444, 499, 519, 520
Roussolakkos, 571, 572, 574, 575, 576, 578, 579
ruin cult, 196
Sacred Grove and Dance Fresco, 225
safflower, 868
Saffron Gatherer, 224
Samos, 475, 753, 763, 767, 777
Samsun Dağı peninsula, 882
sanctuaries, 192, 196, 210, 215, 216, 217, 218, 252, 253, 255, 259, 271, 332, 344, 367, 497, 621, 700, 812, 814
Santa Maria di Leuca, 895
Santorini (see also Thera), 7, 21, 22, 24, 151, 227, 457, 458, 464, 466, 549, 564, 752, 758, 759, 834
Sardinia, 156, 157, 391, 524, 546, 549, 550, 802, 812, 813, 890, 891, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899
scented oil, 299
Schliemann, Heinrich, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 218, 415, 443, 446, 478, 615, 624, 671, 672, 680, 723, 726, 786, 850, 851, 853, 856, 857
science-based dating, 20
scientific analysis, 678, 745, 747, 879
Scoglio del Tonno, 765, 890, 894
Scored (or Wiped) Ware, 407
Scribble Burnished Ware, 406
Sea People(s), 157, 177, 313, 391, 489, 527, 687, 840
seal(s), 5, 70, 71, 72, 75, 120, 145, 152, 155, 202, 224, 231, 252, 268, 269, 280, 281, 294, 295, 296, 300, 307, 309, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 325, 326, 329, 330, 331, 332, 333, 334, 335, 336, 337, 340, 341, 342, 343, 344, 346, 347, 349, 360, 375, 381, 395, 396, 398, 421, 430, 434, 435, 447, 448, 484, 486, 498, 510, 519, 522, 523, 525, 526, 535, 546, 561, 562, 565, 566, 567, 578, 580, 588, 592, 616, 622, 636, 637, 651, 663, 664, 665, 686, 694, 700, 702, 742, 745, 758, 770, 784, 787, 801, 808, 811, 856, 857, 864, 872, 873, 880, 896, 897
sealing(s), 5, 61, 71, 90, 118, 119, 120, 149, 152, 154, 155, 258, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 329, 330, 332, 333, 334, 335, 336, 337, 342, 346, 347, 349, 350, 361, 365, 430, 499, 500, 510, 523, 533, 535, 536, 540, 558, 567, 585, 588, 601, 633, 663, 664, 694, 746, 880
Second Intermediate Period, 462, 463, 821, 826
Second Palace Period, 192, 487
sedentism, 31
Seraglio, 880
Serayia, 763, 764, 765, 766, 768, 777, 779, 781
Seskli, 766
settlements, 34, 40, 71, 74, 83, 84, 87, 89, 90, 91, 102, 103, 127, 139, 140, 141, 142, 144, 145, 149, 152, 153, 155, 156, 157, 165, 167, 173, 174, 180, 201, 214, 240, 244, 252, 253, 254, 265, 277, 281, 282, 297, 318, 359, 377, 387, 391, 407, 412, 434, 436, 438, 457, 485, 486, 527, 547, 550, 578, 599, 600, 601, 602, 603, 607, 617, 618, 619, 632, 634, 635, 644, 645, 648, 649, 650, 651, 652, 654, 687, 723, 744, 752, 753, 763, 777, 784, 807, 810, 814, 850, 851, 852, 881, 894, 897, 898
shaft grave(s), 104, 141, 284, 285, 330, 446, 447, 448, 450, 525, 527, 604, 636, 672, 673, 678, 696, 714, 746, 814, 826
Shaft Graves, 6, 101, 104, 141, 292, 296, 305, 306, 307, 308, 313, 329, 446, 448, 667, 683
sheep, 85, 118, 215, 216, 335, 367, 397, 409, 436, 521, 579, 592, 638, 661, 686
shell, 38, 85, 90, 119, 211, 268, 396, 419, 450, 580, 645, 716, 827, 864
shield, 258, 307, 311, 312, 325, 579, 716, 719
shipwreck(s), 300, 387, 397, 787, 797, 799, 801, 812, 857, 862, 865, 868, 871, 894
shrine(s), 104, 117, 164, 167, 196, 207, 214, 216, 217, 227, 251, 252, 254, 255, 256, 259, 260, 264, 265, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 447, 498, 499, 503, 505, 509, 511, 514, 520, 524, 537, 541, 546, 563, 566, 574, 578, 585, 589, 607, 617, 621, 675, 686, 827
shuttle, 430
Sibaritide, 891, 894, 895, 898
Sicily, 379, 419, 574, 812, 872, 890, 892, 893, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898
Sidon, 833
silver, 70, 88, 106, 281, 284, 293, 308, 344, 379, 387, 391, 397, 418, 443, 444, 445, 446, 448, 449, 525, 632, 636, 647, 651, 652, 693, 696, 712, 713, 718, 743, 763, 784, 787, 808, 828, 850, 852, 864, 869
Sinaranu, 836
single-hole hanging nodule, 347
Siphnos, 83, 87, 165, 166, 168, 293, 446, 784
Sitagroi, 55, 61, 644, 645, 648
Sitagroi magoula, 55
Sithonia peninsula, 55
Siva, 216
Skala Sotiros, 645
Sklavokambos, 152
Skopi, 767
Skotino, 254
