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Chapter 1. The Argument 
 
1.1. Introduction to the Subject 
During the transition from the Bronze Age to the Iron Age (ca. 1250  1000 BC) the eastern 
Mediterranean was a world in crisis. Great political entities, such as Egypt or the Hittite 
Empire, either experienced a period of severe decline or disappeared altogether.1 Also deeply 
affected during this time were the palace centers that until then had flourished in the Aegean. 
Around 1200 BC they were destroyed, never to be rebuilt again. With them went the most of 
the Aegean arts and architecture, as well as the administrative records. Numerous important 
settlements were abandoned and many regions show a drastic decline in the total number of 
sites, suggesting that their populations decreased significantly.2 Traditional explanations for 
this crisis vary from external attacks to internal uprisings or natural catastrophes. Present-day 
scholarship attributes the fall of the palaces to a combination of factors, culminating in a 
process of systems collapse.3 What followed this collapse is usually designated as Late 

4 
Even though it is beyond doubt that the collapse around 1200 BC had serious repercussions 

for the communities involved, the way it was experienced varied from one region to another.5 
Despite a major population decline in most areas, not all of the Aegean was left in a ruinous, 
isolated state. Some parts managed to survive and were even engaged in overseas contacts.6 It 
has been noted by several authors that those sites that continued to be occupied in the LH IIIC 
period were often situated along the coast.7 This coastal location, together with a continuation 
of external relations, suggests that for surviving the Postpalatial crisis it was crucial to remain 
connected.8 For this reason, this study starts from the position that understanding networks 
and interconnectivity holds the key to understanding the Postpalatial period. Understanding 
this critical period, in its turn, means understanding a decisive turning point in the course of 
early Greek history  the transition from the Bronze Age to the Iron Age.9 
 
1.2. Formulation of the Problem 
A first problem that has obstructed a proper evaluation of the Postpalatial period is one of 
perception. For a long time, the period did not receive due attention.10 Bronze Age specialists 
tended to focus on the era of the palaces, with its rich material culture and palatial archives. 
The period following the destructions was treated simply as one of decline and deterioration; 
an insignificant aftermath to a golden age.11 As increasing evidence has greatly contributed to 

                                                 
1 Dickinson 2006, 56, 202. 
2 For example, Deger-Jalkotzy 2008, 387, 392-395; Osborne 2009, 35, 44-45; Dickinson 2010, 486-487. See also 
more recently Murray (2013, esp. 145) who estimates that after LH IIIB the population in the Aegean decreased 
by half. I would like to thank dr. Sarah Murray for providing me with a copy of her unpublished dissertation.  
3 Deger-Jalkotzy 2008, 390-392; Osborne 2009; 44-47. Dickinson (2006, 24-56, 242-245; 2010, 486-489) argues 
against systems collapse and attributes the collapse to a growing climate of instability. For further critical notes, 
see Routledge/McGeough 2009 on the 12th-century collapse and Middleton 2012 on societal collapse in general. 
4 For the term, see e.g. Jung 2009a. 
5 Dickinson 2009, 12; 2010, 487; Middleton 2010; Crielaard 2011. 
6 Rutter 1992, 68; Crielaard 2006, 272 285; Deger-Jalkotzy 2008, 403-405; Osborne 2009, 35-44. 
7 Rutter 1992, 68-70; Crielaard 2006, 279; Dickinson 2006, 69. A similar pattern has recently been observed for 
the 1150 BC crisis in northern Italy. See Cremaschi  2006, Nicosia  2011. 
8 Dickinson 2006, 69, 197. 
9 Osborne 2009, 47; Crielaard 2011, 88. 
10 Knodell (2013, 196) makes a similar point with respect to the Postpalatial period in the Euboian Gulf. I would 
like to thank dr. Alex Knodell for providing me with a copy of his unpublished dissertation. 
11 
using the term Postpalatial has the  
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our understanding of the Postpalatial period, this perspective becomes difficult to maintain.12 
In fact, it has been realized in recent years that in some respect this period also marks a fresh 
start, during which some of the foundations of the later Classical civilization were laid.13 
However, it would be a mistake just to rearrange the Postpalatial period from a  to a 

 in the chronicles of Greek history. What will be stressed throughout the present study 
is that the period constitutes an important era on its own and that continuity and change were 
two sides of the same coin.14 The persistence of some form of central authority is implied, for 
instance, by the (re-)building of fortifications and the reorganization of settlement layouts, 
whereas the continued production of stirrup jars could indicate that some of the crafts 
associated with the palaces did not die out.15  

Another problem is one of methodology. A number of pioneering archaeologists have tried 
to explain the continuation of interregional connections, but what many of these explanations 
share is that they approach these Postpalatial contacts from a 16 During 
the Palatial period, goods, ideas and people circulated widely between many parts of the 
Mediterranean and it is generally assumed that the Aegean palaces played a leading role in 
these contacts.17 Drawing on Immanuel Waller -systems theory (WST),18 many 
scholars perceive the Aegean palace-polities to form a more developed center that maintained 
asymmetrical sociopolitical and economic relationships with less complex peripheral 
societies.19 What is problematic for t
world after ca. 1200 BC, it is difficult to continue to speak in terms of a technologically more 
advanced Aegean center and lesser developed peripheral areas. Most importantly, center-
periphery interaction fails to explain how contacts were able to continue without the center to 
initiate them.20 A different theoretical toolkit is clearly needed in order to explain the evidence 
for continued overseas connections in the Postpalatial Aegean.  
 

As an alternative, this study seeks to explore the possibilities of a network perspective on 
Postpalatial contacts. The first source of inspiration for this lies in postcolonial theory, which 
questions the premise of culture contact as an intricate power play between a dominant center 
and its subordinate periphery. Instead, it sees culture contact as a complex, dialectical process 
for all of the parties involved.21 Influenced by the postcolonial critique and the present debate 
on globalization, a paradigmatic shift has recently taken place within the archaeological and 
historical disciplines in which the ancient Mediterranean is viewed as a cultural landscape 

                                                 
12 Recent overviews display an ambivalent attitude towards the Postpalatial period. Dickinson, while stressing its 

a cultural break between the 
ages of Bronze and Iron (2006, 238, 257). Deger-Jalkotzy, despite being one of the of the Postpalatial 
period, names a chapter devoted to it in Shelmerdine 2008  
13 Muhly 1992, 20; Dickinson 2006, 8-9, 60; Osborne 2009, 46-47. 
14 This was already recognized in Desborough 1962; 1964; 1972. Dickinson makes a similar point, but then plays 
down the continuities and emphasizes change (e.g. 2006, 8-9, 60, 244, 257; 2009, 11). For a more recent and 

 
15 Crielaard 2011. 
16 E.g. Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 373-376. For Italo-Aegean relations, see more specifically Eder 2003; Jung 2009c; 
Iacono 2013. It should be noted that the latter does separate LH IIIB  C from LH IIIA.  
17 As is, for example, the case in Kelder 2009. It should be noted that there have been several recent incentives to 
reevaluate the economic functioning of the palaces. See e.g. Nakassis . 2010 and § 3.2. 
18 Wallerstein 1974. 
19 Sherratt/Sherratt 1991; 1998; Snodgrass 1991; Kardulias 1996; 2009; Berg 1999; Eder 2003; Sherratt 2009; 
Iacono 2013; critical: Van Wijngaarden 2002, 26-27; Stein 1998; 2002a; Parkinson 2010, 13. 
20 Murray (2013, 156-157)  has recently made a similar observation.  
21 See e.g. Young 2003; 2009 and § 2.2. 
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determined not by binary oppositions and asymmetrical relationships, but by connectivity, 
mobility, and fluidity. There are no dominant cultures, nor are there centers and peripheries; 
the region is typified by dynamic interregional networks, in which freedom, flexibility, and 
equal communication play an essential role.22 Ian Morris has dubbed this new paradigm the 

scope for individual actions and the focus is on social relations, rather than on vague 
economic forces or political structures. Interconnectedness is another key concept. Whereas 
center-periphery interaction entails one-to-one exchange, many-to-many relationships are 
envisaged as being at the basis of ancient Mediterranean exchange networks.23 

Whereas postcolonial theory and the New Mediterraneanism paradigm each form crucial 
components of the perspective explored in the present study, its main focus lies on network 
theory. Network theory offers both a terminology and conceptual framework that have greater 
explanatory power than notions based on the center-periphery model. A recent breakthrough 
in the field is the development of the  network, in which the degree of connectivity 
follows a power law. 
whereas most are connected to only a few others. As a result, the scale-free network is rather 
robust: one failing hub will not cause loss of connectedness, as this is guaranteed by the 
remaining hubs. Despite this robustness, the scale-free network is also fragile, as it will 
disintegrate when more major hubs fail.24 The scale-free network can and will be used in this 

-Strauss would have put it, 
25 In center-periphery thinking, interregional connections are 

essentially conceptualized as a scale-free network with the palaces in the Aegean core as the 
only hubs. However, in order to explain the increasing evidence for continued connectedness 
after the palaces were destroyed, a new model is needed that accounts for a greater robustness 
in Late Bronze Age networks. As a working hypothesis, it is suggested here that the survival 
of nonpalatial hubs was an important factor determining the robustness of these networks.26  

In order to test this hypothesis, the connections between the Aegean and Italy have been 
selected as a case study. These connections are of special interest for several reasons. In 
contrast to the eastern Mediterranean, Italy  first of all  did not have palaces and did not 
experience the same type of turmoil around 1200 BC.27 It thus provides an excellent test case 
for the premise of surviving nonpalatial hubs. In the second place, there are several 
indications that Italo-Aegean relations continued well into the Postpalatial period and may 
have even gained in importance.28 As such, they bear testimony to the networking activities of 
those communities that managed to escape the effects of palatial collapse; it was argued above 
that understanding these activities holds the key to better understanding the Postpalatial 
period. Thirdly, it is the interpretation of the Italian connection which arguably has suffered 

-Aegean 
relations, Italy is seen as a passive periphery as opposed to an active Aegean center.29 This is 

                                                 
22 This paradigm is said to have crystallized in Horden/Purcell 2000. See also Malkin 2003a; Morris 2003; § 2.4. 
23 Morris 2003, 33. See also Malkin 2003b; 2004; Malkin . 2007b; Crielaard 2009. 
24 Barabási/Albert 1999; Barabási 2003. 
25 Lévi-Strauss 1962, 89. ks, see 
Brughmans 2010, 298 and Fulminante 2012, 29. 
26 Knodell (2013) uses the scale-free network model in his study of complexity in the Late Bronze to Early Iron 
Age Euboian Gulf. He considers the palatial sites hubs for regional interaction and refers to the palaces as scale-
free networks. Knodell holds that the highly centralized nature of these networks led to their collapse ca. 1200 
BC. He is quick to note that interregional interaction did not break down and fell outside the scope of the 
palaces. Kramer-  also focusing on the Euboian Gulf.   
27 However, for a crisis around 1150 BC in northern Italy, see Cremaschi  2006; Nicosia  2011.  
28 See, for example, Eder/Jung 2005; Iacono 2013; Jung/Mehofer 2013; Saltini Semerari 2016.  
29 Marazzi/Tusa 1979; Vagnetti 1993; Sherratt 1999, 192ff; Buxeda i Garrigós . 2003; Galaty . 2009, 40. 
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probably the reason why up to now, much more research has been devoted to Aegean cultural 
elements in Italy30 than .31 Studies that combine the evidence from both regions are 
even scarcer.32 Although signs of change are apparent in recent research,  there is still much 

center-periphery model.  
Network theory not only provides a new interpretative model, but also the intellectual tools 

for interrogating the evidence. The discovery of scale-free networks about a decade ago has 
led to a series of new questions about the behavior of these complex systems. One question in 
relation to scale-free networks regards the dynamics and the dynamics networks. 

relates to factors influencing the network from the outside.33 The concept of network 
dynamics can be used to examine Italo-Aegean relations during the outgoing Bronze Age. 
The destruction of the Aegean palaces caused a major sociopolitical disruption that did not 
lead to a complete disintegration of existing structures but did constitute an important factor 
of dynamics  the Italo-Aegean network. The repercussions of these dynamics have not yet 
been systematically studied. A series of related questions may be posed regarding the issue of 
whether these dynamics  the network had any effects on the dynamics the network. Did 
they cause a shift in connectivity, and did some regions become more connected than others? 
What were the regional trajectories in the dynamics of these contacts? Did the degree of 
connectivity fluctuate over time? In other words, how did Aegean and Italian people keep in 
touch in this changing world of the 12th and 11th centuries BC? 

In order to capture these network dynamics, it is necessary to deploy a wider spatial and 
chronological scope beyond the Aegean and Italy in the 12th and 11th centuries BC. In a 
spatial sense, the Mediterranean and European context need to be considered. Regarding the 
former, what needs to be stressed particularly is that although we may have grown 
accustomed to viewing the Mediterrane

,34 when focusing on the relations 
between two specific areas this is easily forgotten. Taken that the general rule of thumb in 

hing is connected to everyth 35 broader supraregional 
interactions require attention in order to assess Italo-Aegean network dynamics. Bearing in 
mind the 
whenever this is deemed appropriate. However, the time frame ca. 1250  1000 BC has been 
deliberately chosen to include the final Palatial era. By confronting the final Palatial data with 
the Postpalatial data it will be possible to trace aspects of continuity and change, which in turn 
will help to fully appreciate the Postpalatial era as an important period for studying networks 
                                                 
30 Taylour 1958; Bietti Sestieri 1988; Vagnetti 1993; 1999; 2010; Bettelli 2002; 2011; Van Wijngaarden 2002; 
Buxeda i Garrigós . 2003; Vianello 2005; 2008; 2009; Blake 2008; 2014; Cazzella/Recchia 2009; Jones 

. 2014. It is probably also not coincidental that most of this research is only concerned with the Palatial period.  
31 The work of Reinhard Jung . is an anomaly: Eder/Jung 2005; Jung 2007b; 2009b; Jung . 2008; 
Jung/Mehofer 2013. Other papers that discuss Italian cultural elements in (parts of) the Aegean are Eder 2003; 

. 2012. 
32 To my knowledge, early exceptions are Matthäus 1980a and Pålsson Hallager 1985. Recently, the combination 
of (Postpalatial) evidence from both regions has attracted a genuine interest, see: Eder/Jung 2005; Jung 2006; 
2007a; Borgna/Càssola Guida 2005; 2009; Iacono 2013; Saltini Semerari 2010; 2016; Molloy/Doonan 2015. I 
would like to thank dr. Giulia Saltini Semerari for providing a copy of her unpublished dissertation and dr. Barry 
Molloy for sending me the draft of his co-authored paper  which was unpublished at the time.  
33 Barabási 2009. 
such as the spread of a virus on the World Wide Web.  
34 Malkin 2003a, 4. 
35 Following the subtitle of Barabási 2003.  
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and interconnectivity. In particular, it is necessary to examine whether or not certain 
connections were already established before 1200 BC and to probe for changes in the local, 
social, and regional responses to Italo-Aegean contacts after the fall of the palaces. It is only 
by incorporating the period right before the fall of the palaces that we can study the dynamics 
of networks during the ensuing Bronze Age  Iron Age transition.  
 
1.5. Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 
In sum, the purpose of this study is to provide a fundamental reevaluation of the Postpalatial 
period by means of an analysis of networks and interconnectivity. It aims to understand how 
interregional connectivity and networks succeeded in surviving the 12th-century crisis, by 
examining the connections between the Aegean and Italy from 1250 to 1000 BC. The project 
seeks to investigate the following research questions:  
1) What were the modes of contact between the Aegean and Italy before and after the demise 
of the palaces? 
2) What evidence is there for regional diversity in interconnectivity and in the trajectories of 
network dynamics? 
3) What were the local and social responses to these contacts, and what meanings were 
bestowed on them by different people? 
4) Comparing the intercommunications before and after the fall of the palaces, in what areas 
do we find evidence of change or continuity in both space and time, and how can this best be 
explained?  
5) How did connectivity and networks survive the 1200 BC crisis?
 
1.6. Approach and Structure 
In order to formulate an answer to these questions, I will analyze imports, imitations, and 
influences. The research starts from the position that such imported elements represent the 
tangible remains of past networks, which may be reconstructed by deploying a contextual 
approach. For many archaeologists, the latter might sound like stating the obvious, but in fact, 
it is not. In the study of interconnections, the context is often not included in the analysis. It is 
common practice to compare maps of the spatial and chronological distribution of objects but 
the explanatory potential of this comparison  though useful as a point of departure  is 
limited. In contrast, a study of the contextual association and function of imported elements 
provides information about the functional and symbolic roles these elements played in 
Aegean and Italian communities, which in turn can shed light on the motives behind 
interregional connections and how they continued to flourish during the 12th century BC.36 
For both the Late Bronze Age (LBA) and the Early Iron Age (EIA), studies on interregional 
connections have clearly demonstrated the merits of such an approach.37 What is lacking is a 

 
The argument of this study is structured as follows. Chapter 2 is devoted to a discussion of 

theoretical perspectives and methodology. Besides the broader framework introduced above 
(§ 1.3), I will address key concepts from the field of material culture studies, as well as from 

approach. Moreover, I will assess the possibilities and limitations of the data. The purpose of 
Chapter 3 is to review the state of the research regarding economy and society during the 
Palatial and Postpalatial periods. It focuses on the interpretative models that figure in current 
discussions regarding the organization of external relations in the Mycenaean world before 
                                                 
36 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 23-29. 
37 LBA: Burns 1999; Van Wijngaarden 2002; EIA: Crielaard 1996. Although unpublished, Burns 1999 appears 
to be widely available, judging from the various references to this work in recent scholarship. The present author 
was able to obtain a digital copy. 
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the collapse. Additionally, it introduces larger debates regarding the nature of the Mycenaean 
economy and the transition from the Palatial to the Postpalatial era. These discussions impact 
our thinking about the organization of external relations both before and after the collapse. 

For the ensuing chapters, three regional case studies have been selected for further study in 
order to make the data more manageable and to allow for comparative analysis. They involve 
two regions in the Aegean and one in Italy. The Argolid (Chapter 4) constitutes the primary 

around 1200 BC but has also yielded one of the greatest quantities and varieties of Italian-type 
artifacts in the Aegean.38 In the Aegean, Achaia (Chapter 5) has been chosen as the 
comparative case study, since it too offers ample evidence for Italo-Aegean relations during 
the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition39 40 which 
allows us to test the hypothesis that the Italo-Aegean network partly owed its robustness to 
nonpalatial hubs. For the Italian case study (Chapter 6), the focus lies on southern Italy. In this 
area, evidence for connections with the Aegean is particularly strong and seems to continue 
throughout the Postpalatial period.41 The aim of the Italian case study is to identify possible 
Italian hubs in the network. By contrasting the Argolid with Achaia and southern Italy, this 
research counterbalances the tendency in many publications to take Mycenae and the western 
Argolid as representative of the Aegean as a whole and to focus solely on the Aegean side of 
Italo-Aegean relations. Moreover, it brings into focus regional diversity in interconnectivity, 
as well as potential regional trajectories in network dynamics.  

In the examination of these cases, I will take three analytical steps to monitor the dynamics 
of Italo-Aegean networks and to scrutinize both continuity and change in interconnectivity. 
The first step comprises a broad-brush analysis of the regional dynamics of interregional 
networks between ca. 1250  1000 BC. This step provides a general image of the modes of 
contact between the Aegean and Italy both before and after the destruction of the palaces, the 
dynamics of these contacts and the regional variations in connectivity (= research questions 1 
and 2). Step 2 involves a more in-depth analysis of materials and contexts, as a means to 
provide detailed information on local and social responses to culture contact, the significance 
of external contacts in social strategies, and the functioning of Italo-Aegean interconnections 
in relation to other regional or supraregional networks in the Mediterranean and beyond (= 
research question 3). In the penultimate chapter, the two previous steps come together in one 
crucial, final step, which is to confront the patterns of intercommunication before and after the 
fall of the palaces (= research question 4). This will be done by comparing the three regional 
case studies and by placing them in a wider interregional context. In this, specific attention is 
paid to fluctuations in the degree of interconnectivity in space and time, modes of contact, and 
local and social responses, in order to fully capture the dynamics the Italo-Aegean network 
between ca. 1250  1000 BC. This final step allows us to reflect on the question of how 
connectivity and networks were able to survive the 1200 BC crisis (= research question 5).  

The synthesis of the research is presented in the final chapter. By providing the answers to 
the research questions posed above, I try to give a reevaluation of the existing image of 
interregional connections between the Aegean and Italy and I reflect on what this means for 
the Postpalatial period in general. In addition to that, I give a number of recommendations for 
further research into the subject.  

                                                 
38 Iacono 2013, 64. 
39  
40 See e.g. Deger-Jalkotzy 1991, 20; Eder 2003, 38; Moschos 2009b, 346. 
41 See, for example, Vagnetti 1999; 2010; Cazella/Recchia 2009; Saltini Semerari 2016.  
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This  and methodology. First, 
I discuss the theoretical perspectives which are directly related to the problem outlined in § 
1.2. Postcolonial theory serves as the broader framework, while concepts derived from 
network theory and recent studies exploring the of Mediterranean unity are used more 
specifically as intellectual tools in the analysis of the case studies. As any archaeological 
study presupposes a view on what it is that may be derived from the study of material culture, 
some current developments in the field of Material Culture Studies are explored next. Key is 
the idea that the material should be interpreted contextually, which in its turn invites a 
discussion of the contextual approach. Perspectives on burial analysis are also considered, 
taken that funerary contexts comprise an important subset of the data. Additionally, I 
investigate the possibilities and limitations of the archaeological material, which is  in many 
respects  heterogeneous. The implications of this heterogeneity in the dataset need to be 
assessed before the start of the research. To conclude, a summary is provided at the end of the 
chapter.  

Over the years, there has been endless discussi 42 With this in 
mind, postcolonial theory may, nevertheless, be defined as a reservoir of ideas that critically 
examines colonial modes of representation. According to the renowned Edward Said, colonial 
discourse was organiz
put above the colonized in every dichotomy.43 It was quickly realized that this organizational 
principle characterizes our Western philosophy as a whole; in fact, as Irad Malkin reminds us, 

44 The problem with this mode of thought is that via colonialism it had the effect of 
demeaning the colonized, leading to an ethnocentric bias in scholarly accounts that persisted 
long after the official decolonization. It is this pervasive bias that postcolonial critics have 
sought to deconstruct and replace by an alternative paradigm.45 Their critique first manifested 
itself academically in the field of literary studies but caught on with history, anthropology, 
and other disciplines within the humanities and social sciences not long thereafter.46 

In archaeology, students of ancient colonialism were the first to follow suit.47 It did not take 
long for them to realize just how much their field was intertwined with colonialist ideology; 
according to Michael Dietler, this was particularly the case for Greco-Roman archaeology. He 
                                                 
42 See Ashcroft  2000, 186-192; Young 2009 and the contributions in Allen/Mbembe 2009 for a summary. 

poststructuralism. It is not a coincidence that one introduction to postmodernism (Butler 2002) cites postcolonial 
thinkers alongside poststructuralists to discuss its subject. The link is not undisputed and some even claim that 
connecting postcolonialism to postmodernism somehow robs the former of its power, see Quayson 2004; Slemon 
2006, 51. Links between postcolonialism and globalization are also noted, see Krishnaswamy 2007; Steger 2009. 
One recurrent topic in all perspectives is the , see Malkin 2003b, 56-57; Olsen 2006 but cf. § 2.3. 
43 Said 1978, 7. Slightly earlier than Said, sociologist Henri Lefebvre argued against center-periphery thinking 

 
44 Malkin 2004, 343-344. Also noted by philosopher Jacques Derrida, see Belsey 2002, 75; Butler 2002, 20. 
45 Young 2003, 2. It is mostly a western paradigm, see Pagán-Jiménez 2004; Van Dommelen 2006 and Sil 2008. 
46 Young 2009 holds that the critique started in anti-colonial movements. See Said 1978; Bhabha 1984; Spivak 
1988 for its roots in literary studies, Guha 1982 for history, Hannerz 1987; Thomas 1991 for anthropology. 
47 Fahlander 2007, 20; Van Dommelen 2011, 2. For American studies, see Lightfoot 1995; Lightfoot/Martinez 
1995. For studies of Romanization, see Webster/Cooper 1996; Woolf 1997; Webster 1997; 2001. For studies of 
Greek and Punic colonialism, see Dietler 1995; Van Dommelen 1997; Tronchetti/Van Dommelen 2005, 192. For 
Bronze Age colonialism and colonialist interpretations, see e.g. Stein 2002b, 27 and Voskos/Knapp 2008, 662. 
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p of ancient Greece and Rome 
led to biased interpretations of Greco-Roman colonialism. These interpretations served as a 
legitimization of contemporary colonialism, which, in turn, affected ensuing interpretations of 
the Greco- f the non-Greco-Roman 

48 In order to rid themselves of this inheritance, 
scholars of ancient colonialism began following in the footsteps of the postcolonial critics.49 
They have adopted the paradigm as a broader interpretative framework and have taken a 
reflexive stance towards their own discipline and the representations of colonial pasts it 
helped to create. 

The situation has been rather different  colonial archaeology.50 In fact, it seems that 
postcolonial theory has hardly left an imprint, which is notable for two reasons. First, as Peter 
van Dommelen argues, social interaction in colonial situations is not very different from that 
in general, meaning we can apply postcolonial ideas to the study of noncolonial encounters. 
Anthony Russell has recently done so in a study of early migrations, while Fredrik Fahlander 
makes a general case for this.51 Second, we need to recognize that contemporary colonialism 
has not just affected the archaeology of ancient colonialism, but of archaeology. Colonial 
values are, for example, clearly present in the now outmoded traditions of  and 
the still current models based on WST (see § 1.2).52 -
systems and acculturation models apply to only a small subset of culture-
implying that for most cases we need different models.53 It is too obvious to require stating 

-
point in the quest for such alternative interpretative frameworks and theoretical models.     

A first model that has found resonance is the . It was originally developed by 
historian Richard White and has been used in the study of Greek colonialism by Malkin, who 
favors it to the related model of  that I will discuss below.54 White came up 

encounters that he was studying. The concept of acculturation, he argues, implies a transfer of 
cultural traits from a dominant to a subordinate group. Between 1650 and 1815 AD, however, 
no such configuration of power existed in the Great Lakes region of Northern America; the 
various native groups and Europeans were not capable of dominating each other. Instead, a 

make their partners in the exchange feel comfortable by approaching them in their own ways. 
The others ways were, however, seldom comprehended correctly, leading to a dialectical 

                                                 
48 Dietler 2005, 34. See also 1995, 90-95; 2005, 33-61. 
49 Roman archaeology provides a case in point. Traditionally, the Romanization of people in the provinces was 
seen as the outcome of a policy implemented by Rome, e.g. in Haverfield 1912. After the rise of postcolonialism, 

- by -
agents that either  to Romanize (Millett 
Next, scholars banned the idea  and began to stress discrepant identities and 
social diversity in the provinces; see Woolf 1994. While these shifts in emphasis were important and necessary, 

hybridity (or creolization), cf. Woolf 1997; Webster 1997; 2001. 
-65.    

50 Fahlander 2007, 20.  
51 Van Dommelen 2006, 112; Fahlander 2007; Russell 2009. 
52 For criticism of , see e.g. Crielaard 2009, 12; Russell 2010, 106-107. For criticism of WST, see 
e.g. Stein 1998, 223-228; 2002a, 903-905; Gosden 2004, 11-18; Malkin 2004, 343-350; Dietler 2005, 55-61.  
53 Stein 2005, 8. Hyphens added. 
54 Malkin 1998, esp. 5, 15-16; 2002, 151; 2004, 357-358. 
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55   

It is not difficult to see why the Middle Ground appeals to scholars of ancient colonialism.56 
It moves beyond binary opposites by stressing interrelations between the colonizers and the 
colonized, it draws attention to cultural encounters where a dominant party is lacking, and it 
focuses on actual space and people for a specific time and place.57 However, the latter is both 

benefit is that it deals with both the virtual and the real, whereas other models of cultural 
interaction too often remain abstract.58 At the same time, the specifics of the North American 

Ground. While this need not imply that Middle Grounds 
will not develop in any other situation, Mairs argues we do need to be aware of such historical 
contingencies.59 
find similar 60 Indeed, Maurizio Giangiulio holds 

  Malkin  that creative misunderstandings should not be expected to occur within the 
ultures 

61 His point invites us to look for a model that is 
more befitting of the encounters that once occurred in the ancient Mediterranean.  

 is a promising model. Van Dommelen is credited for introducing it in 
Mediterranean archaeology,62 taking his inspiration from the postcolonial critic Homi Bhabha. 
Bhabha argues that whenever two individuals interact, they must pass through a virtual Third 
Space which is, like a staircase between two floors of a building, located in-between them. 
Both enter the encounter with their own cultural identities, which need to be negotiated and 
translated so as to reach a mutual understanding. From this, it follows that cultural identities 
are relationally constituted in the process of interaction, considering that they are always in a 
translated state.63 

64 Rather, they are hybrid and caught up in an 
65  

Although the same critique also applies here that cultures are not always as dissimilar as the 

Marian Feldman, for example, uses it to explain the international style of the Late Bronze Age 

66 Moreover, whereas White sets out to capture a specific colonial encounter, 
Bhabha studies cultural identities and cultures in general. He is explicitly not only concerned 
with colonial but also global encounters.67 For this reason, I find it not warranted to treat these 
two interpretative models as interchangeable, like some scholars are inclined to do.68  

Bhabha offers a model that appears to be more widely applicable than the Middle Ground. 
However, two notes of caution are at place. The first is that, as Mears warns us, a discrepancy 
                                                 
55 White 1991, x. Capitalization added.   
56 Besides Malkin 1998; 2002; 2004, see e.g. Gosden 2004, 82-133; Hodos 2006; 2009; Antonaccio 2009; 2010. 
57 Malkin 2002, 151-153; 2004, 357; Antonaccio 2003, 60; 2010, 36; Fahlander 2007, 30-34; Mairs 2010, 186. 
58 Mairs 2010, 186. See also Fahlander 2007, 30. 
59 Mairs 2010, 177-178. 
60 Fahlander 2007, 34. 
61 Giangiulio 2010, 13. Cf. Gosden 2004, 32-33; 41-

most cases of early colonialism, whereas the Middle Ground only pertains to a minority of cases. 
62 For example, in Antonaccio 2004, 70. Cf. Van Dommelen 1997; 2005; 2006; Tronchetti/Van Dommelen 2005. 
63 Bhabha 1990, 209-211; 1994, 3-4, 35-37. Cf. Ashcroft  2000, 118; Gosden 2001, 247; Eakin 2001. 
64 Bhabha 1994, 35-36. 
65 Bhabha 1990, 211. Cf. Bhabha 1994, 3-4, 35-38, 219; Eakin 2001; Fahlander 2007, 22-25. 
66 Feldman 2006, 63. 
67 Eakin 2001. 
68 Nor does Jiménez 2011, 119, n. 2. For an example that does treat the two in tandem, see Antonaccio 2004, 71.  
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-between, 
69 While this is surely 

something to bear in mind, sociologist Jan Nederveen Pieterse credibly argues the opposite. 

wider in scope.70 
71 

This, however, 

need to think about the transformations that archaeology can bring about in postcolonial 
72 With these archaeological objections out of the way, let us review further criticism 

that has been ushered against the concept of cultural hybridity.   
Cultural hybridity is misunderstood and criticized on several grounds.73 First of all, Bhabha 

and domination.74 As Carlos Cañete and Jaime Vives-Ferrándiz point out, however, Bhabha 
does not shy away from these issues; there is room within the concept for cases of asymmetry 
and inequality.75 Second, hybridity is criticized for being static, leading Van Dommelen to 

that underlies cultural hybridity.76 While he is right about stressing this, I would like 

of a moot point.77 Third, hybridity is accused of the same essentialism it seeks to address, as it 
supposedly presupposes the existence of two distinct cultures before they merge into a third.78 

ce of 
hybridity is not to be able to trace two original moments from which the third emerges, rather 
hybridity  79  

Overall, criticism wavered against the concept of cultural hybridity can be easily countered. 
Nevertheless, it has led to the development of a more  hybridity, which, according to 

80 This awareness is, for example, clearly visible in the work 

81 Those individuals who partake most 
in the hybridization process e

-

                                                 
69 Mairs 2010, 180. 
70 Nederveen Pieterse 2001, 221-222. See also Cañete/Vives-Ferrándiz 2011, 128 for a similar point.  
71 For Bhabha, see Fahlander 2007, 30 but compare Soja (1996, 10), who conceives of his  

-249; Van Dommelen 2011, 3-4.  
72 Gosden 2001, 248.  
73 For an overview of criticism against cultural hybridity and a response, see Nederveen Pieterse 2001.  
74 Cornejo-Polar 2004, 761. See also Counts 2008, 14; Burke 2009, 7; Cañete/Vives-Ferrándiz 2011, 126. 
75 Cañete/Vives-Ferrándiz 2011, 127. 
76 Tronchetti/Van Dommelen 2005, 193; Van Dommelen 2006, 118-119. 
77 When conducting a search query through Google Books, the 2004 edition of Bhabha 1994 comes up with 51 

15  
78 Van Dommelen 1997, 309; Kapchan/Turner Strong 1999, 240; Counts 2008, 14; Giangiulio 2010, 14; Jiménez 
2011, 104. Compare Feldman (2006, 63), who considers the critique a challenge for defining hybridity precisely.   
79 Bhabha 1990, 211. Emphasis and capitalization added.  
80 Nederveen Pieterse 2001, 239. 
81 Burke 2009, 67. 
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82 In the context of Archaic Sicily, Giangiulio 
has recent

83 Besides some individuals, according 
to Burke, we should also take into account that some cultures or periods were more hybrid 

and 
.84 These ideas open up new venues for archaeological analysis, taken that these 

hybrid cultures and periods should potentially be recognizable in our datasets. Thus, if treated 
critically, cultural hybridity provides a promising theoretical framework for conceptualizing 
cultural encounters in the ancient Mediterranean. 
 
2.3. Network Theory 
The origins of network theory lie in 
sociology and mathematics. Since the 
mid-1950s, scholars pursuing Social 
Network Analysis (SNA) conceive of 
their topic of study as a mathematical 
graph, a collection of nodes connected 
by links.85 Figure 1 offers an example 
of a network visualized in this way.86 
It helps to clarify some key concepts 
used in SNA.87 The most basic units of 
analysis are the , a pair of nodes 
(AB, BC etc.), and the  (ABC), a 
collection of three nodes. Whenever a collection of nodes is more interconnected than linked 
to other groups within the network, SNA speaks of a cluster or .88 In 
Figure 1, an example of such a community is represented in dark blue. An explanation for the 
phenomenon of clustering is 89  

Another interesting concept in SNA is 
ans it is 

probably embedded in a network community, like nodes A, B, and, C in Figure 1. In contrast, 
a node with low transitivity, such as node D in Figure 1, tends to be tied to nodes from other 
communities. It can be regarded as occupying a central posi

90 In a scale-free 
network, as was discussed in § 1.3, some nodes are more connected than others. SNA regards 

entrally in the network. In Figure 1, the green nodes 
correspond to a scale-free network with node E as its hub. Besides the former qualifications, a 
node can also be considered central if one of its friends is a hub, as in the case of node F in 

                                                 
82 Kapchan/Turner Strong 1999, 245. 
83 Giangiulio 2010, 18. 
84 Burke 2009, 66, 70-72, 114. Cf. Cornejo-Polar 2004, 761 on anthropologist Néstor García-

 
85 Scott 1988; Tesson 2006, 100-102; see also . 99-100 for earlier conceptualizations of social networks that 
did not involve mathematics. It should be noted that the study of graphs originated already in 1736, see Barabási 
2003, 9-12; Hopkins/Wilson 2004 and Newman . 2006,1-4 for more on the topic of graph theory. 
86 For both Figure 1 and 2, I used the open-source software platform Cytoscape, see further Smoot  2011. 
87 f central research themes 
and analytical techniques in SNA, see Brughmans 2013, 635-640. 
88 Scott 1988, 114-116; Christakis/Fowler 2011, 12-13. 
89 Quote from Knappett . 2008, 1011. Cf. Christakis/Fowler 2011, 17 for the concept of homophily. 
90 For the term, see Barthelémy 2004. See Christakis/Fowler 2011, 19 on the notion of low and high transitivity. 

Figure 1. An example of a network visualized as a graph (created 
by author). 
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Figure 1. SNA uses these so- as a means to comprehend the 
position of individuals and small groups within the larger framework of a social network.91 

Although SNA represents a long-established tradition, networks have never received more 
attention than over the past years. In fact, due to the growing importance of networks in our 

rom various disciplines, 
including sociology, biology, physics, and mathematics.92 In this new science, the focus lies 
on the dynamics of real networks. It has an empirical and a theoretical side to it, the latter is 
known as Complex Network Theory (CNT). W -
it differs from SNA in many ways.93 First, SNA only focuses on networks, whereas 
CNT includes real networks, ranging from the World Wide Web to biochemical reactions 
in the brain. Second, while SNA tends to treat networks as unchanging and static, CNT 
considers their   and aims to uncover the rules governing the addition, 
connection, and removal of nodes and links. Third, while SNA analyzes the individual nodes, 

larger structure or as a means to capture its dynamics.94 
 

 

Over the last decade, CNT has had many successes. One breakthrough is the discovery that 
most networks, including social networks, exhibit  or  of the following topological 
properties: a high level of clustering (see above), a scale-free topology (see § 1.3), and a short 
average path length.95 The te

 
SNA, it was only recently that topological explanations were found. The first explanation is 
the so-called Strogatz , which is visualized in Figure 2.1  2. Imagine a group 
of nodes on a circle, along which every node is linked to its immediate and next-nearest node, 
as in Figure 2.1. One may say that this network exists only of local, short-range connections. 
In this type of network, it would take many steps for something to be passed on from node A 
to node B; the average path length, in other words, is . It turns out that by adding a few 
long-distance links or , colored green in Figure 2.2, the network becomes a small 
                                                 
91 Scott 1988, 114. See also Barabási 2003, 55- 13 on being 
well-connected via a friend and Newman . 2006, 6 on the focus of research in SNA. 
92 Barabási 2003, 6-8; Newman . 2006, 1-8. According to sociologist Manuel Castells, our age is defined by 

th century onwards, See Castells 1996; 2004. 
93 For the term, see Tesson 2006, 108; for CNT see Newman . 2006, 4; Sindbæk 2007a, 60. 
94 Strogatz 2002, 272ff; Newman . 2006, 6-7. See also Barabási/Albert 1999 on network growth. 
95 Van der Hofstad 2011, 15. There have been some attempts to model these properties, e.g. Watts/Strogatz 1998; 
Barabási/Albert 1999; Ravasz/Barabási 2003; Chen . 2007 and Small  2008. At the same time, there is 
the unresolved issue of whether a single model should be able to account for all of them. The reason for this is 
that, in spite of claims about the universality of network structures (e.g. Barabási 2009, 412; 2010, 254), certain 
real networks lack one or more properties. See Amaral  2000 for examples and Fox Keller 2005 for the 
argument against universal solvents, which pertains especially to the claim in Faloutsos . 1999 that the 
Internet has a scale-free topology. See also Willinger . 2009 on the same problem. 
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world.96 Besides weak ties, the small-world phenomenon can also emerge by adding a hub. In 
Figure 2.3, the new green node facilitates access to all other nodes. This hub thus functions 
similarly to a weak tie; it provides a shortcut and in doing so, it makes the world small.97  

The concept of  was already used as an intellectual tool to formulate new 
questions in § 1.3. A key issue regarding these dynamics in CNT is how network topology at 
the global level is dependent on dynamical processes operating at a local level.98 This is not a 
straightforward task, however. First of all, networks are characterized by their , 
meaning that a node can have many kinds of links at the same time; sometimes with the same 
node.99 In addition to being multiplex, networks are also . The individual nodes are all 

100 Whenever 
these dynamical local parts interact to form a global whole, the network begets 

; these are new attributes which cannot be found in the separate nodes.101 Network 
robustness (see § 1.3) is a good example of such an emergent property; cultural hybridity (see 
§ 2.2) can also be considered as such, beca
precise threads leading back to particular traditions, so that the resulting totality is no longer 

102 To put it differently, 
.103 Because of emergent properties, it is impossible to understand a network 

by only studying the individual nodes, as is done with SNA. Rather, in order to capture a 
network in all of its dynamical and emerging complexities and multiplexities, the whole and 
the parts  or the micro and the macro  must be analyzed together at the same time.104 

The idea of combining micro- and macro-levels is part of a larger scientific development. 
Scholars have come to realize that their topics are complex systems, which, like networks, 
arise from the interaction between parts. As complexity cannot be found in the individual 
elements, these systems cannot be grasped by first deconstructing and then reassembling them 
Thus, after centuries of reducing nature and society to their smallest parts, scholars are now 
trying to put them back together (see also § 2.5 on Actor-Network Theory (ANT) for more on 
this issue).105 -
it incorporates their critique but tries to move beyond deconstruction by stressing 
interconnectedness.106 Additionally, complexity theory challenges older systems theory.107 
Instead of shifting slowly from one state to another, complex systems are thought to 

. They are rather than closed, which makes their borders impossible to define. 
Where systems theory treated cause and effect as being proportionally related, complexity 
theory sees them as 

 As a result, complex systems are said to have a
through time, but their past is co- 108 

                                                 
96  1973, but Watts/Strogatz 1998 
provides a mathematical explanation for this phenomenon. See further Barabási 2003, 25-44 for an overview of 
earlier work on the issue and  51-53 for a clear and concise explanation of the Watts Strogatz  model. 
97 Barabási 2003, 64; Sindbæk 2007a, 61-62. See also Small  2008 for a network that has hubs but lacks a 
small-world topology, due to a specific process of network growth.  
98 Newman . 2006, 7. 
99 Christakis/Fowler 2011, 92-93; Cardillo . 2013.  
100 Newman . 2006, 7. 
101 Christakis/Fowler 2011, 26. 
102 Feldman 2006, 67. 
103 Christakis/Fowler 2011, 26; Brughmans 2013, 625. 
104  24-25; Cilliers 1998, 5 and n. 2; Brughmans 2012, 199. 
105 Nowotny 1990; Cilliers 1998, 1-2; Bentley/Maschner 2003, 1; Urry 2005; Christakis/Fowler 2011, 302-305. 
106 Walby 2003, 3 but see Cilliers 1998 who does find complexity theory to be compatible with postmodernism. 
107 Nowotny 1990, 229; Bentley/Maschner 2003, 2. For systems theory in archaeology, see Johnson 1999, 64-84. 
108 Cilliers 1998, 4. See also Service 1962, 178-203 for a critical discussion of anthropology that, in its explicitly 
evolutionary perspective, seems to be halfway between systems theory and complexity theory. 
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disciplines (see also § 2.4). Alexander Bentley and Herbert Maschner, for example, find in it a 
way to bridge the gap between archaeological processualism and postprocessualism.109 In 
general, the growing interest in network theory amongst archaeologists and historians can be 

110 Paradoxically, however, their use of network 
theory has mostly been restricted to SNA, which focuses on the parts. In historical studies, 
centrality measures are used for reconstructing the social networks encountered in the sources, 
while archaeologists find in SNA a tool for analyzing ancient urbanization processes and trade 
and transport systems.111 To give but one innovative example, Carl Knappett, Tim Evans, and 
Ray Rivers recent used homophily in their modeling of trade networks in the MBA southern 

112 
While providing a novel approach to old data, researchers limiting themselves to SNA are not 
taking into account the important lessons learned about wholes and parts under the complexity 
paradigm. On top of that, as Tom Brughmans points out, there are some fundamental issues 
surrounding the use of SNA in archaeology, due to the peculiar nature of our data.113  