Skyros, 452
smelting, 69, 388, 389, 391, 394, 807, 810
Snake Goddess, 251, 255, 394, 437, 537
solder, 391
Sophocles, 6
Souphli, 278
Sparta, 60, 61, 232, 332, 388, 475, 511, 631, 632, 634
spear(s), 284, 305, 307, 312, 368, 500, 523, 622, 636, 787, 813, 872
Spectacle-Eye seals, 325
Spilaio ton Limnon Kalavryton, 632
spindle whorl(s), 85, 375, 431, 434, 437, 525, 546, 682, 693, 699, 776, 808, 828
spinning, 85, 430, 431, 432, 434, 437
Spring Fresco, 228
squat alabastra, 154, 411, 525
staircase, 196, 204, 206, 228, 257, 265, 342, 504, 520, 521, 565, 585, 587, 588, 589, 590, 591, 593, 742
stamp sealings, 321
Stamped ware, 410
Stavromenos, 151
stirrup jars, 155, 217, 297, 358, 379, 410, 412, 413, 419, 420, 421, 422, 524, 567, 619, 622, 698, 701, 765, 769, 787, 802, 825, 827, 828, 838, 841
stone, 11, 31, 32, 69, 70, 74, 83, 85, 86, 90, 103, 105, 106, 117, 119, 121, 156, 163, 189, 190, 191, 193, 195, 196, 197, 200, 201, 202, 204, 205, 206, 207, 211, 214, 216, 231, 245, 252, 253, 254, 260, 265, 269, 278, 279, 280, 281, 285, 287, 293, 294, 297, 318, 319, 321, 323, 325, 329, 330, 331, 332, 333, 337, 344, 358, 375, 380, 388, 389, 395, 396, 397, 421, 434, 447, 461, 462, 498, 501, 509, 511, 520, 523, 525, 526, 534, 535, 537, 546, 559, 561, 562, 564, 565, 566, 567, 571, 572, 574, 576, 577, 578, 580, 584, 615, 616, 617, 618, 619, 622, 623, 633, 646, 649, 650, 662, 665, 666, 667, 671, 674, 678, 683, 691, 693, 694, 695, 696, 699, 701, 703, 712, 717, 739, 742, 743, 745, 746, 753, 754, 755, 757, 775, 777, 778, 781, 786, 800, 802, 810, 812, 825, 826, 827, 834, 851, 852, 853, 857, 864, 870, 874, 880
stone tools, 31, 83, 106, 216, 388, 562, 695, 775
stone vases, 117, 119, 163, 395, 461, 509, 511, 537, 562, 565, 566, 571, 574, 576, 580, 584, 757
stone working, 396
storage magazines, 191, 194, 195, 257, 636
Stratigraphical Museum, 176, 433, 593
string nodule, 349
stylobate, 197
Subminoan, 150, 171, 176, 405, 411, 413
Submycenaean, 171, 173, 174, 175, 176, 180, 420, 422, 893
Submycenaean phase, 173, 175, 180
sumac, 868
Sumerian, 380
sword(s), 119, 121, 231, 266, 269, 284, 300, 305, 306, 307, 312, 368, 392, 444, 525, 526, 561, 562, 580, 592, 636, 651, 696, 765, 782, 787, 788, 802, 813, 858, 872, 884, 897
Synkairos, 769
Syria, 177, 229, 381, 549, 550, 801, 852
Syros, 14, 70, 84, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 214, 278, 389, 615, 753, 767
tablets, 5, 113, 114, 115, 118, 144, 145, 152, 154, 155, 242, 263, 271, 272, 273, 297, 308, 311, 312, 321, 334, 335, 336, 337, 342, 343, 346, 347, 349, 350, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 365, 366, 367, 368, 375, 377, 379, 381, 397, 398, 430, 435, 436, 437, 485, 487, 497, 499, 500, 504, 506, 511, 518, 519, 520, 524, 533, 540, 556, 574, 585, 605, 637, 638, 673, 678, 681, 683, 687, 700, 701, 801, 823, 836, 857, 885
Tale of Sinuhe, 822
Tanagra, 287, 614, 621, 623, 624
Taranto Gulf, 893
Tamisa, 479
Tauert, 826
Taureador Fresco, 225, 229, 230
Tavla, 762
Tawagalawa, 479
Taweret, 826
Taygetos, 631
technology, 4, 16, 18, 35, 38, 42, 43, 68, 142, 291, 293, 389, 392, 395, 430, 431, 439, 646, 652, 653, 745, 754, 806, 807, 814, 825, 891, 895
Teikhos Dymaion, 486
Tel el-Far’a (S), 839
Tel Kabri, 205, 229, 299, 833, 834, 836
Tell Abu Hawam, 836, 837, 870, 871
Tell el-Amarna, 8, 19, 459, 673
Tell el-Dabca (see also Avaris), 7, 8, 229, 299, 445, 460, 823, 835
Tell Mevorakh, 207
Tell Miqne-Ekron, 207
Tell Qasile, 207
temple, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 167, 207, 211, 299, 445, 543, 574, 575, 578, 593, 712, 812, 813, 834, 853
terraces, 196, 204, 252, 268, 501, 517, 534, 583, 584, 585, 650, 672, 699, 725, 726, 853
textile(s), 34, 118, 122, 145, 299, 330, 387, 397, 398, 409, 410, 430, 431, 432, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 485, 499, 562, 592, 619, 638, 701, 808, 864, 898
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