The first issue with regard to the data is their . As Brughmans reminds us, 
archaeologists are always dealing with what is only a partial sample of an unknowable whole. 
SNA, however, requires the whole network to be known in order to determine the position of 
specific nodes within it.114 Second, there is the issue of what the archaeological data are taken 
to . Archaeologists study the material remains of past humans, rather than past 
humans directly. There is thus an extra analytical step blocking the way from a quantitative 
analysis of archaeological data to a SNA.115 In order to solve these issues, Brughmans turns to 

networks, such as find distribution patterns, as a point of departure. The results of 
the analysis may be treated as a partial network, which can then be confronted either with 
computer-generated, hypothetical social networks or with known network topologies. From 
this comparison, hypotheses may subsequently be derived about the social implications of 
these archaeological networks.116 Knappett, Evans, and Rivers provide a notable example of 
the first, hypothesis-driven approach, while the work of Søren Sindbæk is exemplary of the 
second approach involving known network topologies. He uses quantitative analyses of social 
networks in the literary sources and of archaeological site distributions, to arrive at new 
hypotheses regarding connectivity in the Viking Age.117 

While these CNT-inspired quantitative analyses are definitely promising, their success still 
depends on the availability of sufficient archaeological material. Sindbæk, for example, has to 
conclude with admitting that his material is too limited to allow for the analysis of successive 

                                                 
109 Benley/Maschner 2003. See also Saltini Semerari 2016 for a more recent application of complexity theory in 
archaeology, as well as Preiser-Kapeller 2010b for an example of complexity theory in historical research.   
110 For the term, see Urry 2005. For the use of network theory in archaeology, see e.g. Sindbæk 2007a; 2007b; 
Isaksen 2008; Knappett . 2008; 2011; Brughmans 2010; 2012; 2013; Knappett 2011; Malkin 2011; 
Fulminante 2012; Knodell 2013; Blake 2014; Iacono 2016b; Kramer-Hajos 2016, and various contributions in 
Malkin . 2007a; Knappett 2013; 2014; Evans/Felder 2014; Collar . 2015; Brughmans . 2016.  
111 History: e.g. Rutherford 2007; Preiser-Kapeller 2010a. Archaeology: e.g. Isaksen 2008; Fulminante 2012. For 
more archaeological examples using centrality measures, see Brughmans 2013, 636-638. 
112 Knappett . 2008, 1018. 
113 Brughmans 2012, 195-197. 
114 Brughmans 2012, 195. 
115 Brughmans 2010; 2012, 195; 2013, 641. 
116 Brughmans 2010, 284-297; 2012, 197. In a more recent contribution (2013, 648-655), Brughmans rather 
advocates the combination of SNA and CNT and argues that archaeologists need to look beyond the popular 
CNT models of scale-free and small-world networks and towards multidisciplinary collaborations.  
117 Knappett . 2008; Sindbæk 2007a.  
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118 In order to move 
beyond the issue of  analysis in archaeology, we might consider using network 
theory alternatively for a  analysis.119 This entails bringing into play the concept 
metaphors of network theory as intellectual tools for interpreting the archaeological data (see 
§ 1.3). In this way, betweenness, homophily, and other useful concepts from SNA are not lost 
to archaeology, but can be use 120 Besides 
SNA, thought-provoking metaphors are also present in CNT. Bentley, for instance, contends 

-free networks has significant implications for generating 
hypotheses in archae 121 This is 
again illustrated by the work of Sindbæk. In a different paper, he refrains from a quantitative 
analysis but instead uses the scale-free network concept as an intellectual tool for thinking 
through the emergence of towns during the Early Viking Age in Scandinavia.122 

Closer to the subject of the present study is the recent work of Malkin. His interpretation of 
s it pertains to the 

period directly following the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition.123 According to Malkin, 
Greek civilization and identity were emergent properties of a decentralized network that took 
shape in the age of Greek colonization. It was overseas that Greeks met and recognized in 
each other something that was not to be found in any of the neighboring communities they 
encountered. The foundation of overseas settlements was not organized from any one center 
in particular, but, rather, from a multitude of Greek cities and regions. For this reason, Malkin 
contends we should refrain from discussing Greek colonization in the traditional terminology 

decentralized 

to speak of the Greek world as lacking centers from the start.124 It was a world of nodes 
connected by links and the more these links were stretched, the stronger they became. In this 

 greater than the sum of 
its parts  that, by the end of the Archaic period, had emerged in the ancient Mediterranean.125    

 
The  of Mediterranean unity is far from new.126 On the contrary, it has a history going 
back at least two millennia, although there is debate on how old the idea exactly is. Horden 
and P
around 500 BC, was first attested in the Semitic languages of ca. 1000 BC. Elsewhere, 

 created the Mediterranean.127 In contrast, William 
Harris questions whether such early ideas ever referred to the Mediterranean as a whole, 
whereas Joseph Maran argues that the idea came and went with seafaring and could have even 
existed in 3000 BC.128 Besides having difficulty with establishing the  of the idea of 

                                                 
118 Sindbæk 2007a, 70.  
119 For the distinction between quantitative and qualitative analyses, see Brughmans 2010, 298. 
120 Brughmans 2012, 196. 
121 Bentley 2003, 42. 
122 Sindbæk 2007b. 
123 Malkin 2011. See also e.g. Sherratt/Sherratt 1998; Collar 2007, and Tartaron 2013 for other usages of the 
small-world concept. 
124 Malkin 2004, 349. 
125 Malkin 2003b, 59. See also Malkin 2011. 
126 See e.g. Horden/Purcell 2000, 26-43, the various contributions in Abulafia 2003a, and Cañete 2010. 
127 Horden/Purcell 2000, 10 (Semitic languages ca. 1000 BC),  Mediterranean). 
128 Harris 2005, 15; Maran 2007. 
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Mediterranean unity, scholars also find it hard to decide on its meaning.129 According to 
David 
water, its islands, its coasts or indeed the civilizations and states that have emerged along its 

130 In The Mediterranean: Saga of a Sea, Emil Ludwig chose another approach to the 

131 Most influential, however, has been the work of Fernand Braudel, who in The 
Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of Phillip II considers Mediterranean 
unity mainly as a factor of human geography.132  

According to Horden and Purcell, the scholarly tradition of  what may be called  
133 After 

this seminal publication, it was long deemed inappropriate to study the Mediterranean as a 
whole. The reasons for this were fairly paradoxical. On the one hand, it was believed that 

on the other hand, his work was badly criticized.134 As a result of these ambivalent responses, 
ensuing historical and archaeological stud
Mediterranean.135 -
although recognizing Mediterranean interconnectedness, divided the region into centers and 
peripheries.136 Besides such dividedness on a theoretical or conceptual level, the study of the 
ancient Mediterranean has also been characterized by fragmentation on a more practical or 
organizational level. First of all, there is a disciplinary divide between archaeologists and 
historians studying the ancient Mediterranean. Second, there is a geographical divide which 
urges scholars to specialize in a constituent region. Third, there is a chronological divide that 
separates the prehistorian from the classist, and the classist from the medievalist.137 John 

- 138 
In recent years, however, a reverse trend is visible in which the Mediterranean is again 

ee § 1.3) can be said to have started with 
The Corrupting Sea: a Study of Mediterranean History. They argue that 

the Mediterranean is made up of ecologically-distinct niches which are permanently linked by 
networks of communications and exchange. Connectivity is actively pursued, due to the risks 
and resource imbalances that were an intricate part of this ecological diversity.139 It is in this 

r 140 Since its publication in 2000, The Corrupting Sea has made a 
significant impact.141 Malkin even speaks of a paradigm shift,142 which can be paired with the 
                                                 
129 Horden/Purcell 2000, 10-15; Abulafia 2003c; Knapp/Van Dommelen 2010, 8-10. 
130 Abulafia 2003c, 11.  
131 Ludwig 1942 as described in Malkin 2003a, 4; 2004, 343. 
132 Braudel 1972; Horden/Purcell 2000, 36. 
133 Horden/Purcell (2000, 39-43) hold that the tradition  ended after the publication of 
the second French first English 
edition of the book (Braudel 1972) was published. According to Shaw (2001, 420, n. 3), it was only then that 
Braudel made an impact in Anglophone scholarship. Compare Molho (2002, 486), who does not believe that 

  
134 Horden/Purcell 2000, 39-43. 
135 Ibid. 18. 
136 For the term, see Morris 2003, 30. See also ibid. 31, 37-38; Crielaard 2009, 11-12; Rowlands 2010, 235.  
137 See, for example, Horden/Purcell 2000, 15-25, 39-43; Morris 2000, 18; Crielaard 2009, 7-9; Knapp/Van 
Dommelen 2010, 3, and Rowlands 2010, 233. 
138 Cherry 2004, 235-236. 
139 Horden/Purcell 2000, 24, 150-152, 338-  
140 A phrase they borrowed from Lévi-Strauss. See e.g. Horden/Purcell 2000, 51, 53, 172.  
141 Its influence is still not waning over a decade after its appearance, as demonstrated e.g. by the appearance of 

 
142 Malkin 2003a, 6. 
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larger shift in scientific thinking that was identified in the preceding section. In fact, the 

Abulafia, who, in his 2003 editorial of the volume , states that 
143 

Another connection between the New Mediterraneanism and complexity theory is provided 
by Malkin himself. As was discussed in § 2.3, he uses the small-world concept as a means to 

ean connectedness.144 In his 
earlier work, he arrived at a similar conclusion by borrowing a concept from philosophy. The 

 is based on the root-system of certain plants and is used to describe an interconnected 
system without a center, beginning, or end. It was developed by the postmodern philosophers 
Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari as an alternative for the metaphor that, with its binaries 
and hierarchical one-to-one relations, has dominated Western thought for a long time.145 As a 
critique of center-periphery thinking, the rhizome concept fits the postcolonial framework that 
was explored in § 2.2. In addition, the rhizome is compatible with the emergent properties of 
network theory (see § 2.3). Imagine the root-system of a fungus, for example. Although 

endless.146 Its roots give away nothing about when or where a mushroom is going to pop up; 
conversely, nothing aboveground points towards what lies beneath. The mushroom metaphor 

 
Besides being symptomatic of the new complexity paradigm in the scientific community at 

large, the New Mediterraneanism is also taken to reflect our contemporary concerns in a 
, in particular, is 

inspired by the process of globalization. However, he also contends that their work does not 
push the global analogy hard enough. Rather than conceiving of Mediterranean connectedness 
as a timeless given, Morris argues that we should think of it as a process of change that  
analogous to globalization  created winners and losers.147 Over the years, we may add here, 
scholars have come to view 
processes that operate simultaneously and unevenly on several levels and in various 

148 
Mediterranean 149  is 
thus not a unilinear affair, but subject to both progressive and regressive tendencies.150 In a 
sense, then, this waxing and waning of Mediterranean interconnectedness may be compared 

151  
That this parallel is not too far-fetched is illustrated by the debate on cultural globalization. 

One group of commentators contends that we are witnessing the rise of a global, homogenized 
culture which takes its inspiration from the West.152 Nederveen Pieterse dismisses this 
western perspective and prefers to see cultural globalization as a process of hybridization, in 
which   153 Burke expects that 

                                                 
143 Abulafia 2003b. 
144 Malkin 2011. 
145 See Deleuze/Guattari 2004, esp. 18 and 21. See also Malkin 2003b, 56-57; 2004, 359. 
146 Independently from Deleuze and Guattari, communications researcher Karen Tesson developed her concept 

- , on the  root-systems of fungi. The above example 
is derived from her work, see Tesson 2006, 114-  
147 Morris 2003, 33, 41-43. 
148 Steger 2009, 36. See also Nederveen Pieterse 1995, 45 for similar observations.  
149 Morris 2003, 44. 
150  See also Horden/Purcell 2000, 263-270; Crielaard 2009, 17; Abulafia 2003c, 21; 2011.  
151 Burke 2009, 66.  
152 Often -73. 
153 Nederveen Pieterse 1995, 45, 60. 
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once this global mélange crystallizes or stabilizes, it will soon diversify into local variants.154 

in the future but has always been a part of cultural globalization. He contends, together with 
sociologist Ino Rossi and anthropologist Arjun Appadurai, that the global is instrumental in 
producing the local  a dialectic which, in its turn, creates the global.155 From this, it follows 
that we should study the local in order to capture the global , something that fits 
well with the attitude towards the micro and the macro in complexity theory (see § 2.3).156  

 mix of globalization and 
New Mediterraneanism. It could provide an appropriate tool for thinking through Horden and 

example, has made excellent use of it in her re
157 In addition, the concept can be seen as a way to move beyond the 

current state of hyper-specialization that is obstructing a proper evaluation of Mediterranean 
unity in diversity. Peter van Dommelen and Bernard Knapp have recently edited a volume on 

-specialization.158 
In 

studies, as well as with the postcolonial critique towards bounded cultures and its alternative 
framework of cultural hybridity.159 In doing so, he adds yet another contemporary influence to 
the theoretical cocktail leading to the development of the New Mediterraneanism.160  
 
In reviewing the literature on network theory and the New Mediterraneanism, one cannot but 
notice their current convergence under the complexity paradigm. For this reason, I consider it 
appropriate to discuss them here in tandem. We have seen how both SNA and CNT are being 
discovered in archaeological and historical research as tools for quantitative and qualitative 
analyses of interconnectivity. In this study, therefore, I too will utilize concepts derived from 
SNA and CNT. As I explained in § 1.3, I find the scale-free network particularly helpful for 
generating new hypotheses and questions regarding the  and  of Italo-
Aegean networks during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition.  

Against the backdrop of the New Mediterraneanism paradigm, these powerful concepts gain 
even more in strength. For example, the problem of continued connectedness during the 
Postpalatial period may be rephrased in terms of progressive and/or regressive episodes of 
Mediterraneanization. While there is no doubt that this era was regressive in comparison to 
the one preceding it, what needs to be equally stressed is that  following Horden and Purcell 

 the Mediterranean was never really disconnected in its entirety. As a result, even those 
periods for which we would expect Mediterraneanization to be at a low would not be devoid 
of network robustness and dynamics. Quite the contrary, I maintain throughout the present 
study that their importance for understanding periods of transition can hardly be overstated.161  

                                                 
154 Burke 2009, 51-54, 114-115.  
155 Robertson 1995, 28-32; Rossi 2007 and Appadurai 2010. For an alternative view, however, see Friedman 

 
thinking that is discussed in § 2.5. 
156 See e.g. Walby 2003; Urry 2007.  
157 Hodos 2009; 2010.  
158 Van Dommelen/Knapp 2010, 8. 
159 Rowlands 2010, 234. 
160 Malkin 2003a, 2; 2004 also acknowledges the impact of the postcolonial critique on Mediterranean studies.  
161 Saltini Semerari (2016) makes 
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Material Culture Studies (MCS) is a field of study that originated in the 1980s.162 It seems to 
have gained new impetus in the last decade, judging from the plethora of handbooks and 
papers appearing on the subject nowadays.163 It may not come as a surprise that archaeology 
and anthropology are regarded as lying at the root of MCS. Both use material culture as a 
source, albeit that anthropology has not always been as interested in it.164 Besides archaeology 
and anthropology, MCS is taken to include various other disciplines within the humanities 
and the social sciences; however, which disciplines are included and which ones are excluded 
remains unclear. Christopher Tilley  mention sociology, geography, and history, as well 
as design, cultural, and technological studies, while Dan Hicks and Mary Beaudry add 
philosophy and literary studies to the disciplinary cocktail.165 Whereas the boundaries of MCS 
are blurry, its topic of study appears to be more clearly delineated. According to Tilley ., 

riality is an integral dimension of culture, and 
166 

From this, it follows that is a key concept within MCS. While this is all well and 
good, those engaged in the field appear to be struggling with finding a suitable definition.167 
According to Fahlander, many archaeologists fail to understand the meaning of materiality 
because they use it as a synonym for . The reason they are doing so is that 
they confuse the lexical meaning of materiality (composed of matter) with   of 

168 In his definition of the concept, 
Fahlander matches materialities to . He makes it clear that besides material culture, 
these things also include mountains, rivers, trees, animals, bodies, and less tangible matters 
like the rain, wind, or sun.169 For this reason, one is led to the conclusion that  despite its 
name suggesting otherwise  MCS does  deal with material culture per se, but with all 
things material. In the words of Tilley 

170 
To put it differently, MCS deals with object/subject relations.171 This is not the simplest of 

172 This 
means that different societies in the past may have had different relations with their things. In 
addition to being culturally variable, the lines between persons and things in any given culture 

ns calls them, are the topic of 
studies of the social life or cultural biography of things, which focus on the circulation and 
recontextualization of things during their life.173 It is thought that the biographies and lives of 

 or anthropomorphic 
174 As discussed in the following section, this idea of 

object/subject relations varying according to cultural and temporal recontextualization has led 
to the development of an explicitly contextual approach in archaeology.175 
                                                 
162 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 27. 
163 Tilley 2006, 1-3. See also e.g. Oestigaard 2004; Miller 2005; Fahlander 2008; Hicks/Beaudry 2010. 
164 Tilley  2006, 1.  
165 Tilley  2006; Hicks/Beaudry 2010. 
166 Tilley 2006, 1. 
167 Tilley 2006, 3; Fahlander 2008, 130. 
168 Fahlander 2008, 129. 
169 Fahlander 2008, 131. 
170 Tilley 2006, 2. See also Service 1962, 35 for a similar statement regarding culture.  
171 Keane 2006. 
172 Hoskins 2006, 74. See also Van Wijngaarden 2002, 28. 
173 Hoskins 2006, 74. Cf. Appadurai 1986 (social life of things); Kopytoff 1986 (cultural biography of things). 
174 Tilley 2006, 63. See also Thomas 1991 on the  
175 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 28-29.  
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Besides culture and time, our understanding of object/subject relations is also complicated 
by current scientific philosophies. Modernism, Marxism, structuralism, phenomenology, 
poststructuralism, postcolonialism, postmodernism,  all have diverging ideas on what 
the lines between persons and things precisely entail. This is not the proper place to discuss 
the subtleties of these differences; for this, I refer to the various contributions in Tilley 

.176 However, one fundamental issue that needs to be addressed is the disparity between 
modernist and postmodernist perspectives. Modernist philosophies are based on an 
opposition between objects and subjects, known as , in which subjects are 
positioned above objects in the order of being.177 Postmodernist philosophies have expressed 
criticism towards this organizational principle (see § 2.2.) and seek to overcome the divide by 
focusing on relationality and networks.178 Before turning to these postmodern perspectives, 
however, we need to consider some of the consequences of the modernist position. 

The Cartesian divide effectively separates the world into two conceptual halves. The object 
half is the world of things or Nature, while the subject half is the world of humans or Society. 
It is because of this clear-cut distinction that the sciences have traditionally been divided into 
the natural and social sciences, with the latter being devoted to studying the human world.179 
Archaeology occupies a rather awkward position within this conceptual framework, taken that 
it seeks to infer about past human worlds via the analysis of things.180 This ambiguity has, in 
the past, led to a flirt with the natural sciences under the banner of processual archaeology. 
During the mid-1980s, the scale of archaeological reasoning tipped to the other side, when the 
postprocessualists claimed that their ultimate concern was with past societies. However, this 

tirely gratifying either.181 As maritime archaeologist Jim 
Dolwick points out, it is precisely due to the Cartesian divide that most social theories provide 
us with an image of the social which is almost completely devoid of things.182  

The only exception is formed by so- -
theory. According to anthropologist Webb Keane, these approaches focus on the production, 
representation, development, and extension of the subject through the object.183 Early scholars 
in MCS can be said to have been particularly influenced by these ideas. Anthropologist Daniel 
Miller, for example, examined the way in which the consumption of objects can create social 

-amongst- 184 In addition to that, Ian Hodder found that 

humans.185 These ideas still hold much currency in archaeology today, not in the least part 
because  as I will argue in § 2.6.  the need to contextualize is not always considered to be 
self-evident. Moreover, the meaning-centered approaches are often regarded as a way to 
overcome the Cartesian divide between objects and subjects.186 It is from this perspective that 

ening our insights into how persons make things and 
. that was referenced above.187 

A dialectical take on things and persons, however, is not the only solution to the Cartesian 
divide. In fact, there is another group of scholars that considers this to be no solution at all, for 

                                                 
176 Tilley  2006. 
177 Keane 2006, 197; Dolwick 2008, 17; 2009, 44. 
178 See e.g. Oestigaard 2004, 29; Foster 2006, 285-286; Olsen 2006, 98-99. 
179 Nowotny 1990, 224; Dolwick 2008, 17. 
180 See, for example, the definition of archaeology given in Renfrew/Bahn 2004, 12. 
181 Webmoor/Witmore 2008, 54-55. 
182 Dolwick 2008, 17-18; 2009, 35-36. See also Latour 2011, 804.  
183 Keane 2006, 198-200. See also Nowotny 1990, 224 who refers to these approaches as  
184 -amongst-  
185 Hodder 1982a; 1982b; 1987. 
186 Meskell/Preucel 2004, 16.  
187 Tilley 2006, 2. 
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two reasons. First, the meaning-centered dialectical perspectives continue to favor persons 
over things, in the sense that things are only important in so far they are given meaning by 
humans. Second, the concept of  still presupposes a division between persons and 
things, because in order for a dialogue to begin you have to start with two distinct entities.188 

-  -
aim to abolish the divides by starting with mixture; a clearly postmodern solution that reminds 
of postcolonial theory (see § 2.2).189 
material can be social in other ways t 190 This is all best 
explained by examining the work of one of these scholars more in detail.191  

Bruno Latour is a sociologist  anthropologist, who is specialized in the field of science 
and technology studies. Together with his colleagues Michel Callon and John Law,192 he has 

-Network Theory, 
193 ANT starts from the position that humans and 

nonhumans (things, materialities) are all part of associations, known as .194 
According to Latour, the actor-

195 Figure 3 shows an actor-
netw

196 - 197 ANT defines the actor as an entity 
.198 Actors, to put it 

differently, make an important difference to one another; it is for this reason that, besides 
humans, ANT takes nonhumans to be actors as well.199 Figure 4 shows the human actor-
network in this way; it is a , a person defined by his relations to other actors.200 
 

               
Figure 3. Network = actors (created by author).          Figure 4. Actor = network (created by author). 
                                                 
188 Webmoor/Witmore 2008. -human  
189 
still assumes the existence of two bounded cultures before they merge into a third. Like the post-humanocentric 

solution is to begin with mixture, see Bhabha 1990, 211. 
190 Fahlander 2008, 131. 
191 For the Cartesian divide more in general and solutions that do not invoke dialectics, see Dolwick 2008; 2009 
for archaeology and Latour 2005; 2011 for the social sciences. 
192 See e.g. Callon/Latour 1981; Callon/Law 1982.    
193 Latour 2011, 799. Capitalization added.  
194 Dolwick 2009, 36; Latour 2005. 
195 Latour 2011, 800. See also . 2005, 131. 
196 Latour 2011, 800. 
197 Latour 2005, 204. 
198 Latour 2005, 47 (made to act), 107 (makes others act).  
199 107. 
200 The concept of the dividual has been used by anthropologist Marilyn Strathern to describe the role of persons 
within the gift-exchanging societies of Melanesia, see Strathern 1988; Gosden 2004, 33-40. Although this is not 
explicitly mentioned in Latour 2005 or 2011, the actor-network closely resembles the concept of the dividual.  
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ANT differs from other social theories in several ways. First, its interpretation of as 

reserved for the intentional human who gives things their meaning. As a result, ANT has been 
much criticized for taking the notion of  between humans and nonhumans too far. 

201 
Latour, however, holds that ANT does not presuppose the associations between humans and 

some spurious asymmetry among human intentional action and a material world of causal 
202 Besides agency, ANT also defines the concept differently when compared 

to classical social theories. For Latour, the social means nothing but , whereas the 
social is usually taken to refer to Society (the human world; see above) or , the 
macro-level which allegedly exists outside the micro-level of individual human actors.203  

204 Some social theorists start their analysis with society (the whole) and 
then deduce the behavior of individuals (the parts) from it; others work the other way around 
and start with the acting individual.205According to Terje Oestigaard, processual archaeology 
represents the former and postprocessual archaeology the latter.206 Supporters of CNT (see § 
2.3) claim that by treating society as a network of interconnected individuals in which the 
whole is  than the sum of its parts, the individual versus society problem can be 
overcome.207 For Latour this does not work, as he explains by the analogy of the Web profile. 

and ideas, properties and belongings. According to Latour, all of the information that is stored 
in this profile adds up to large amounts of data about the individual and his or her relations to 
other individuals and things. For Latour, this means that it becomes difficult to maintain that 
society as a whole is greater than the sum of its individual parts.208 As his solution to the 
individual versus society problem, therefore, Latour reverses the complexity credo with his 

209 
Consequently, one is led to the conclusion that ANT and CNT are theoretical opposites. At 

the same time, however, one cannot deny that ANT and CNT both literally and conceptually 
-

the Cartesian divide while ANT abolishes it, but both make use of the concept of networks for 
210 -

isolation, but should take into account their wider contexts and associations. CNT tries to do 
so by emphasizing the significance of the greater whole, while ANT focuses on the parts.211 
Perhaps it is best to combine the two perspectives. That this can be done is shown by defense 
scientist Anthony Masys, who points out that ANT treats the social as an  

                                                 
201 For the quote, see Amsterdamska 1990, 501. See also Collins/Yearley 1992 for a critique of ANT. 
202 Latour 1996; Latour 2005, 76. But see Amsterdamska  
203 Dolwick 2009, 21-22. See also the discussion and overview in Latour 2005, 1-17. 
204 Latour 2011, 804. See for an early discussion of this problem Service 1962, 10-18. 
205 Oestigaard 2004, 32; Christakis/Fowler 2011, 302-305; Latour 2011, 802-809. 
206 Oestigaard 2004, 32.  
207 Bentley/Maschner 2003; Christakis/Fowler 2011, 302-305. 
208 Latour 2011, 805-809. 
209 Latour 2011, 806. Original emphasis.  
210  
211 Latour devotes many pages writing against Context (2005, 141-156, 165-190). However, his notion of 
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of the network (see § 2.3).212 To conclude, I would, therefore, like to argue that ANT and 
CNT are not  mutually exclusive; rather, both should be kept in mind when trying 
to use the concept of networks as a tool for thinking through the archaeological data. 
 
2.6. The Contextual Approach 
Before turning to the approach proper, I first discuss its background. Until recently, there was 
a strong focus in the study of past exchanges on the spatial and chronological distribution of 
imports and imitations as a way to identify trade mechanisms. The assumption underlying this 
approach was that different archaeological distribution patterns were the result of specific 
trade mechanisms.213 This assumption has since been discarded, not in the least part because it 
appears to be problematic to distinguish between different trade mechanisms. The cargo of the 
Uluburun shipwreck provides a case in point. It consisted of raw materials, manufactured 
goods, and prestige items, originating from at least 10 archaeological cultures. Traditionally, 
these types of artifacts would be taken to represent different trade mechanisms and simple 
one-to-one exchanges. As the Uluburun shipwreck illustrates, reality was far more complex. It 

 but not 
necessarily  via multiple trade mechanisms. Clearly, the archaeological data are the result of 
complex network dynamics which spatial analysis fails to uncover.214 A different approach is 
needed to venture onto an investigation of ancient connectivity and networks. 

The so- 215 
As Gert Jan van Wijngaarden states, it is important to acknowledg

216 
These consumers appreciate artifacts not only because of their form and function, but also, 
and more importantly, because of their relationship to social groups and certain practices. 
Artifacts can be deployed in social strategies and this is what imbues them with meaning. As 
meaning is culture specific, artifacts can only be understood within their cultural context; they 
convey a certain symbolism that can be inferred analytically from their different associations 
within a culture.217 To put it differently, in order to comprehend the cultural-specific meaning 
of archaeological artifacts, the context is crucial. The same holds good for imported artifacts. 
They simultaneously served as a testimony of access to interregional social networks in the 
past and were deployed as a social strategy in local and regional networks. As a means to 
fully capture the dynamics of thes
association, meaning, and function of imported elements at multiple scales of analysis.218  

-scalar 219 The first scale of analysis is 
the regional level. This involves a general inquiry of the spatial and chronological distribution 
of the available evidence for interregional connections during the Palatial and Postpalatial 
periods for the three study regions (see § 1.6). The analysis at this level has two objectives: 
first, to reveal possible changes in network dynamics through space and time, and second, to 
uncover potential contextual differences within a given region. The latter is chiefly important 

aning [of material culture] in one context was 

                                                 
212 Masys 2007. 
213 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 25. 
214 . See also Renfrew 1972, 467-469 for the different trade mechanisms and Pulak 1997, 233 for the wreck 
and its complex contents. 
215 As demonstrated by studies like Crielaard 1996, Burns 1999, Van Wijngaarden 2002, and Dietler 2010.  
216 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 27. 
217 Hodder 1982a, 207ff; 1982b; 1987. See also Van Wijngaarden 2002, 27-29. 
218 Parkinson 2010, 29. See also Galaty . 2009, Parkinson/Galaty 2009, 11-18, Knappett 2011, Knodell 2013, 
and Saltini Semerari 2016, who also advocate multi-scalar approaches to regional and interregional interaction.  
219 For the term, see Parkinson 2010, 29. 
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220 The focus is 
on connections with Italy but, at the same time, wider interregional connections will also be 
considered as a means to track diachronic changes in network dynamics. At this macroscopic 
level of inquiry, it is not always conducive to examine every single artifact. Rather, the 
emphasis lies on larger scale phenomena pertaining to interregional connections, such as the 
appearance of the so-called Handmade Burnished Ware  
patterns in the spatial and chronological distribution of imports and imitations.221  

The second scale of analysis comprises the local level. Here, the aim is to obtain detailed 
information pertaining to the contextual associations of imported objects, in order to analyze 
the different social meanings attached to these objects by various groups and individuals. 
Therefore, artifacts will be analyzed individually within their particular find context. Finally, 
the third scale of analysis is the interregional level. Here, the results of the previous two scales 
of analysis come together. The analysis at this scale involves first a comparison between the 
three case studies, as a means to track regional trajectories in interconnectivity. Second, it 
entails looking for parallels outside the three study regions, so as to place particular artifact 
types and cultural phenomena within a broader cultural context and to obtain an 
understanding of supraregional networks.  
 
2.7. Burial Analysis 
Burial contexts are well represented in this study and are well suited for exploring networks. 
For this reason, I will explain some key concepts of burial analysis. According to Ellen-Jane 
Pader, there is a difference between everyday-life conduct and the image set forward by the 
burial evidence. The reason for this is that  rather than  is 
reflected in funerary rituals,222 with social structure being, as Morris phrases the way 
members of a community were supposed to see themselves 223 Depending on the manner in 
which inequality in society is treated, we can distinguish between different types of social 
structure. In an  society, members of a community tend to treat each other as 
equals. Nevertheless, it is possible for an individual to obtain elevated status, for example, via 
personal achievement, extraordinary abilities or a strong personality.224 In the literature, this is 

non, although in some societies there is also evidence for 
225 In a  meaning that social 

positions are determined by birth, inheritance, and kinship. People are part of a social 
hierarchy, with at the top an elite or aristocracy headed by a leader.226 Although the 
classification of societies in terms of their social structure has received criticism for being 
evolutionary deterministic,227 Aegean scholars still deploy it as a tool in their discussions and 
classify Postpalatial society as either egalitarian/Big Man or ranked/aristocratic.228  

Another issue that needs to be addressed is that burials are one part of much more extensive 
funerary rituals. In many societies, these rituals take the shape of a , which can 
be seen as a type of social interaction between the various actors within the ritual; in this case 

                                                 
220 Van Rossenberg 2003, 258. 
221  
222 Pader 1982, 54; Morris 1987, 39. 
223 Morris 1987, 43. See also Service 1962, 18-19 for a different definition of social structure and organization. 
224 Service 1962, 114, 155.   
225 See Sahlins 1963 for Big Men; Lepowsky 1990 for Big Women. 
226 Service 1962, 148-150, 154-164, 168-170. See also Parker Pearson 1999, 74; Renfrew/Bahn 2004, 180. 
227 In social theory, egalitarian societies are conceived to be at the bottom of the evolutionary ladder, with ranked 
societies in the middle and class-based societies as the logical end of evolution, see e.g. Service 1962, 170-177. 
Cf. Parker Pearson 1999, 72-73 for criticism of such evolutionary perspectives. 
228 Based on the Homeric epics, some authors argue that, in contrast with the palatial LBA, status was achieved 
in the EIA. Others argue for quite the opposite, see Crielaard 1996, 20-23 for the discussion.  
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between the deceased and the survivors. When interacting, the actor takes on a 
or role, befitting the occasion. Being an adult or a child, wife or husband, patron or client etc. 

the 
mutual rights and duties demanded and owed by the two parties to the interaction 229 Since 
the dece
it is clear that his rank or his position in the ideal social structure is played out in the burial 
ritual.230 Hence, James Brown argues, egalitarian societies will emphasize age, sex, achieved 
status, and circumstances of death in the burial ritual. In contrast, ranked societies will focus 
on inherited status; for example, via the creation of special plots for the elite, the elaborate 
treatment of high-ranking children, or the deposition of symbols of rank in the burials of men, 
women, and children.231 Analyses of the spatial organization and demographic make-up of a 
cemetery could thus provide clues regarding the social structure of the burial community.  

An important means to demarcate rank in the burial ritual is . Joseph 
Tainter has explored this concept in further detail. On the basis of a crosscultural study of 
historically and anthropologically documented societies, he found that a correlation exists 
between the energy that is expended on the funerary ritual and the treatment of the body of the 

Archaeological correlates of energy expenditure 
can be found in the construction of the grave and the manner of interment.232 In theory, then, a 
quantitative and comparative analysis of burials with respect to a tomb  architecture and its 
contents could provide information on the distribution of rank within a given cemetery. Two 
notes of caution are in place, however. First, energy could have been expended in parts of the 
funerary ritual that did not leave any traces in the archaeological record.233 Second, when it 
comes to comparing assemblages of grave gifts, there are inherent difficulties surrounding the 
use of energy expenditure as an index of rank. As Sofia Voutsaki explains, we may be able to 
estimate  or procurement but this 
need not be related to its  as a status marker or its in society (see below).234  

For this reason, archaeologists turn to indices other than energy expenditure for comparing 
assemblages of grave gifts. The first index that is often deployed is the of grave gifts. 
The assumption is that the person buried with relatively more objects than his or her neighbor 
ranks relatively higher. As Voutsaki points out, however, quantity is as problematic as energy 
expenditure for reasons of incomplete publication, poor preservation, and removal of items.235  
Additionally, a quantitative analysis of grave gifts would simply not do justice to the  of 
artifacts; tomb A, for example, could contain as much as 20 large pots but may still rank 
substantially lower than tomb B, which only held one bronze dagger and a gold facemask. To 
go on alone would thus lead to a distorted picture. Therefore, besides quantity, the 

of grave gifts is often also taken into account as the comparison of burial assemblages. 
Here, the underlying assumption is that the individual buried with artifacts of relatively good 
quality ranks higher than his or her neighbor buried with artifacts of relatively lesser quality. 
This qualitative method is, however, also not without its own particular difficulties. 

The problem with using quality as an index for comparing assemblages of burial gifts is that 
it is utterly subjective. Quality is essentially ; to discuss it, therefore, 
                                                 
229 Morris 1987, 29-34, 110. 
230 The link between rank and burial is, however, not always straightforward. The Berewan of Borneo are a case 
in point: they build tall wooden mausolea for the dead. Although one may expect these structures to house the 
body of the chief, they actually contained the bodies of unimportant relatives. Building the mausolea, rather than 
being buried inside them, was considered status enhancing for the still living chief. Cf. Parker Pearson 1999, 23. 
231 Brown 1981. Cf. Crielaard 1996, 14. 
232 Tainter 1977, 332. 
233 See e.g. Crielaard 1996, 15 on energy expenditure in the mortuary practices that are described in Homer. 
234 Voutsaki 1995a, 56; 1995b, 9.  
235 Voutsaki 1995a, 56. 
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is to discuss systems of value. As pointed out by many scholars, however, value is culture 
specific.236 It is not only dependent on labor input, scarcity and other  factors, but also 
on  associations.237 Voutsaki argues that it is impossible to retrieve the symbolic 
associations of artifacts and, therefore, refrains from using quality as a tool in the analysis of 
grave gifts. Instead, she opts for studying the  of artifacts and materials present in 
assemblages, as an objective way of measuring and comparing their rank. Thus, for Voutsaki, 
the person buried with a relatively diverse assemblage of grave gifts ranks higher than his or 
her neighbor who has a relatively uniform burial assemblage.238 In contrast, Ian Hodder holds 
that a detailed contextual analysis (see § 2.6) does have the potential to reveal the symbolism 
of artifacts. He suggests a qualitative analysis, in which the value of artifacts is determined by 
identifying differences and similarities in comparison to other artifacts and their contexts, and 

.239  
In his approach and choice of words, Hodder strongly reminds of Latour. Even though they 

start from divergent ontological positions, both Hodder and Latour contend that artifacts, such 
240 Besides 

well (see § 2.4). , for example, can be considered as a complex and multiplex 
network in which the nodes signify interacting individuals. Additionally  can 
be discussed in terms of the various links that bind nodes together, with representing one 
of the many subnetworks in which an individual agent tends to operate. When viewed from 
this perspective, burial analysis seems almost like the archaeological version of SNA. Indeed, 
as it is perhaps the closest we can get to past humans, burial analysis provides an excellent 
starting point for exploring past networks. In order to fully utilize the potential of the funerary 
data, I will combine the various strands of burial analysis discussed above. Tomb architecture, 
cemetery organization, and treatment of the body will be considered, as well as the symbolic 
qualities and diversity of the grave gifts found to be associated with a specific burial. 

Now that the theoretical and methodological framework has been discussed, it is time to turn 
to the possibilities and limitations of the material. The archaeological material that is the focus 
of the present study is heterogeneous in many respects. First of all, there are differences in the 
degree of excavation. Whereas a number of sites have been thoroughly investigated, others 
are only known via small-scale rescue excavations. In Achaia, for example, around thirty 
tombs were excavated at the cemetery of Aigion, whereas only four of an estimated seventy 
tombs were probed during rescue excavations at nearby Nikoleïka.241 Second, there are 
differences in the degree of publication. To use Achaia again as an example, while some 
cemeteries have been fully published, many still await their final publication and their 
preliminary reports are not very detailed.242 Besides differences in the extent of excavation 
and publication within a study region, there are also regional differences that need to be 
considered. For example, far more research has been conducted in the Argolid than in Achaia, 
but for Achaia, far more sites are known than for the Argolid (see § 5.2.1).243 These 
differences pose an analytical problem, as conclusions drawn from the poorly known sites or 
                                                 
236 E.g. Hodder 1982b, 9. See further also Voutsaki 1995b, for a concise discussion of the differences between 
modern market societies and pre-monetary pre-market societies with respect to systems of value. 
237 Voutsaki 1995b, 8-12. 
238 Voutsaki 1995a, 55-56. 
239 Hodder 1987, 8. See also Hodder 1982a, 207ff; 1982b.  
240 Compare, for example, Hodder 1987, 8 with Latour 2005, 5. 
241 Giannopoulos 2008, 74-94.  
242 Giannopoulos 2008, 17-19, 109; Moschos 2009a, 237. 
243 Giannopoulos 2008, 18. 
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areas cannot be considered very representative. For this reason, I will combine the 
archaeological evidence from multiple regions and sites, as a means to provide a larger, more 
representative sample.  

The combination of evidence is not a straightforward process, however. First of all, we need 
to consider issues pertaining to comparative chronology. The Postpalatial period is marked by 
a strong tendency towards regionalism in pottery styles. As Reinhard Jung remarks, this poses 
some challenges for a comparative chronology within the Aegean, which could, in turn, affect 
intraregional comparison.244 When we consider the regions that are the focus of the present 
study, Tiryns in the Argolid offers the most complete stratigraphic settlement sequence, from 
LH IIIA:1 reportedly all the way up to the Submycenaean (SM) phase (but see below). 
Elizabeth French and Philipp Stockhammer have recently proposed a synchronization 
between this Tirynthian sequence and the sequence at Mycenae for the late Palatial to early 
Postpalatial period (see Table I).245 An important element in their proposal is that they follow 
Salvatore Vitale in distinguishing between LH IIIB:2 Early and Late, the latter replacing the 
earlier part of the LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early Transitional phase which was previously 
established for the region by Penelope Mountjoy.246 For the later phases synchronisation is 
tentative (see Table I  in gray), as most published LH IIIC Middle and Late material at 
Mycenae comes from wash layers and SM material has so far only been found in graves.247  

 
Table I. Synchronization of chronology at Mycenae and Tiryns (after French/Stockhammer 2009). 
Pottery phase Architectural phase Mycenae Architectural phase Tiryns 
LH IIIB:1 VIB LH IIIB Early* 

LH IIIB Middle = LH IIIB:2 Early 
 

VII  
LH IIIB Middle VIII 

LH IIIB:2 Late LH IIIB Developed 
LH IIIB Final 

LH IIIC Early:1 IX LH IIIC Early 
LH IIIC Early:2 X 
LH IIIC Middle:1 XI LH IIIC Middle Developed 
LH IIIC Middle:2 LH IIIC Middle Advanced 
LH IIIC Late XII LH IIIC Late 
SM SM 
*The phases that are made gray in the table are not discussed in French/Stockhammer 2009. 
 

In Achaia, the lack of published settlement deposits makes it difficult to establish a late 
Palatial and Postpalatial chronology.248 Ioannis Moschos has recently proposed a system of 
six phases based mainly on the tomb material of western Achaia that can offer some guidance 
(see Figure 5). cal pottery styles and local 
historical circumstances. For this reason, the Achaian phases do not run entirely parallel with 

                                                 
244 Jung 2009a, 174-176. 
245 French/Stockhammer 2009. 
246 Vitale 2006. Cf. Mountjoy 1999. Stockhammer also adopts the distinction between LH IIIB:2 Early and Late 
for his study of the Tiryns Lower Town North-East (2008, 46) and French for the Citadel House Area at 
Mycenae (2011, xv-xvi), although in French/Stockhammer 2009 they seem to disagree with Vitale on specific 
markers that define these phases.  
247 As remarked in Jung 2009a, 173. For the later phases, I use Romanos 2011b, 7, Fig. 1.3, who compares the 
phases at Mycenae with the Tiryns horizons, in combination with the description of Postpalatial Tiryns horizons 
in Mühlenbruch 2007. 
248 As remarked, for example, in general by Jung 2009a, 174; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 146 for LH IIIB.  



 

28 
 

 Secondly, he recognizes a short transitional phase (6a) 
between LH IIIC Late and what he considers to be SM proper. Thirdly, he maintains that in 
Achaia SM proper is in part contemporaneous with the arrival of the Early Protogeometric 
(EPG) ceramic style in adjacent areas, such as Elis and Arcadia (6b). Finally, phases 6a and 

249 
These aspects present a challenge for making fine-grained intraregional comparisons between 
Achaia and the Argolid for the period under study. For example, if Achaia is conservative in 
its adoption of the EPG style and holds on to its SM style longer than adjacent areas, it may 
be the case that some of the finds assigned to SM in Achaia would be contemporary to EPG 
finds in the Argolid and that, accordingly, some LH IIIC  SM transitional Achaian finds 
would belong to SM in the Argolid.250 This issue warrants a brief consideration of the wider 

 

In brief, the question is whether the SM ceramic style represents a chronological phase or not 
and if so, whether this phase is valid for larger parts of the Greek mainland or comprises a 
regional phenomenon.251 Those in favor of the style as a well-represented chronological phase 
tend to be in agreement that the phase is relatively short-lived, spanning between 25  50 
years versus the ca. 125 years each usually posited for LH IIIB and LH IIIC.252 Yet the 
problem is that in most mainland areas, including Achaia, SM material has only been found in 
tomb contexts and is rarely attested stratigraphically. Therefore, Jeremy Rutter argues that the 
style does not mark a separate chronological phase between LH IIIC Late and EPG but rather 
represents a version of the LH IIIC Late style designed specifically for the funerary realm.253 
For some time, reports of stratified SM material in settlements such as the Tiryns Lower 
Citadel seemed to have put the debate to rest but concerns are growing regarding the validity 
of these reports.254 Nevertheless, SM is usually still acknowledged as a separate chronological 
phase in recent publications, including those pertaining to the synchronization of absolute and 
relative chronologies cited in this study (see Table II), such as the comparative Italo-Aegean 
chronology for the Late Bronze Age devised by Jung.255 For this reason, I too treat SM as a 
separate phase, while being aware of its enduring controversies. 
                                                 
249 Moschos 2009a, 239. 
250 Moschos 2009a, 261-263 indeed seems to hint at this when he notes both that phase 6a vessels have been 
found together with EPG vessels in some graves in the Argolid, including one of the cist burials in the so-called 
Kadzavelou tumulus  at Argos and cist burial 31 at Mycenae, see Chapter 4.    

251 For good summaries of the discussion from scholars with different points of view, see e.g. Ruppenstein 2003; 
Papadopoulos . 2011; Deger-Jalkotzy 2014. 
252 See e.g. the recent absolute chronologies by Weninger/Jung 2009 and Manning 2010.  
253 Rutter 1978a. 
254 See e.g. Lis 2009b, 203 and Papadopoulos . 2011, 192. For stratified SM material and architecture at 
Xeropolis, Lefkandi, see Lemos 2014.  
255 Jung 2006; Weninger/Jung 2009, esp. 389ff; Manning 2010.   

Figure 5. -phase system for western Achaia (after Moschos 2009b, 238, Tab. 1).  
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Table II. Comparative Italo-Aegean relative chronology for LH IIIB  EPG (after Jung 2006, 216, Abb. 
24) and its correlation with the Urnfield chronology (after Jung 2006, 124, 150, n. 1061, 156, n. 1098; Pare 
2008, 85) and absolute dates (after Weninger/Jung 2009, 416, Fig. 14; Manning 2010, 23). 
Absolute dates Aegean chronology Italian chronology Urnfield chronology256 
ca. 1330/15 ~ 1200 BC257 LH IIIB:1  Recent Bronze Age 1 Bronzezeit C* 

LH IIIB:2 Early 
LH IIIB:2 Late Bronzezeit D 

ca. 1210/00  1170/60 BC LH IIIC Early 
 

Recent Bronze Age 2 

ca. 1170/60  1150/40 BC LH IIIC Middle:1 Hallstatt A1 
ca. 1150/40  1100 BC LH IIIC Middle:2 

 
Final Bronze Age 1 Hallstatt A2 

ca. 1100  1085/80 BC LH IIIC Late Final Bronze Age 2 
ca. 1085/80  1070/40 BC SM 
ca. 1070/40  1000 BC EPG Final Bronze Age 3 Hallstatt B1 
* The phases made grey in the table are not discussed in Jung 2006. 

 
A second challenge for combining the evidence is that different contexts prevail for the 

different regions. In the Argolid, most of the evidence has been found in settlement contexts 
(including hoards), while in Italy the evidence appears to be more evenly distributed between 
burial contexts, settlements, and hoards. For Achaia, burial contexts prevail.258 As far as the 
burial contexts are concerned, an additional observation is at place. For the transition from the 
Bronze Age to the Iron Age, we are dealing in the Aegean with tombs with multiple burials. 
Generally speaking, these tombs were in use for several decades, with older burials shoved 
aside to make space for new burials. For the tombs in the Argolid dating to the Palatial period, 
Voutsaki finds it impossible to ascribe clusters of burial gifts to individual burials.259 
Fortunately, the situation is different for the Postpalatial period. In Achaia, for example, 
individuals buried during LH IIIC or SM are usually the last to have been interred, meaning 
that they are not affected by secondary activities in the tomb. For this reason, it is often 
possible to relate certain assemblages of grave gifts to specific, individual Postpalatial burials. 
For LH IIIB:2, which is studied in order to fully capture aspects of continuity and change in 
Italo-Aegean networks through time, it is more problematic to relate certain finds to certain 
burials due to secondary activities in the tomb.260 Nevertheless, whenever there is information 
available for the burials of the final Palatial period, it is taken into account. 

Finally, the archaeological material itself is also heterogeneous. In the study of interregional 
connections, it is common practice to distinguish between imports, imitations, and influences 
as a way to identify patterns of interaction. It is assumed that these different categories reflect 
                                                 
256 The Urnfield chronology can be synchronized with the Aegean via absolute dates and synchronisms with the 
Italian sequence. Bz D occurs between ca. 1230-1170 BC and can be compared to the end of RBA 1 and the start 
of RBA 2 in Italy, Ha A1 occurs between ca. 1170 and 1100 BC and can be compared to the end of RBA 2 and 
the start of FBA 1 in Italy and Ha A2 occurs between ca. 1100 and 1060 BC and can be compared largely with  
(the end of) FBA 1 and FBA 2, see Jung 2006, 124, 150, n. 1061, 156, n. 1098; Pare 2008, 85. It should be noted 
that Jung and Pare consider different lengths for the FBA 1 phase. 
257 Weninger and Jung (2009, 216, Abb. 24) provide a sequence for the Postpalatial period, starting with 1210/00 
BC as the end date for LH IIIB and the beginning for LH IIIC Early. Manning (2010, 23) gives 1330/15  
1200/1190 BC for the duration of LH IIIB. For both sequences, the cut-off point between LH IIIB and LH IIIC 
appears to be around 1200 BC, plus or minus 10 years. For this reason, I use 1200 BC here as an approximation 
of this range. For the remaining phases, I cite the dates provided by Weninger/Jung 2009.  
258 See appendix in Iacono 2013 for the Aegean; Figs. 4-7 in Van Rossenberg 2003 for northern Italy.  
259 Voutsaki 1995a, 56. 
260 This is, for example, the case in Klauss, see Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009 and Chapter 5. 
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different activities in the past, ranging from trade relations to migrations, but the interpretation 
of the archaeological material is far from unproblematic.261 In fact, it is largely dependent on 
the scale of analysis (see § 2.6). A good example concerns the difference between imports and 
imitations.  are usually 

262 while  look like 
imports but are actually made locally.263 From a diachronic perspective, the shift from imports 
to imitations could indicate a shift from the exchange of goods to the exchange of people and 
ideas. However, the difference between imports and imitations may not have been of much 
importance for the consumption of these items in the short term, as Van Wijngaarden points 
out. With respect to Mycenaean pottery overseas he found that imports and imitations appear 
side by side in the same archaeological contexts and are sometimes associated with other 
imports and imitations from elsewhere. This leads him to deduce that there was no real 
difference in value between imports and imitations; for Late Bronze Age societies the decisive 
element was the  of sharing material culture and practices with communities abroad.264  

A similar issue arises when trying to distinguish between imitations and influences. There is 
no clear-cut, objective point at which an artifact stops being an imitation and starts becoming 
a distant derivation. Rather, there is  what may be called  

artifacts that cannot be ascribed to the local material culture but cannot 
be attributed to a specific place of origin either. This latter group is particularly hard to define 
as it involves artifacts that have  at several sites and/or show  from multiple 
sources of inspiration, resulting in some kind of amalgam or hybrid.265 hybrid 

 can be said to embody interconnectedness, they should be treated bearing in mind the 
analytical scale. Crosslinks in the shapes and decorations of pottery types are, for instance, 
commonly treated as evidence for interconnections on a regional or interregional level (e.g. 
cultural ), but often the chronological resolution of these phenomena is far too coarse to 
be of any service to the reconstruction of past networks on a shorter time-scale. Additionally, 
interpretations vary greatly with respect to hybrid objects. In some cases, they are regarded as 
distant derivations that suggest infrequent contact, while in others they are thought to convey 
strong ties and a shared material culture.266 Clearly, the meaning and implications of hybrid 
objects need to be assessed on a case-by-case basis by means of a careful multi-scalar analysis 
of their contextual associations (see § 2.6). 

 

In this chapter, we have seen that postcolonial theory provides a critique of the Western habit 
of thinking in binaries and closed cultures. In addition to that, it offers us cultural hybridity as 
an alternative framework for thinking through culture contact. However, in order for us to 
move beyond the postcolonial critique, it was found throughout this chapter that we need to 

. Network theory and the New Mediterraneanism provide us with the tools to 
do so; in addition, they attest to the rise of complexity thinking as a broader scientific answer 
to postmodernism. As we have seen in the section on MCS, CNT is not the only answer; ANT 
offers a solution that does not focus on wholes but on parts. In my opinion, the way forward is 
to combine both views in order to maximize the concept of networks as a qualitative tool for 
analyzing funerary and other contexts in which imported elements are found. Complementary 
perspectives may also help with approaching the heterogeneous nature of the dataset. 

                                                 
261 Van Wijngaarden 2008, 126. 
262 Van Wijngaarden 1999, 15 (quote does not appear in published version of the PhD thesis from 2002).  
263 Stampolidis 2003, 17. 
264 Van Wijngaarden 2008, esp. 125, 130-133. 
265 Stampolidis 2003, 17. 
266 See e.g. Van Wijngaarden 2008, 126 (infrequent contact); Feldman 2006 (shared material culture). 
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Chapter 3. Palatial and Postpalatial Socioeconomics: A State of Research 
 
3.1. Introduction 
Researchers have recently started to rethink several long-held assumptions about economy 
and society in the Palatial era. This has implications for our views regarding the Postpalatial 
period. We may distinguish two key developments. First, scholars have started to reconsider 
the character of the Mycenaean palatial economy. We witness a move away from the concept 
of a single, all-encompassing palatial economy towards multiple, more diversified economic 
spheres. Current models allow for a proportionally smaller role of the palaces in the overall 
Mycenaean economy, which has consequences for the way we conceive the organization of 
external relations in the Palatial and Postpalatial periods. Second, some scholars are now 
starting to rethink the relationship between the Palatial and Postpalatial period. Traditionally, 
the two are treated as worlds apart, with the destruction of the palaces marking a major 
societal break. It is, however, now increasingly realized that the transition from the Palatial to 
the Postpalatial period is also accompanied by a marked degree of continuity. Traditional 
interpretative models fail to satisfactorily explain this continuity, precisely because they are 
based on previously existing models about the Palatial economy and society. 

As a means to address these developments, in this chapter, I review the state of the research 
pertaining to Palatial and Postpalatial socioeconomics. First, I discuss the shifts in perspective 
regarding the nature of the Mycenaean palatial economy in § 3.2, before reviewing the state of 
research concerning the organization of Mycenaean external relations (§ 3.3). Next, I address 
how the interpretative models pertaining to the transition from the Palatial to the Postpalatial 
era have changed in recent years (§ 3.4). Following this, I bring together the conceptual shifts 
in thinking about the Mycenaean palatial economy and the transition from the Palatial to the 
Postpalatial period in § 3.5 and consider their implications for modeling the organization of 
Mycenaean external relations. I conclude by proposing a new interpretative model in § 3.6. 
 
3.2. Modeling the Mycenaean Economy 
The study of the Mycenaean economy effectively began with the decipherment of Linear B. 
In their  of 1956, Michael Ventris and John Chadwick noted 
the striking similarities between the contents of the Linear B records and the tablets of the 
ancient Near East.267 
review regarding the implications of their findings for economic history. He hypothesized that 

a far-reaching and elaborately organized palace economy of a 
268 At the 

time of his writing, ancient Near Eastern economies were characterized as large redistributive 
systems in which the movement of goods and services was controlled in its entirety by the 
administrative center.269 Despite questioning the extent of palatial control, Finley held that the 
Mycenaean economy was equally all-encompassing;270 
adopted by Karl Polanyi and remained virtually unchallenged for decades.271 

In the epoch-making  (1972) Colin Renfrew did not question 
the basic premises of the model. Quite the contrary, he considered it a key explanatory device 
for understanding the emergence of Aegean civilization. According to Renfrew, redistribution 
was a response to the ecological diversity of the Greek landscape. Because some areas were 
more equipped for the cultivation of olives or viticulture, while others were better suited for 
                                                 
267 Ventris/Chadwick 1956, 106. 
268 Finley 1957, 134.  
269 See Finley 1957, 134, n. 5 for references.  
270 Finley 1957, 135. 
271 As noted in Nakassis . 2011, 179. See also Polanyi 1960. 
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the production of wheat, local communities had to specialize in one crop and procured the 
remaining crops via the exchange of surplus with other communities.272 Renfrew argues that 
the growth of the palaces should be seen in this context 
centers for subsistence commodities, controlled by a well- 273 

the available Linear B evidence is for a large part inconsistent with the conceptualization of 
redistribution as a means to reallocate subsistence commodities among local Mycenaean 

Mycenaean economy was of a rather different redistributive kind, a kind that is defined by 
274 The palaces were geared towards mobilizing resources 

from their dependent communities with the aim of producing prestige goods for the palatial 
elite.275 In a sense, then, one might argue that there is in this situation no actual redistribution 

276 
ia the 

work of Paul Halstead. In a series of influential papers, he meticulously compares information 
derived from the analysis of Linear B documents, archaeology and modern analogies with the 
purpose of addressing how redistribution actually worked within the Mycenaean economy.277 
One important issue is how the Mycenaean economy was financed. Originally, it was thought 

mobilization, storage, and redistribution of staple goods. The hallmark of such a system is that 
there is no equivalence in value between commodities of a different kind; commodities cannot 
be exchanged and each category has to be collected and distributed separately.278 What 
Halstead demonstrates is that the Myc

, in fact, possible to exchange staple goods for prestige goods and 
. He argues that the latter form of finance is almost completely absent in the Linear B 

tablets but, nevertheless, implied by the archaeological evidence of the Palatial period.279 
A second problem that Halstead sets out resolve involves the extent of palatial control. By 

confronting the Linear B records with archaeological data, he convincingly shows that the 
palaces only exercised partial control over the economic activities taking place within their 
territories. It turns out that the Mycenaean economy was, for the most part, made up of a so-

cing the palaces through the 
fulfillment of regular obligations and the non-obligatory, irregular exchange of goods and 
services. Archaeological data further imply that palatial interests in the economy at large were 
highly selective; the tablets only record those aspects of the economy that helped to maintain 
the production of prestige goods for the elite. According to Halstead, these items played an 
active role in the negotiation of status and the reinforcement of palatial authority.280 At 
present, Halstead
operation is widely accepted281 and elaborated upon by scholars of the Late Bronze Age.282  

                                                 
272 Renfrew 1972, 304-307. 
273 Renfrew 1972, 297. 
274 See recently, Earle 2011. See also Service 1962, 145 for the concept of pooling.  
275 Cherry 1978; Killen 1985; 2008; Halstead 1992; 2004; 2007; 2011; Earle 2011. 
276 Cherry 1978, 425. 
277 Halstead 1987; 1992  mobilization, see Killen 1985. 
278 Ventris/Chadwick 1956, 113, 198; Finley 1957, 135; Polanyi 1960. 
279 Halstead 1992, 57-58, 73. See also Earle 2011, 241. 
280 Halstead 1992; 2007. 
281 See e.g. Shelmerdine 1997, 566-570; 2011, 19; Galaty/Parkinson 2007b, 4. 
282 See e.g. the contributions in the edited volumes Galaty/Parkinson 2007a (first edition 1999); Voutsaki/Killen 
2001 and Pullen 2010, the reviews in recent handbooks, such as Bennet 2007; Shelmerdine/Bennet 2008, and 
Nakassis . 2010, as well as the AJA forum on redistribution (e.g. Nakassis . 2011). 
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developed about the definition of palatial and nonpalatial activities within the larger economy. 
Detailed studies of coarse-ware ceramics production and lithics manufacture have led scholars 
to conclude that these crafts were not controlled by the palaces.283 The manufacture of 
chariots, perfumed oil, textiles, and kylikes, as well as the construction of monumental 
edifices, on the other hand, were under the purview of the palatial bureaucracy.284 A similar 
picture arises in the study of Mycenaean agriculture and livestock. The archaeobotanical 
remains and the tablets indicate that the palaces were specialized in the production of wheat 
and barley, whereas other cereals and pulses were probably produced outside palatial control. 
Flax seems to have been part of a tax obligation linked to land tenure, whereas flocks of sheep 
were monitored for wool but apparently not actually owned by the palace centers.285  

Another recent development is that the economy is treated as being more differentiated. 
Scholars have started to distinguish between the Minoan and Mycenaean economy,286 
between the various polities on the Greek mainland287 and between palatial and nonpalatial 
regions.288 Additionally, the economy itself is now treated as a highly differentiated entity. 
Instead of thinking in either an all-encompassing palatial economy or a dichotomy between a 
palatial and a nonpalatial sector, it is now argued that the Mycenaean economy consisted of 
multiple interlocking sectors: the political economy of the palaces, the subsistence economy 
of the local communities, the religious economy of the sanctuaries, and the trading economy 
of the entrepreneurs.289 Therefore, it may be better to speak of Mycenaean economies instead 
of one single economy. Finally, there is a tendency to stress the different economic roles of 
individual actors. Reassessments of the texts290 show that certain persons moved in and out of 

instead of thinking of the Mycenaean state as a rigid hierarchy of offices, we should regard it 
as a  291 The present way of thinking 
is far removed from the all-encompassing palace economy once envisaged by Finley. 

Summing up, the study of the Mycenaean economy has come a long way since the 
decipherment of Linear B. In the preceding paragraphs, we witnessed how the traditional 
model of the all-encompassing palace economy Finley was gradually dissected over 
time. The discovery that certain economic activities could occur outside of palatial purview 
initially led to a binary model, in which the Mycenaean economy was divided into palatial 
and nonpalatial parts. Subsequent research demonstrates that this dichotomy is far too strict; it 
has become clear that there were multiple Mycenaean economies made up of multiple 
interlocking sectors, in which there were multiple roles to play for particular actors. To put it 
differently, the Mycenaean economy is no longer regarded as merely the sum of its palatial 
and nonpalatial parts. Rather, it is thought to have been a network, produced by the complex 
and multiplex (inter-)actions of individual agents (see also § 2.3). Below, I argue that this new 

ations for 
the way we envisage the organization of Mycenaean external relations, both before and after 
the destruction of the palaces. Before I do so, however, it is necessary to discuss current views 

                                                 
283 Ceramics: Knappett 2001; Whitelaw 2001; Galaty 2007. Lithics: Kardulias 2007; Parkinson 2007. 
284 Schon 2007; 2011. 
285 Halstead 2001. 
286 See Day/Relaki 2002; Driessen 2002; Hamilakis 2002; Schoep 2002, and Vansteenhuyse 2002 on the 
Minoans. For the comparison, see Galaty/Parkinson 2007b; Parkinson/Galaty 2007, and Nakassis . 2010.  
287 Galaty/Parkinson 2007b, 4;  Killen 2007, 114. 
288 Adrimi-Sismani 2007 (Thessaly); Tartaron 2004; 2005 (Epirus); 2010; Pullen/Tartaron 2007 (the Corinthia). 
289 De Fidio 2001, 20-23; Lupack 2007; 2011; Earle 2011, 241. 
290 See e.g. Bennett 2001 and Nakassis 2008 for individual studies and Shelmerdine 2011 for a recent overview.  
291 Nakassis 2008, 560 (no emphasis in original). See further  2013.  
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concerning the organization of external relations (§ 3.3) and also to address how scholarship 
perceives the transition from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period (§ 3.4).  

 

outside world. Originally, the focus of research was aimed towards understanding the 
mechanisms behind these relations, be they exchange, colonization, or a mix of both.292 Over 
the years, however, the emphasis has shifted more to the question of how Mycenaean external 
relations were . Therein, we may distinguish two levels of organization. The first 
involves the organization of external relations the Mycenaean economy and society. In 
geographical terms, this level is confined to the local scale of the Aegean. The second level of 
organization entails the global scale, that is, the wider network of interactions and the position 
of the Aegean  its interaction partners. During the Late Bronze Age, the Aegean is 
considered to have been particularly connected to other Mediterranean regions, even though at 
times links with central Europe are also postulated.293 Before zooming out to this global level, 
however, I will now first focus on the local, internal level of organization. 

The best place to start looking for the internal organization of Mycenaean external relations 
is in the Linear B records. Surprisingly, however, these only rarely refer to external relations. 
This phenomenon was already noted by Finley in 1957 and has puzzled scholars ever since.294 

As was described in section 3.2, the records were  at the time of their decipherment  
thought to reflect an all-encompassing palatial economy akin to contemporary economies in 
the Near East. Scholars like Finley assumed that since the palatial economy was dominant and 
centralized, it included the organization of external relations as well.295 This idea of state-
sponsored exchange fits well with accounts of mythical and historical  and the 
diplomatic gift-giving attested in the royal correspondences discovered in Egypt and the Near 
East.296 As a logical consequence, the lack of textual references is traditionally explained 
away by scholars, by arguing that at the local scale, the palaces were indeed exclusively 
responsible for arranging communications with the outside world, but that for a variety of 
reasons this is just not reflected in the surviving Linear B records.297  

Some scholars, however, question this view. They take the paucity of records as a sign that, 
in terms of internal organization, the palaces were only marginally and occasionally involved 
in maintaining contacts.298 Harriet Blitzer, for instance, bases her argument on the distribution 
pattern of Mycenaean pottery found overseas. According to Blitzer, previous scholars took 
this pattern  dispersing from the palatial regions into the eastern Mediterranean  as support 
for the hypothesis that Mycenaean external relations were organized by the palaces. However, 
                                                 
292 
was focused on the problem of whether the prehistoric remains found at Mycenae 
colonizati
evidence for a lively sea commerce that involved the establishment of emporia, analogous to the commercial 
empires of the time. See e.g. Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 351; Van Wijngaarden 2002, 5-7; Burns 2010, 41-72. See 
also Evans 1906, 109 and Gordon Childe 1958 (1925), 236 for two examples of such early interpretations. 
293 For the geographical extent of these connections, see e.g. Harding/Hughes-Brock 1974; Harding 1984; 
Bouzek 1985; Cline 1994; Bettelli 2002; Van Wijngaarden 2002; Vianello 2008. 
294 Finley 1957, 134-136. See also Killen 1985; 2008, Palaima 1991, and Petrakis 2011 for discussions of the few 
references in the Linear B record that do pertain to external relations and other maritime matters.  
295 Finley 1957, 134-136.  
296 See Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 351, Knapp 1993, 332-334, and Burns 1999, 7-11 for a more in-depth discussion. 
297 For a brief overview of possible reasons that have been considered, see Killen 1985, 266-270; 2008, 185-189; 
Palaima 1991, 289; Bennet 2007, 202; Cline 2009, 175-179. 
298 Killen 1985, 266-267 mentions this as a possible explanation but at the same time refutes it. See further 
Blitzer 1990, 708; Halstead 1988; 1992, 64-65; 2007, 69.  
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in her study of Greek pottery dispersed into the eastern Mediterranean in the 19th and 20th 
centuries AD, she found that a similar distribution pattern was produced by private 
entrepreneurs. She concludes that the same might be true for the organization of Mycenaean 
external relations, considering that the tablets are all but silent on the matter.299 Paul Halstead, 
moreover, holds that the tablets only pertain to regular obligations, whereas external relations 
were arranged in a more  fashion. Compared to Blitzer, he paints a more diverse picture 
of the internal organization, in which some transactions were controlled by the palaces, while 
others were organized by private entrepreneurs.300 As Thomas Palaima observes, however, in 

impossible to make any deductions from the tablets about the degree to which 
301 

For this reason, Aegean scholars turn to interpretative models in order to explain how 
Mycenaean external relations were organized. One such model was put forward in 1991 by 
Andrew and Susan Sherratt.302 As this model was and continues to be particularly influential 
in studies of Aegean prehistory, I discuss it more in-depth. The Sherratts  model combines 
aspects of both strands of thought discussed in the preceding paragraphs, by placing them on a 
different level of organization. On the local level, the Sherratts follow Finley and argue that 
Mycenaean relations with the outside world were organized by the palaces.303 Next, however, 
they embed this internal Mycenaean organization within a wider organizational framework, in 
which there is also scope for those private enterprises envisaged by Blitzer and Halstead.304 
According to the Sherratts, this framework should be conceptualized as a world system, which 
took shape through a process of center-periphery interaction. This process started in the third 
millennium Near East and by the time it came to a halt around 1200, the Bronze Age world 
system is believed to have encompassed almost the entire Mediterranean.305  

- xternal relations were 
organized during the Bronze Age and how this affected the societies involved, it also tries to 
account for the cause and effects of the 12th-century crisis, and does so on a Mediterranean-
wide scale and from a  perspective. For reasons of clarity, it is necessary to 

Age world system and its collapse (for the latter, see § 3.4 further below).  
The Sherratts consider the Bronze Age world system to have operated in a number of stages. 

In stage one, the center succeeds in establishing contact with a new region in order to obtain 
raw materials in exchange for manufactured luxuries. This new area is not yet incorporated in 
the world system, but rather located at its . Through this initial stage of contact, a 
transfer of lifestyles and technology subsequently takes place in stage two, which enables the 
new area to provide its own manufactured goods. Finally, full linkage occurs in stage three: 
the local production is restructured in such a way that the new region can process raw 
materials on its own and is able to participate in complex bulk exchanges. In effect, the new 

                                                 
299 Blitzer 1990, 708. 
300 Halstead 1992, 64-65, 70-72.  
301 Palaima 1991, 309. See also, more recently, Petrakis 2011, 210 for a similar remark.  
302 For the original model, see Sherratt/Sherratt 1991. See also A. Sherratt 1993 for a model including Europe, 
Sherratt/Sherratt 1993; 1998 for models that also discuss the 1st millennium BC, and S. Sherratt 1999; 2000; 
2001; 2003; 2009 for more recent follow-ups. 
303 In fact, they explicitly distance themselves from the work of Halstead, see Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 353 and 
366. 
304 While Halstead (1988; 1992; 2007)  places the activities of private entrepreneurs in the internal organization, 
Blitzer (1990) raises the possibility that these activities were external, as the Sherratts suggest (e.g. 1991; S. 
Sherratt 2001). In contrast to the Sherratts, however, Blitzer questions the dominant role of the palaces.  
305 Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 366-375.  
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area has become incorporated in the world system as a periphery.306 Crete, for example, is 
considered to have entered this phase already in the third millennium BC through interaction 
with the Near East. The rise of the first palaces on the island corresponds to stage two in the 
model. In the Neopalatial period, Crete reached stage three. In becoming a periphery to the 
Near East, it became an important center by itself. In the course of the Late Bronze Age, 

therefore, the mainland monopolized exchange within the larger Aegean.307  
There has, however, been much debate regarding the exact position of the Greek mainland 

within the proposed Bronze Age world system. Traditionally, the Greek mainland has been 
sition. It functioned as the periphery in relations with the 

eastern Mediterranean, while at the same time doubling as the center for the western part of 
the Mediterranean.308 This traditional model has been questioned by several scholars. They 
argue that the Greek mainland was on a more equal footing with the eastern Mediterranean 

-
Each center presided over its own, subsidiary peripheries, with Italy being the most important 
one for Greece.309 The Greek mainland is believed to have extracted raw materials from the 
Italian periphery in exchange for Aegean pottery and other manufactured goods. Italian 
communities benefited from this bond and became increasingly complex and civilized.310 The 
production of Aegean-style storage jars at Italian sites, for example, has been taken to signal 
the rise of specialized craftsmanship and centralized storage based on Aegean models (see § 
6.3).311 Further development of the area, however, never pushed through. Sardinia is believed 
to have still been at stage 1 when disaster struck the Mycenaean palaces ca. 1200 BC.312 

In both the traditional center-periphery model and its modified version, the Greek mainland 
is thought to hold an important position in the wider world system, whether as a center, peer, 
or periphery. In her latest work, however, Susan Sherratt quest
but maintains the organizational dichotomy between palatial and nonpalatial exchanges.313 
She argues that although the Mycenaean palaces were in charge of organizing external 
relations locally, they were rather insignificant players on the global level of interaction. She 
describes the palaces as only briefly emerging at crucial nodal points on trade routes to act as 
temporary middlemen between East and West. During the final Palatial period, however, 
nonpalatial entrepreneurs from Cyprus managed to establish more direct, long-distance 
connections with the western part of the Mediterranean, thereby bypassing the Mycenaean 
palaces along the way. According to Sherratt, once they got cut out of the interactions, the 
palaces disappeared from the international stage as quickly as they had once emerged.314  

Overall, the debate regarding the organization of Mycenaean external relations follows  up 
to a certain point  a trajectory similar to the discussion on the Mycenaean economy at large. 
                                                 
306 Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 358. See also S. Sherratt 2009, 86, 103, n. 9, in which she connects the term to 
stage 1 of the original model, a term developed by A. Sherratt (1993) to explain the position of central Europe 
vis-à-vis the Bronze Age Mediterranean world system.  
307 Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 369-371.  See also e.g. Cline 1994, 10; Galaty  2009, 38, 40 on this shift. 
308 Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 371-372; Cline 2009, 170; Galaty 2009, 40; Parkinson 2010, 17. It should be 
noted that before the Sherratts, a number of scholars had already introduced center-periphery interaction as a 
means to discuss the connections between the Aegean and central Mediterranean. Bietti Sestieri (1988, 24), for 
example, characterizes the works of Marazzi/Tusa 1979 and Kilian 1982 in this respect.  
309 Cline 2009, 171-172; Kelder 2009; Kardulias 1996; 2009. 
310 Esp. Vianello 2005. Cf. Jones/Vagnetti 1991; Vagnetti 1993; 1999; Sherratt 1999; Bettelli 2002; Buxeda i 
Garridós  2003. Recently, questions have been raised regarding this view: e.g. Borgna/Càssola Guida 2005; 
Blake 2008. 
311 Buxeda i Garridós  2003, 275. 
312 Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 375. 
313 See especially Sherratt 2001; 2009.  
314 Sherratt 2001, 238. 
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Initially, the palaces were regarded as the sole organizers of external relations within the local 
Aegean context a la Finley. Next, the paucity of references to Mycenaean external relations in 
the Linear B tablets led to alternative views, in which nonpalatial exchange was envisaged to 
exist instead of or alongside palace-dominated exchange. These steps mirror the changes in 
perspective regarding the Mycenaean economy addressed in the preceding section. Yet further 

tive 
model. By arranging palace-dominated exchange and nonpalatial exchange on different planes 
in the world system, their panoptic perspective seemingly resolved the debate regarding the 
organization of Mycenaean external relations. Yet it would not be long for discussion to rise 
again  this time regarding the position of the Aegean in the center-periphery model. The fact 
that the Aegean can be seen both as a peer or a periphery, and as both an important cog in the 
wheel or a temporary fad, suggests that something is afoot with the notion of center-periphery 
interaction. I will come to argue below that what is afoot is the main premise of the model, 
which postulates that there is a clear distinction between palatial and nonpalatial exchanges. 
In order to do so, however, we first need to examine another distinction presumed to be clear-
cut, namely the transition from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period.  

 

The transition from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period is traditionally considered as a major 
breaking point. While scholars generally agree that the destruction of the palaces constitutes 

and consequences.315 Originally, the destruction of the palaces was attributed to an invasion of 
newcomers, known from later literary sources as the Dorians. In this scenario, the break is 
total and literal; new people drove the old people out and replaced the culture and institutions 
of the previous population.316 Later interpretations feature the Dorians not as newcomers but 
as the suppressed populace that revolted against the palaces and burned them down, thus 
causing the collapse of palatial society.317 The historical validity of the Dorian tradition has 
since been questioned,318 but there have been variations on the theme where the cause of the 
palatial destructions is different but the outcome remains the same: societal collapse.319 

Societal collapse is an elusive concept. Frequently, it means different things to different 
scholars; some even question the phenomenon altogether.320 In Aegean archaeology, the 
situation is no different; there are several competing views regarding the precise nature of the 
palatial collapse.321 One group of scholars attributes primacy to the breakdown of economic 
structures. Their interpretation is based on the assumption that the Mycenaean economy was 
overspecialized and overcentralized to such an extent that it was fragile and prone to collapse. 
Advocates of this theory see in the archaeological and archival evidence signs of increasing 
strain on the system and attempts of the administration to increase control by means of further 

                                                 
315 For an exhaustive discussion, see Dickinson 2006, 43-56. 
316 This is the most extreme version of interpretations based on the Dorian tradition as, for example, expressed in 
Schweitzer 1971, 10-11. Others, like Desborough (1962, 5-15) have expressed a more careful and critical view.  
317 Chadwick 1976; Hooker 1976, 173, 179. Their work draws heavily on the distribution of the Doric dialect 
and other linguistic arguments. See also the discussion in Dickinson 2006, 53-54. 
318 For a brief discussion, see Osborne 2009, 47-51. For in-depth analyses, see further Hall 1997, esp. 4-16, 114-
127, 184-185 and 2002, esp. 73-89. 
319  drought leading to social 
unrest and collapse to changes in warfare resulting in a new social order, to other human agents causing the 
collapse. For a brief overview, see Dickinson 2010, 486-489; Middleton 2012, 283-285. 
320 For more on the concept, see Middleton 2012. For questions regarding its validity, see McAnany/Yoffee 
2010. 
321 Dickinson 2010, 484ff; Middleton 2012, 283-285. 
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centralization.322 In one version of the scenario, the palaces are seen as particularly dependent 
on long-distance trade with the eastern Mediterranean. Emily Vermeule was among the first 
to argue that this system of palatial trade was disrupted by the activities of the notorious Sea 
Peoples mentioned in the Egyptian and Near Eastern sources of the time, while later models 
such as that of the Sherratts emphasize the subversive effects of private trade.323 

According to the Sherratts, Mycenaean external relations were essentially organized around 
diplomatic gift-exchanges that were controlled by the palaces. On the fringe of this palatial 
system, however, independent mercantile activities developed in nonpalatial regions such as 
the Cyclades and Cyprus. Over time, increasing tension between the interests of the state and 

 collapse and 
give way to the decentralized commercial enterprises of the first millennium BC.324 It is not 
difficult to see why the model of the Sherratts has made such an impact. It creates a dynamic, 
diachronic relationship between palatial and nonpalatial exchanges325 and uses these 
dynamics to explain the 12th-century crisis. However, even though theirs and other economic 

problematic in the light of recent research. As was already described in section 3.2, it has 
become clear that the Mycenaean economy was far less centralized than previously assumed. 
Additionally, there are reasons to question the strict division between palatial and private 
exchanges that is envisaged for the organization of Mycenaean external relations (see § 3.5). 

Similar objections have recently led Oliver Dickinson to propose a novel scenario in which 
the collapse was not the inescapable result of a failing economic system. Instead, he attributes 
the course of events to a number of localized incidents, such as wars between the different 
Mycenaean states and civil strife, which culminated in a climate of general unrest. Whereas 
traditional accounts tend to discuss the collapse in terms of a sudden catastrophe, according to 
Dickinson it is better viewed as a long, drawn-out process that le

326 Although he frequently fulminates against the 
apocalyptic picture painted by previous scholars, Dickinson, however, does seem to share 
their idea of a traumatic era followed by decline in his conclusions.327 In fact, despite arguing 

328 
Usually, this label is not reserved for the Postpalatial period but is used to describe the entire 
epoch between the destruction of the palaces and the rise of the historical .329  

The concept of a Postpalatial or Early Iron Age Dark Age is fundamentally connected with 
the study of the Palatial period. In comparison to the rich material culture and written sources 
of the Palatial period, the period following the destruction of the palaces appears to be rather 
poor and characterized by little development.330 Particularly striking is the disappearance of 

                                                 
322 Betancourt 1976; Deger-Jalkotzy 1996; 2008, 389-391; Voutsaki 2001; Maggidis 2009. See, however, Maran 
2009 for arguments against the idea that the Mycenaean elites were consciously attempting to increase control. 
323 Vermeule 1960a. Cf. Sherratt/Sherratt 1991; Snodgrass 1991; Muhly 1992, 19; Sherratt 2001; 2009; Galaty 

 2009, 45-51. Against the disruption of trade with the eastern Mediterranean, see Maran 2009, 245-247. 
324 Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 375-376; 1993; 1998, 339-342. See further S. Sherratt 1999; 2000; 2001; 2003; 2009. 
A similar shift in the organization of external relations was proposed independently from the Sherratts by Muhly 
(1992). While he too points to the importance of Cyprus, he differs from the Sherratts in terms of causation. 
Rather than the cause of the collapse, he sees the rise of independent mercantile activity as a consequence.  
325 See Routledge/McGeough 2009, 22. 
326 Dickinson 2006, 242. See further 54-56; 2009, 12-13; 2010, 489. 
327 Critique: Dickinson 2006, 58-60; 2010, 486: agreement: . 2006, 242-258; 2009, 11, 13-18; 2010, 489. 
328 On pages 1-8 Dickinson 2006 argues against the term. See  8 for an explicit statement that he endorses 
the views of his predecessors and see  238; 242 for 
to describe the Postpalatial period. On the idea of a Greek Dark Age, see further Morris 2000, esp. 77-106. 
329 As is, for example, the time span covered by the contributions in the extensive 

i   
330 Whitley 2003, 5-7. See also Dickinson 2006, 5-7 for similar observations.  
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several forms of material culture, such as monumental tombs, palatial architecture, the art of 
fresco painting, a number of other representational ar -of-eight 
shields, and the art of writing.331 In addition, many settlements of greater and lesser 
importance are suddenly abandoned and some mainland areas, such as Messenia and Laconia, 
experience a dramatic population decrease.332 With the Palatial period as the only frame of 
reference, the Dark Age came to constitute a rather negative and absolute break in Greek 
prehistory that made traditional scholars singularly concerned with the question of how the 
people of Greece ever managed to recover from such a terrible and all-encompassing 
catastrophe.333  

As more material wa
particular, the discovery of several new Early Iron Age sites and features, such as the Toumba 
building and accompanying necropolis at Lefkandi, made the Dark Age appear much brighter 
than was previously assumed. For Iron Age scholars, the period came to represent a new dawn 
that paved the way for future developments.334 In this narrative, the break between the Palatial 
and the Postpalatial period is positive: society is freed from the yoke of the palatial 
bureaucracies and the Helladic people could finally flourish to create the civilization of 
Classical Greece. To support their argument, proponents of this perspective point to 
similarities in the material culture of the Middle Helladic and Early Iron Age on the one hand, 
and between the Early Iron Age and Archaic period on the other hand.335 Concerning the 
similarities between Middle Helladic and the Early Iron Age, cist graves, apsidal mud-brick 
houses, and small unfortified settlements are among the common features that are usually 

Mycenaean culture.336 
Despite the presumed resemblance between Middle Helladic and the Early Iron Age, the 

Palatial and the Postpalatial period.337 Vincent Desborough already recognized that the 
collapse w
make the best of their lives.338 Vermeule describes the period in a similar vein. She maintains 
that the persistence of Mycenaean external relations in particular that helped to create the 

339 
Further signs of cultural vitality within the 12th century are noted by Rutter, who also points 
out that many of the features considered to be characteristic of the Postpalatial period were 

                                                 
331 Rutter 1992, 70; Deger-Jalkotzy 2008, 396-402; Osborne 2009, 44-45. 
332 Rutter 1992, 70; Deger-Jalkotzy 2008, 394; Osborne 2009, 44. 
333 Dickinson 2006, 5. The classic works regarding the Dark Age are Desborough 1962; 1964; 1972; Snodgrass 
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at 1200. See also Muhly 1992, 20 for an earlier statement and Dickinson 2006, 8-9 for a restatement of this view.  
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336 The idea that Mycenaean culture 
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already introduced in the final Palatial period.340 For these three authors, it was a second 
series of destructions towards the end of the 11th century that marked the turning point. Thus, 
in their opinion, the actual break in continuity is not between the Palatial and the Postpalatial 
period, but rather between the Postpalatial period and the Early Iron Age.341 

Dickinson also separates the Postpalatial period from the Early Iron Age, but his perspective 
differs from that of the others in terms of emphasis. Whereas he also acknowledges continuity 
and recovery during the Postpalatial period, Dickinson is generally concerned with aspects of 
change and decline. As a matter of fact, his approach towards the Postpalatial period appears 
to be rather ambivalent; in his introductory chapters he denounces others for not realizing its 

342 while in his conclusions 
343 Moreover, when he treats the evidence for 

344 Interestingly enough, a similarly ambivalent attitude can be 
detected in most work involving the Postpalatial era. The period does not easily fit in with the 
Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age, yet at the same time, it belongs to both and neither.345 

important era on its own.346 There are, however, signs apparent in recent scholarship that the 
period is increasingly recognized as a subject of study that deserves a more in-depth analysis. 

One major development is the stress on regional and site-specific trajectories. Scholars are 
becoming aware of the fact that not every single site or region experienced the transition from 
the Palatial to the Postpalatial period in the same way.347 Although some of the former palatial 
territories demonstrate genuine decline in LH IIIC, several nonpalatial regions, such as the 
region surrounding the Euboian Gulf or Achaia, are marked by relative prosperity. It has been 
suggested that these areas somehow profited from the collapse or did not collapse at all.348 
Aside from the differences between palatial and nonpalatial regions, scholars also observe 
differences amongst the palatial regions themselves. Crete is now considered an example of 

, the 
abandonment of Pylos is juxtaposed with the continuation of settlement in the Argolid. Within 
the Argolid, moreover, Tiryns seems to fare much better than Mycenae.349 Jan Paul Crielaard 

picture of 
350 

That being said, however, there is in recent scholarship more room for continuity after 1200 
than Dickinson allows. In the same paper, Crielaard discusses the evidence for economic, 
social, and political structures during the Postpalatial period and arrives at the conclusion that 
there was a degree of continuity in the organization of craft production and the military, as 
well as in administrative ideology and authority.351 Elizabeth French suggests that at Mycenae 

                                                 
340 Rutter 1992. 
341 Desborough 1962, 8-13; Vermeule 1964, 270-271; Rutter 1992, 70. 
342 Dickinson 2006, 60.  
343 In order of appearance, Dickinson 2006, 242 characterizes the Postpalatial period as drastic, destruction, 
dislocation, catastrophe, obsolescence, traumatic, instability, turmoil, depression, backwardness,  
344 Dickinson 2006, 244. 
345 Papadopoulos 1994, 438. See also more recently Knodell 2013, 17-28.  
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348 Achaia: Eder 2003; Euboian Gulf: Crielaard 2006; Knodell 2013; Kramer-Hajos 2016. See Middleton 2010 
for nonpalatial regions not collapsing.  
349 For Crete, see Wallace 2010. For Pylos vs. the Argolid, and Mycenae vs. Tiryns, see Galaty 2009, 50. 
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structures.352 Maran, in contrast, holds that signs of continuity in the Argolid are better viewed 
in the light of new groups seeking to assert their authority by means of referring to  what was 
for them already  the palatial past.353 Additionally, Guy Middleton stresses that Mycenaean 

look beyond the palaces 
in search for continuities after 1200.354 In the final section, I will come to argue that we also 
need to look beyond the realm of the palaces in order to actually these continuities, 
but first I will assess the implications of the discussion so far. 

 

What becomes clear from the above is that the idea of one centralized palatial economy is 
s can take on 

multiple economic roles. In addition, current views about the transition from the Palatial to 
the Postpalatial period are moving from a general and negative break towards a period of 
specific trajectories in terms of continuity and change. What these conceptual shifts have in 

- 
and the transition involve an array of experiences that cannot be captured in simple 
generalizing labels, which leads scholars to focus more and more on the particulars of 
individual regions, sites, and even agents. In section 3.3 we saw that when it comes to the 
organization of Mycenaean external relations, however, the simple opposition between the 
palatial and the nonpalatial is still maintained.  

First, the Sherratts envisage that the organization of Bronze Age external relations, in general, 
is characterized by a strict division between the palatial and the nonpalatial sector. For the 
Mycenaean world more specifically, external relations are organized at the local level by the 
palaces, while the activities of nonpalatial participants take place at the global  level (i.e. in 
other parts of the world system, especially Cyprus). Due to this particular configuration, it 
becomes possible for the nonpalatial sector to overthrow the palatial sector around 1200. This 
then leads to a further opposition between the Bronze Age world of the palaces and the Iron 
Age world of independent traders. In addition, the Sherratts discuss the organization of 
Mycenaean external relations in terms of center-periphery interaction. This is yet another 
expression of the palatial/nonpalatial opposition, taken that the center corresponds to the 
palatial regions and the periphery to the nonpalatial regions. In view of the paradigm shifts 
described in the preceding paragraphs and in the previous chapter (see § 2.2-2.4), the question 
that arises is whether this binary and oppositional model is still conceptually tenable. More 
importantly, however, is the question of whether it is corroborated by our data.  

The first element of the Sherratts model that deserves closer scrutiny is the strict division 
that is envisaged between palatial and nonpalatial exchanges. Since their model was 
published, several detailed studies of the evidence for Mycenaean external relations reveal 
that it 355 The 
analysis of the Uluburun shipwreck cargo, for example, suggests that the ship was wrecked on 
a diplomatic mission from the Near East or Cyprus to the Aegean, but that there were also 
private entrepreneurs on board who attended to their own business while sailing under a 

356 Bruce Routledge and Kevin McGeough reach similar conclusions with 
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respect to the palace at Ugarit. Their analysis of the textual evidence shows nonpalatial elites 

the individual agents in the Linear B archives that Nakassis and others identify for the 
Mycenaean economy at large.357 What these examples illustrate is that, in practice, there was 
no strict division between palatial and nonpalatial exchanges during the Late Bronze Age. 
This implies that there is no longer ground to support an interpretative model that is based on 
the undermining of state-controlled trade by the independent sector.  

The second element of the model that needs to be questioned in face of the evidence is its 
heavy dependence on center-periphery interaction as an explanatory device. In its original 
conception, the center-periphery model seeks to explain the rise of capitalism in the 16th 
century A.D. in the context of a developing world system. It is a historically contingent model 
and, as such, Wallerstein himself finds that it cannot be extended back in time.358 Indeed, 
although the center-periphery model was quickly adopted and adapted by archaeologists,359 its 
application is not unproblematic. In § 3.3, we saw how scholars are struggling to define the 
place of the Aegean within this larger Mediterranean world system. Some treat it as a 
periphery, others as a center, and still others as a marginal participant. As William Parkinson 

360 What is wrong, according to Parkinson, is that WST fails to account for the subtle 
interactions between societies of similar complexity, as in the case of connections between the 
Aegean and eastern Mediterranean.361 But even in those contact situations where differences 
in societal complexity can be observed, the center-periphery model seems to fall short. This is 
highlighted in particular by the connections between the Aegean and Italy.  

In section 3.3 we saw that Italy is generally thought of as the periphery in Italo-Aegean 
interactions, while the Aegean is considered to represent the center. As Colin Renfrew and 

362 To put it bluntly, 

economic e
theoretically speaking, center-periphery interaction involves exchanges that go back and forth, 
cultural influence is clearly perceived as unidirectional from East to West.363 In light of the 
recent postcolonial critique (see § 2.2), we can now expose this  positional superiority 
of the Aegean as a remnant of outdated colonialist ideologies. Consequently, the central role 
of the Aegean becomes open to investigation; in fact, this has recently prompted researchers 
to review the evidence and to propose new versions of the center-periphery model.364  

Francesco Iacono argues that after the destruction of the palaces, the Italian periphery was 
temporarily raised to core status. The area became actively involved in the metal trade, 
t 365 
Elisabetta Borgna and Paola Càssola Guida paint a slightly different picture. Instead of 
interpreting the data as evidence for the reversal of center and periphery, they find that Italo-
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Aegean relations never involved a center at all. Rather, these relations had always concerned 
-  either between Italy and peripheral areas within the Aegean 

or between Italy and palatial subelites.366 Along similar lines, Birgitta Eder and Reinhard Jung 
stress the active role of Italians and the involvement of lower-level palatial elites such as the 

 in the final Palatial era. In contrast to Borgna and Càssola Guida, however, they 
367 

Whichever scenario one finds more convincing, the above examples illustrate just how 
limiting the center-periphery model is. As these analyses show, the relationship between the 
Aegean and Italy is far too complex to be captured in simple binary terms like center and 

368 In the first scenario, Italy is made 
into an artificial center, which is not befitting of the decentralized world after 1200 BC. The 
other scenarios further weaken the model: they bypass center-periphery interaction, clearly 
showing we can do without. 

 

These observations lead to the conclusion that models based on center-periphery interaction 
can no longer be upheld. Fresh theoretical insights, coupled with new interpretations of the 
evidence demonstrate that there was no such thing as a strict dichotomy between palatial and 
nonpalatial exchanges and that center-periphery interaction inadequately describes the 
complex character of the relations between the Aegean and its exchange partners. Clearly, the 
time is right for a new model of the organization of external relations  a model that also takes 
into account the shifts in thinking regarding the networked nature of the Mycenaean economy 
and the transition from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period. This means that we are looking 
for a model that a) better captures the inherent complexity of interregional connections, b) 
envisages multiple economic roles for individual agents, c) incorporates both palatial and 
nonpalatial exchanges, d) accounts for both continuity and change after 1200 BC, and e) 
allows considerable scope for regional and site-specific trajectories. 

For this reason, I propose a network approach to the organization of Mycenaean external 
relations. By their nature, networks are highly complex systems. They are characterized  to 
employ terminology used in database computing  not by simple relations as in 
the center-periphery model, but rather by complicated relations. Consequently, 
networks only rarely involve the bilateral relations between two partners but predominantly 
consist of multiple connections and a larger group of players. Within the general framework 
of the network, moreover, the relationships between the players are not predefined as unequal. 
Instead of being either a center or a periphery, individual nodes can be viewed as occupying a 
relatively mo
centrality measure is used. For example, the same node can be considered peripheral in that it 
holds relatively few links, while at the same time being deemed central in terms of its function 
as a bridge. It is this kind of nuance that gives the network concept its strength. Rather than 
having to force our data into the limiting either/or terminology of the center-periphery model, 
it allows us to cover a whole range of relationships between an entire group of players.  

                                                 
366 Borgna/Càssola Guida 2005, 499-500 and n. 19; Borgna 2013.  
367 Eder/Jung 2005, 485-486, 493.  
368 Stein (1999, 159)

-systems model (core dominance, asymmetric exchange, and 
long-distance exchange as the prime mover of social change) simply do not work . Whether the center-periphery 
model can be applied to archaeology is, in fact, an ongoing debate. On the one hand, WST supporters claim that 
the model can be applied, if modified to fit ancient conditions (most recently Hall . 2011). WST criticasters, 
on the other hand, argue that the modifications required are so radical that they rob the center-periphery model of 
its power (see e.g. Stein 1998; 1999; 2002a; Cline 2009, 169-175; Parkinson 2010, 13-15). 
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It follows from this that a network perspective does more justice to the intricacies involved 
in interregional connections. But aside from working better for the organization of external 
relations on the global level, the network concept also provides a different perspective on the 
local level of organization. In section § 3.5, we saw that the center-periphery model conceives 
of this local level as the domain of the palaces, whereas the archaeological data show that 
palatial and nonpalatial exchanges cannot be easily separated. In line with current ideas about 
the Mycenaean economy in general, therefore, we may better think of Mycenaean external 
relations as being organized like a network. As was described in the previous chapter, one 
characteristic of networks is their multiplexity. This means that an individual node can be part 
of multiple networks or can take up multiple roles within the same network, depending on the 
situation. A multiplex network can better accommodate cases like Uluburun or Ugarit, where 
individual agents seem to have served their own interests and the interests of the palace at the 
same time or were able to alternate between these two positions. 

Thus far, more generic characteristics of networks were used to provide a novel perspective 
on the organization of Mycenaean external relations. There are, however, also several more 
specific network models and concepts around that can help us address some of the problems 
of the center-periphery model. In Chapter 1, I already briefly introduced the scale-free 
network model in order to arrive at a new hypothesis concerning the continuation of external 
relations during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. I observed that the center-periphery 
model can be viewed as a scale-free network in which the palaces are the only hubs, but that 
this model fails to explain the evidence for continued contacts after 1200. Instead, I proposed 
a model in which there are both palatial and nonpalatial hubs, and hypothesized that several 
nonpalatial hubs survived the 12th-century crisis and kept part of the network intact after the 
palatial hubs were destroyed. This new model fits better with the archaeological data we have 
for eastern connections before 1200 BC (e.g. Uluburun), which show no clear-cut division 
between palatial and nonpalatial exchanges.369 It is the purpose of the present study to 
investigate whether it can also help to explain the evidence for continuity and change after 
1200 in Italo-Aegean relations better than the center-periphery model can. 

Concerning the problem of continuity and change after 1200, moreover, it is important to 
bear in mind the regional and site-specific trajectories recently identified by various scholars. 
Not every region or site experienced the 12th-century crisis in the same way and we need to 
allow for different degrees of continuity and change. This is where the concept of network 
dynamics comes in. As I illustrated in Chapter 1, we can use this concept to generate research 
questions regarding the impact of the palatial destructions on the structure of interregional 
networks. Regional diversity in interconnectivity, specific trajectories in network dynamics, 
and the degree of connectivity through time become important matters of investigation, while 
these issues are left largely unaddressed by the center-periphery model. The reason for this 
neglect is that the center-periphery model has a one-sided focus on the center. As a result, 
scholars tend to take the Argolid  the archetypical palatial region  as representative for the 
Aegean as a whole.370 In doing so, they lose track of the regional variety within the Aegean, 
which is particularly unfortunate since earlier scholars did pay attention to regional diversity 
and saw, for example, Rhodian and Cretan components within Aegean interactions.371  

In order to overcome this issue and to take into account regional diversity, the remainder of 
this thesis does not only focus on the Argolid but also considers Achaia and southern Italy in 
the study of Italo-Aegean relations. As already explained in Chapter 1, the connections 
between the Aegean and Italy are particularly apposite for putting the network perspective to 
the test. One of the reasons why this case is so well-suited is because of the fact that the 
                                                 
369 Recently, similar thoughts have been expressed in Petrakis 2011, 214, 221-222; Jones . 2014, 450-451. 
370 -255. 
371 Evans 1906, 109; Taylour 1958, 128. 
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center-periphery model obviously fails to capture the nature of Italo-Aegean relations. Recent 
research clearly shows the need for a model that allows for a greater equality between the 
Aegean and Italy and also attributes agency to the Italian side of the interactions (e.g. western 
influences in LH IIIC). With its nuances in terminology, the network perspective can live up 
to these demands. Therefore, it has the potential to really contribute to our understanding of 
Italo-Aegean connections. Another reason why the interactions between the Aegean and Italy 
are of singular interest is that we can trace them across the transition from the Palatial to the 
Postpalatial period. This allows us to test the hypothesis of surviving nonpalatial hubs and 
determine whether this premise indeed can help us to actually explain the continuities in 
interconnectivity during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition.  
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Chapter 4. The Argolid 
 

Part I: Archaeological Background 
 
4.1 Introduction 
The Argolid constitutes a suitable starting 
point in this study for several reasons. First 
of all, it is the region that is best known to 
Aegean archaeologists, both in terms of 
excavation and publication.372 Secondly, 
the Argolid has yielded some of the 
earliest evidence for connections with Italy 
within the Aegean.373 Thirdly, the Argolid 

; as 
such, it plays a pivotal part in discussions 
about the Mycenaean economy, the 
organization of Mycenaean external 
relations, and the transition from the 
Palatial period to the Postpalatial period 
(see Chapter 3). Lastly, the Argolid is 
considered to have been deeply affected by 
the 12th-century crisis;374 it may be 
expected that the demise of the Mycenaean 
palaces had a substantial impact on the 

 
In order to gain insight into these network dynamics, a detailed examination of the available 

data is conducted at multiple analytical scales. Large-scale phenomena and diachronic 
patterns in the intraregional distribution of the evidence are studied to obtain a general picture 
of network dynamics in the Argolid through space and time. In addition, a detailed scrutiny of 
selected contexts is undertaken to gain more in-depth insights in the social contexts in which 
Italo-Aegean contacts operated and what meanings were bestowed on them by different 
people at the local level. As a means to facilitate this multi-scalar analysis, the chapter is 
organized as follows. Part I provides the archaeological background required for the analysis; 
it defines the Argolid as a region and discusses its Palatial networks. Part II introduces the 
Italian material and gives a chronological overview. Part III presents the analysis of larger 
categories of artifacts. The chapter concludes with a reconstruction of Postpalatial networks, a 
comparison of Palatial and Postpalatial networks, and a discussion of the results in Part IV. 
 
4.2.1 Defining the Argolid: Modern Boundaries and Ancient Ties  
The Argolid is situated in the northeast of the Peloponnese peninsula. Its modern borders, 
delineated in pink in Figure 6, are defined by the Corinthia in the north, the region of Arcadia 
in the west, the Argolic Gulf in the south, the Saronic Gulf in the east and the Troizenia with 
the Methana peninsula in the southeast.375 In archaeological discussions of the Argolid, the 
                                                 
372 Voutsaki 2010a, 599. 
373 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 123; Iacono 2013.  
374 Maran 2011. 
375 Within the modern Greek administrative divisions, the Troizenia is considered part of the Islands regional 
unit, which in turn belongs to the region of Attica. Aside from the Troizenia, the regional administrative unit also 
includes Kythera and the Saronic Islands. For more information on the administrative divisions of Attica, see  
http://www.patt.gov.gr/main/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2415&Itemid=6&lang=en. 

Figure 6. The modern definition of the Argolid (after 
http://www.maps-of-greece.com/argolis-map.htm). 
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Troizenia is often included within its definition; in certain instances, the offshore island of 
Poros is incorporated as well.376 It is possible to discern several microregions on the basis of 
natural boundaries. The Arachnaion mountain separates the eastern Argolid from the west. 
The eastern part is further divided by the Didyma and Adheres ranges, which separate the 
southern Argolid from the Troizenia and the area around Epidauros. The western Argolid 
comprises the Argive plain and the valleys around Asine.377 In the Late Bronze Age, the plain 
is the location of most of the important settlements, with other substantial sites located in the 
valleys. Intensive surveying in the other microregions has not revealed an abundance of sites 
of similar magnitude, which leads Jim Wright to deduce that the western Argolid comprised 
the heart of the region.378 Compared to this heartland, the remaining microregions 
experienced a different historical trajectory; Wright suggests that both the southern Argolid 

-scape of Methana-Troizen-
Saronic Gulf rather than the western Argolid or were at least orientated towards both areas.379 

To what extent the Corinthia was under the influence of the western Argolid during the Late 
Bronze Age is a matter of debate. Due to their proximity, the valleys to the north of Mycenae 
figure prominently in the discussion. The pottery at Tsoungiza in the Nemea valley, one of the 
larger sites in the area, suggests that the settlement was originally independent, but became 
increasingly involved with the western Argolid in the course of the Late Bronze Age.380 The 
survey data allow a similar picture for the rest of the northern valley area. While it may have 
maintained a level of independence, the area became integrated into the Mycenaean economy 
to the degree that the site of Zygouries in the Longopotamos valley may have been a satellite 
of Mycenae. The evidence is less clear for the Corinthian coastal plains and the Isthmus.381 
R
between the western Argolid and the Saronic island of Aegina. In the early Mycenaean phase, 
Aeginetan imports dominate the area but during the Palatial period, the balance shifts towards 
Mycenaean imports. At the same time, the newly discovered harbor settlement of Korphos-
Kalamianos was built. Its impressive Cyclopean masonry and well-planned layout lead Daniel 
Pullen and Thomas Tartaron to suggest that the town was founded by Mycenae, as a symbolic 
claim to the Saronic coast.382 Whether Mycenae was able to extend this claim further north is 
open to question. Various scholars contend that its influence reached well into eastern Achaia 
(cf. Chapter 5), but their argument is based mostly on the Homeric epics.383 

What follows from the above is that the definition of the Argolid as a region is not entirely 
unproblematic. Within its modern boundaries, several units can be distinguished that were not 
all equally integrated during the Late Bronze Age. Instead, they were more connected to areas 
outside the Argolid, such as the Corinthia and the Saronic Gulf. According to Maria Relaki, 
this problem is inherent to regional analysis. She argues that many current regional definitions 
are based solely on modern geographical divisions that tend to overlook the historical context. 
Relaki contends that if any region is to be valid as an analytical unit, its historical dimension 
needs to be restored. This can be done not by looking at geographical proximity, but by taking 

                                                 
376 See e.g. Burns 1999, 67 and n. 54.  
377 Runnels/Van Andel 1987, 304; Gadolou 2002, 37-39; Wright 2004, 115-116; Voutsaki 2010a, 599. 
378 Wright 2004, 119-120. It should be noted that Wright is somewhat ambivalent towards the position of the 
area around Epidauros. First ther analysis (p. 120) he 
separates the Epidauria from his core area and groups it with the rest of the Argolid. See also Voutsaki 2010a, 

 
379 For the quote, see Wright 2004, 116. See further  123; Voutsaki 2010a, 599. 
380 Rutter 1990a; 1993; Thomas 2011.  
381 Wright 2004, 126-127. 
382 Pullen/Tartaron 2007; Tartaron  2011. 
383 See, for example, Vermeule 1960b, 19; Papadopoulos 1979, 177, 184; Moschos 2002, 19 and nn. 10-11; 
2009b, 345-346 and nn. 3-7; Petropoulos 2007, 264. See also discussions in Burns 1999, 59-61; 2010, 167-168. 
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places during a given period.384 For the Late Bronze Age, one area that we can assume to have 
formed some kind of unity is the western Argolid. Although its networks of relevance reached 
far beyond its borders, there are  according to Birgitta Sjöberg  good reasons to believe that 
the region was culturally, politically, and economically integrated during much of its 
history.385 For this reason, the remainder of this section focuses on the western Argolid. The 
trajectories of the larger Argolid and surrounding regions will also be taken into account, 
considering that they form part of the historical context that helped shape the western Argolid 
as a region. 
 
4.2.2. Shaping the Argolid: Historical Trajectories Between ca. 1250  1000 BC 
In Palatial times, the western Argolid housed a dense concentration of sites, probably linked 
by a system of Mycenaean roads (see Figure 7).386 The largest of these, Mycenae, is located 
on a hill that borders the Argive 
plain in the north. The hilltop 
forms a natural stronghold that is 
accessible from only one side and 
overlooks the surrounding 
countryside and the Argolic Gulf. 
Monumental fortifications were 
added to these natural defenses at 
the same time that the palace was 
constructed. In LH IIIB, the area 
within the citadel was expanded 
and the defenses were 
strengthened.387 While Mycenae 
comprises the largest site in the 
western Argolid, it is not the only 
one of its kind. Along the Argolic 
Gulf in the south lies the citadel of 
Tiryns. Its palace and massive 
fortifications are contemporary to 
those at Mycenae and were also 
augmented in LH IIIB.388 In the 
east of the Argive plain lies the 
smaller citadel of Midea. Its circuit 
wall was also built in LH IIIB. 
However, it is unclear whether 
Midea also harbored a canonical 
palace.389 The addition of a fourth citadel site, Argos, is highly contentious. Argos is a large 
settlement that is located in a key spot on the western flank of the plain. Despite its size and 
apt location, the existence of circuit walls has yet to be proven conclusively.390 Aside from the 
three or four citadels, the western Argolid is dotted with many other sizeable sites, such as 

                                                 
384 Relaki 2004, 171-172. 
385 Sjöberg 2002; 2004, 11. 
386 Darque 1998, 109; Burns 1999, 53; 2010, 164. 
387 Iakovidis 2003a, 9-10; French 2009b, 58-60; Burns 2010, 164-165. 
388 Kilian 1988b, 134-136; Maran 2009, 248-250.  
389 Walberg 1996; Demakopoulou 2001; 2007, 55-67. 
390 Burns 2010, 164-165; Voutsaki 2010a, 605; Papadimitriou . 2015, 179. 

Figure 7. Sites in the western Argolid (and beyond) linked by a 
probable Mycenaean road system (after http://www.mycenae-
excavations.org/images/Map%20of%20Mycenae%20road%20system.
jpg).  
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Berbati (settlement) to the east of Mycenae, Prosymna (cemetery) between Mycenae and 
Midea, Lerna (settlement) on the west side of the Argolic Gulf, Nauplion (cemetery)391 on the 
east side, and Asine (settlement) further down south.392  

With such an abundance of conspicuous sites, the question that arises is how to envisage the 
relationship between them. Numerous researchers have tried to address this question and their 
work typically falls apart into two opposing views. One group of scholars attributes primacy 
to Mycenae. Their argument is largely based on the fact that Mycenae is set aside from all the 
other citadels due to its size and because monumental tholos tombs and other funerary wealth 
are concentrated at the site.393 Another group of scholars, however, argues for the existence of 
multiple kingdoms. Some of these divide the western Argolid between the two palaces, others 
between the three or four citadels, and still others between all of the substantial settlements.394 
In more recent years, a diachronic development has been posited between these two extremes. 
Voutsaki, for example, argues on the basis of the distribution of funerary wealth that the sites 
started out as peers in MH, but that from LH I onwards there was a process towards the 
centralization of power at Mycenae that culminated in LH IIIB.395 Sjöberg, in contrast, reads 
in the evidence an opposite trend, with asymmetry observed during the LH II  IIIA phases 
and a process towards symmetry in LH IIIB.396 Finally, Bryan Burns holds that in the LH I  
II period, wealth was strongly centralized at Mycenae, but that in the LH IIIA  B period the 
centralizing efforts of the Mycenaean elite were contested by elites from the other centers.397 

Although some scholars see Mycenae becoming more powerful in LH IIIB, its development 
came to a halt around 1200 BC. At that time, the crisis that ravaged the Greek mainland and 
eastern Mediterranean also struck the western Argolid. The citadels at Mycenae, Tiryns, and 
Midea were all destroyed by fierce fires, perhaps caused by an earthquake. Additionally, 
Prosymna, Berbati, and Lerna were abandoned, as were sites in the Corinthia that were tied to 
the western Argolid, such as Zygouries, Tsoungiza, and Korphos.398 The situation is less clear 
at Argos and Asine. At Argos, there is no evidence for a destruction at the end of LH IIIB and 
the site was still inhabited during LH IIIC; however, the current state of research does not 
allow definite conclusions.399 For Asine, the evidence suggests a decline in the settlement 
right after LH IIIB. This implies that the site was affected by the 12th-century crisis; however, 
it was not abandoned and there is no conclusive evidence for any destruction.400 In Nauplion, 
the cemetery continued to be used at a reduced scale during LH IIIC.401 Traces of settlement 
after LH IIIB have also been recorded for several smaller sites in the area, including Iria, 
although it was reportedly destroyed in LH IIIB.402 Despite the fact that the western Argolid 
                                                 
391 Burns (1999, 79) also mentions remains of Mycenaean fortifications on the acropolis of Nauplion. 
392 Sjöberg 2004, 12; Burns 2010, 164. 
393 Bintliff 1977, 689-702 (Mycenae as the super palace); Galaty  2009, 50; Maran 2009, 250 (Mycenae and 
Tiryns belong together); Kelder 2009 (Mycenae as not just the ruler of the western Argolid or the northeastern 
Peloponnese, but of the entire Mycenaean world). See further discussions in Darque 1998, 110-111; Burns 1999, 
53-65; 2010, 166-170; Sjöberg 2004, 11-15. 
394 Renfrew 1975, 15; Cherry 1986, 23-25 (Mycenae and Tiryns); Kilian 1988a; 1988b, 136 (many kingdoms, 
including the non-citadels); Demakopoulou 2007, 71 (the three citadels as the three centers). See further 
discussions in Darque 1998, 110-111; Burns 1999, 53-65; 2010, 166-170; Sjöberg 2004, 11-15. 
395 Voutsaki 1995a; 2001; 2010a, 606; 2010b. 
396 Sjöberg 2002; 2004, 131-145. 
397 Burns 1999, 176-185; 2010, 186-190. 
398 Shelmerdine 1997, 581, n. 275; Thomatos 2006, 217, n. 341; Tartaron 2011, 579. 
399 Shelmerdine 1997, 581; Sjöberg 2004, 71; Papadimitriou . 2015, 179. 
400 Fritzell 1986, 85; Sjöberg 2004, 41-42. Sjöberg appears to suggest that if the other centers in the western 
Argolid were destroyed by an earthquake, this could have been the fate of Asine as well. However, she does not 
provide any evidence of this destruction.    
401 Eder 1998, 49; Voutsaki 2010a, 607. 
402 Shelmerdine 1997, 581, n. 275 (Iria destroyed); Eder 1998, 30-31 and nn. 39-42 (Kandia, Iria, Kephalari and 
possibly Aria continue to be inhabited after LH IIIB). 
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was clearly affected by the events around 1200, with few exceptions most sites  including 
the three or four citadels  continued to be inhabited throughout the Postpalatial period.403  

The situation is different in the rest of the Argolid. In the southern Argolid, surveys have 
shown that most of the settlements in this previously flourishing area were abandoned by the 
end of LH IIIB. Only a few sites with LH IIIC pottery have been identified.404 In the area of 
Epidauros, evidence of LH IIIC habitation is even scarcer. Eder mentions a single stirrup jar 
from the chamber tombs at Palaia Epidauros. The Troizenia too has not yielded much LH IIIC 
material. Most sites appear to have been abandoned, including the settlement of Agios 
Konstantinos on Methana with its LH IIIA  IIIB sanctuary.405 The small islet of Modi, next 
to Poros, constitutes a notable exception. Preliminary investigations have revealed a harbor 
settlement of substantial size, dating between LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC Middle.406 Overall, 
however, after the destructions in the western Argolid, settlement appears to have been greatly 
reduced in the rest of the Argolid. Eder even speaks of the abandonment of this area during 
LH IIIC, as there are no settlement traces of the immediately succeeding periods.407 It is 
tempting to connect the reduction of settlement in the greater Argolid with the growth of the 
Lower Town at Tiryns in LH IIIC. Indeed, Klaus Kilian suggests that the settlement became a 
major center of refuge after the collapse. It is estimated that in LH IIIC Early, the Lower 
Town spanned 24.5 hectares and could house as much as 10.000 people.408 

The expansion of the Lower Town is accompanied by a number of important developments 
in the settlement layout of Tiryns. The Lower Citadel is rebuilt and towards the end of LH 
IIIC Early reorganized around a series of courtyards. A similar restructuring can be noted in 
the Lower Town North-East around the same time.409 Moreover, houses in this part of the site 
were all constructed in a similar orientation, which, according to Marina Thomatos, illustrates 

410 This new approach can perhaps also explain the 
near abandonment of the Upper Citadel. This area once harbored the palace but was mostly 
left in ruins during the Postpalatial period. According to Maran, the developments in the 
Upper Citadel should be linked to the expansion of the Lower Town. While he does not 

outside the citadel should be seen primarily as a deliberate move by Postpalatial authorities to 
411 At the same time, however, there were groups 

in Tiryns that sought to connect themselves to this past. In fact, a new, narrower megaron 
known as Building T was built on top of and inside the eastern half of the palace during LH 
IIIC. It was fashioned with a central row of columns and lacked the characteristic hearth of 
palatial megara.412 According to Kilian, this new structure deliberately incorporated the 
former throne room as a claim to palatial authority.413 In addition, at least one megaron (W) 
and a large colonnaded building were constructed in the Lower Town.414  

The (re-)building of megara is a phenomenon not restricted to LH IIIC Tiryns.415 At Midea, 
a megaron building of LH IIIB date was also restructured and given a central colonnade in LH 
                                                 
403 Shelmerdine 1997, 581-582; Voutsaki 2010a, 607. 
404 Eder 1998, 31 and n. 45 mentions four sites; Thomatos 2006, 217, n. 341 mentions five. 
405 Epidauros: Eder 1998, 31. For Troizena, see . and n. 46; Konsolaki 2002, 32; Thomatos 2006, 217, n. 341. 
406 Konsolaki-Giannopoulou 2003, 422-423. 
407 Eder 1998, 32.  
408 Kilian 1988b, 135; Eder 1998, 44; Lemos . 2009, 69. 
409 Lemos . 2009, 69-70. 
410 Thomatos 2006, 196. 
411 Maran 2006, 126-127; 2011.  
412 Maran 2001; 2006, 126-128; Thomatos 2006, 189. 
413 Kilian 1981, 160. See further Maran 2001, 113.  
414 Maran 2006, 126. 
415 In fact, it may not have been restricted to the western Argolid. According to Crielaard (2011, 89), Building B 
at the islet of Mitrou in east Lokris qualifies as an LH IIIC megaron. See further Van de Moortel/Zahou 2011. 
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IIIC.416 In the central court of the former palace at Mycenae, moreover, a sizeable structure 
aron, 

417 The appearance of these large buildings 
in the citadels raises questions about the nature of political authority during LH IIIC. 
According to Maran, after the destruction of the palaces, a new social upper class emerged 
that consisted of several competing families. These families were responsible for the 
rebuilding of the settlements and megara in the Postpalatial period and one family at Tiryns 
may have even succeeded in establishing dynastic rule.418 Recently, Nakassis has questioned 

at Tiryns (see further § 4.7.3).419 In any case, the evidence makes it clear that Tiryns in this 
period replaced Mycenae as the largest and most prominent settlement in the western Argolid. 
Maran speculates that it may have controlled a large territory,420 but this idea needs to be 
evaluated against the backdrop of what happened at other sites. Nonpalatial Asine, for 
example, also appears to have become a prominent Postpalatial settlement. Burns suggests 

head, may be compared to the megara at Tiryns and Midea.421 Perhaps, rather than thinking in 
terms of monocentric rule, we should better conceive of the Postpalatial western Argolid as a 

422  
 

4.3.1. Connecting the Argolid: Multi-Scalar Networks During the Palatial Period 
From the previous discussion, we obtain a general understanding of the Argolid as a region. 
Details involving both its history and definition form part of the archaeological background 
required to evaluate the evidence for continued connections between the Argolid and Italy in 
the wake of the palatial destructions. In order to facilitate this analysis further, it is necessary 
to take a closer look at the Argolid for evidence of external relations  the destructions. 
Fortunately, several scholars have already extensively examined this evidence for a variety of 
purposes and aims. In the following section, therefore, I do not seek to present an exhaustive 
catalog of individuals finds. Rather, I draw upon previous work to highlight some important 
conclusions. As various researchers have compiled vastly different catalogs, it is necessary to 
apply source criticism and to determine my own position regarding the available evidence. 
Next, I discuss previous interpretations of external relations in the Argolid by focusing on 
network dynamics at three analytical scales: the interregional level (the Argolid in relation to 
other regions), the regional level (similarities and differences within the Argolid) and the local 
level (site-specific trajectories). By synthesizing the information, I aim to provide a general 
overview of Argive networks during the Palatial period. This overview serves as a point of 
comparison for the study of Postpalatial networks in the fourth part of this chapter. 
 
4.3.2. Source Criticism 
At present, there are four major catalogs which contain evidence of external relations in the 
Palatial Argolid. The first was published by Connie Lambrou-Phillipson in 1990, the second 
by Eric Cline in 1994, the third was part of an unpublished PhD thesis by Bryan Burns 
submitted in 1999, and the fourth was part of an unpublished PhD thesis by Sarah Murray 

                                                 
416 Maran 2006, 125; Thomatos 2006, 188. 
417 French 2002, 136-138; Maran 2006, 125; Thomatos 2006, 184; Crielaard 2011, 89. 
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submitted in 2013.423 Three of the four catalogs deal with imports found in the Aegean as a 
whole. The Lambrou-Phillipson catalog includes the entire Bronze Age but is strictly limited 

catalog also encompasses both categories 
but has a more narrow chronological scope, from LH IIIB to PG. For the purpose of the 
present overview, catalog is, therefore, the most suitable of the three. The last catalog 
by Burns focuses specifically on the Argolid in the Late Bronze Age. Consequently, one 
might assume that it is more rele
Cline, however, Burns is not particularly interested in imports as signifiers of external 
relations. Rather, he analyzes their role in local strategies of elite consumption.424 
catalog, therefore, does not include references to the origins of the imports, which makes his 
data less equipped for reconstructing Palatial networks.425  

catalog forms the most appropriate starting point for the following synthesis. 
However, a few caveats in this work need to be addressed as well. First of all, in his catalog, 
Cline carves up the Aegean into the Greek mainland, the Cyclades, Rhodes, and Crete. 
Although he does not further distinguish between various mainland areas, his dataset is 
refined enough to allow us to tease out the evidence for the Argolid. For the entire LH III 
period, Cline has cataloged a total of 118 imports. This is considerably less than the 281 
imports inventoried by Burns for the same period (see my Table III). Furthermore, of the 118 
imports inventoried by Cline, 17 cannot be dated to a specific subphase and 7 belong to the 
Postpalatial period, which leaves a total of 94 imports that can be attributed with relative 
certainty to the Palatial period. Save one from Italy, all of the imports fall into the category of 

: 55 from the Near East (Mesopotamia, Anatolia, and Syro-Palestine), 24 from 
Egypt, and 14 from Cyprus (see Tables IV-VII). For the entire LH III period, Cline 
inventories only two Italian imports for the Argolid. This provides a stark contrast with the 
104 items cataloged for the purpose of the present research (compare Table VII and Catalog 
I). Finally, it needs to be 
and LH IIIC slightly, based on new assessments of old data and newly published finds.426 Her 

number of LH IIIC imports for Tiryns.427 However, they do have an effect on the counts per 
region  most notably on the Cypriot imports in LH IIIB, which are reduced by half or even 
three-quarters.428 
                                                 
423 Lambrou-Phillipson 1990; Cline 1994; Burns 1999; Murray 2013. I personally examined the catalogs by 
Cline, Burns, and Murray and omitted the Lambrou-Phillipson catalog from my analysis because this catalog 

catalog in the work of Burns, see Cline 1994, 
4; Burns 1999, 42-44. It needs to be mentioned that Burns published a book that summarizes the main 
conclusions of his PhD thesis and expands its original scope but does not include the catalog, see Burns 2010.  
424 See Burns 1999, 18.  
425 In addition, as  catalog is basically a combination of Lambrou-Phillipson 1990 
and Cline 1994 and does not include the more recent finds. Hence, it is as up-to-date as the catalog produced by 
Cline. See n. 426 below for the effects  
426 Murray (2013, 27) notes that as far as the Argolid is concerned, the most important change is the removal of a 

-brackets that recent research has shown to be locally produced (see e.g. Maran 2004). 
A cross- catalog (1994, 221-
imports from Tiryns, as well as one of unknown date from Mycenae. In addition, Murray has inventoried a total 
of 12 new imports for the LH IIIB  IIIC Argolid, see Murray 2013, 585-586, App. B.  
427 Indeed, Cline has recently argued for the continued validity of his catalog (2009, 167-169) based on the fact 
that only a handful of  have been discovered since 1994. The three imports that Murray adds for Tiryns 
in LH IIIC all come from Syro-Palestine, which is not at odds with the pattern established by Cline.  
428 When we remove the nine wall- catalog 

catalog can then be added one wall-bracket designated as the only true import 
by Rahmstorf, as well as possibly two glass or faience vessels inventoried by Murray that are either Cypriot or 
Syro-Palestine, which leads to between four and six Cypriot imports in total. For Tiryns, two more Syro-
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Table III. Total imports in the Argolid in LH III (after Cline 1994, 16, Tab. 6; Burns 1999, 76, Tab. 3.4). 
Site LH III LH IIIA LH IIIA  B  LH IIIB LH IIIC Total 
 CL* BR  CL BR**  CL BR  CL BR  CL BR  CL BR  
Argos 1 2  1    1        2 3  
Asine  4  3    4        3 8  
Midea-Dendra 1 10     1 10  2      4 20  
Mycenae 6 89  8   6 83  45   4 4  69 176  
Nauplion 1 2      1        1 3  
Prosymna 2 7  1   1 3        4 10  
Tiryns 5 40  1    28  25   3 10  34 78  
Tsoungiza*** 1 2      1        1 3  
Total 17 156  14 0  8 131  72 0  7 14  118 281  
* CL = Cline; BR = Burns. 
** Burns does not distinguish LH IIIA from LH IIIB. 
** * Cline makes a distinction between Nemea and Tsoungiza. Here, they are considered together. 
 
Table IV. Near Eastern* imports in the Argolid in LH III (after Cline 1994, 30, Tab. 22, 58, Tab. 34, 77, 
Tab. 46). 
Site LH III LH IIIA LH IIIA  B LH IIIB LH IIIC Total 
Argos 1 1    2 
Asine  2    2 
Mycenae  2 5 27 3 37 
Prosymna  1 1   2 
Tiryns 3   13 3 19 
Total 4 6 6 40 6 62 
* Most Near Eastern imports are from Syro-Palestine; for Mycenae, two of the LH IIIB imports are from 
Mesopotamia and one of the LH IIIA imports is from Anatolia.  
 
Table V. Cypriot imports in the Argolid in LH III (after Cline 1994, 66, Tab. 40). 
Site LH III LH IIIA LH IIIA  B  LH IIIB LH IIIC Total 
Mycenae 2 2    4 
Tiryns 2   12  14 
Total 4 2  12  18 
 
Table VI. Egyptian imports in the Argolid in LH III (after Cline 1994, 46, Tab. 28). 
Site LH III LH IIIA LH IIIA  B LH IIIB LH IIIC Total 
Asine  1    1 
Midea- 
Dendra 

1  1 2  4 

Mycenae 4 3 1 15 1 24 
Nauplion 1     1 
Prosymna 2     2 
Tiryns  1    1 
Total 8 5 2 17 1 33 
 
Table VII. Italian imports in the Argolid in LH III (after Cline 1994, 83, Tab. 52). 
Site LH III LH IIIA LH IIIA  B LH IIIB LH IIIC Total 
Mycenae    1  1 
Tsoungiza* 1     1 
Total 1   1  2 
* Cline makes a distinction between Nemea and Tsoungiza. Here, they are considered together. 

 

                                                                                                                                                         
Palestinian imports may be added for LH IIIB, while Murray counts one each for Mycenae and the site of Megali 

catalog, one Egyptian import may be added to the LH IIIB 
total at Mycenae. 
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What follows from the catalog, both in terms of the 
overall number of imports as well as Italian entries. One reason for this discrepancy is that 
Cline seems to exclude from his catalog any artifact that involves a degree of discussion. For 
some of these items he has made appendices that discuss his reservations, but for the most 
part, he leaves them out without an explanation. In contrast, others such as Burns do include 
these items.429 This is something that should be kept in mind when comparing the conclusions 
drawn by Cline and other scholars. As far as Italy is concerned, there are further reasons why 

catalog omits much of the evidence. First of all, the state of research at the time did 
not allow him to identify more Italian imports with certainty.430 Second of all, in contrast to 
Italian items in Crete, Cline does not appear to have been particularly interested or even aware 
of Italian items in the Argolid.431 However, as we will see in § 4.4, the Argolid is, in fact, not 
far behind Crete in yielding some of the earliest evidence for the connections between Italy 
and the Aegean.432 Therefore, the virtual absence of Italian material from the Palatial Argolid 
in the catalog has everything to do with the aforementioned biases and the state of research.  

connections with the eastern Mediterranean and Near East. This situation is perpetuated by 
subsequent catalogs, as both Burns and Murray depen 433 Now that 
these qualifications have been made, let us take a closer look at these data to see what 
conclusions are drawn from them at the interregional, regional and local levels. 
 
4.3.3. The Interregional Level: The Argolid in Relation to Other Regions 
Of the 94 imports cataloged for the Palatial period, the vast majority can be assigned to the 
LH IIIB phase (72 items). The remaining ones either belong to LH IIIA (14 items) or cannot 
be dated more precisely than LH IIIA  B (eight items). What is important to mention is that 
Cline observes a similar pattern for the Greek mainland as a whole. He argues that the steep 
rise of eastern imports during LH IIIB on the mainland is connected to the contemporary 
decrease of eastern imports and the increase in western imports visible on the island of 
Crete.434 According to Cline, Crete dominated Aegean external relations with the eastern 
Mediterranean between LH I and LH IIIA:1. For the entire LH IIIA phase, he lists a total of 
107 found on the island, in comparison to only 18 for the Greek mainland. For LH 
IIIB, the numbers are reversed: only seven eastern imports are cataloged for Crete, versus 116 
for the Greek mainland.435 To Cline, this shift in the interregional distribution of eastern 

436  

                                                 
429 For example, Cline refers in his text (1994, 81) to Naue II type swords that might be imported from central 
Europe or northern Italy, but does not include them in his catalog or appendices. Since Cline, the discussion on 
these items has advanced considerably and, as we will see in § 4.4, some of them constitute actual imports from 
Italy, see Jung/Mehofer 2005-  
430 See also Cline 1994, 79-81. 
431 For example, Cline notes Peschiera daggers from the Psychro Cave (1994, 225, inv. nos. 822-826) with 
reference to Matthäus 1980a, 122, n. 61 but does not include the Peschiera daggers from Tiryns and Mycenae 
mentioned in the same footnote. He does inventory the dagger from Tsoungiza (Cline 1994, 225, inv. no. 821). 
432 See also e.g. Jung 2009c. 
433 - catalog 
more.  
434 Cline 1994, 10, 106. 
435 Cline 1994, 9. 
436 Cline 1994, 10. Cline hypothesizes that there is a connection between this takeover and the destruction of the 
palace at Knossos at the beginning of LH IIIA:2. There is, however, much debate regarding the nature of this 
destruction. Some scholars consider it as the end of the palace at Knossos (Warren 1991; Haskell 1997), while 
others envisage that a later destruction in LH IIIB:1 marked the end (Niemeier 1982; Hallager 1988). The 
disagreement arises from the problem of dating of Linear B tablets at Knossos; according to Driessen (1997), it 
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More specifically, Cline envisages an active part for the Argolid in this takeover for two 
reasons. First of all, the Argolid has yielded more than half of the eastern imports in the LH 
IIIB Aegean (72 out of 126).437 In contrast, other mainland areas have only produced one or 
two imports, with the exception of Boeotia (38 items).438 The latter, however, all come from a 
single hoard in the New Kadmeion in Thebes and, according to Cline, probably constitute an 

439 Second, much of the LH IIIA:2  B pottery found in the eastern Mediterranean 
was produced in the Peloponnese.440 While the Peloponnese entails more areas than the 
Argolid alone, Cline links the pottery specifically to this region. Various provenance tests 
have since corroborated this connection. It has been demonstrated that the majority of the 
Mycenaean pottery exported during LH IIIA  B was indeed produced in workshops in the 
Argolid  predominantly in Mycenae/Berbati and to a lesser extent in Tiryns/Asine.441 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                         
is possible that some of the tablets were fired during the LH IIIA:2 destruction, while others were baked in the 
LH IIIB:1 destruction. From recent publications, we learn that the debate is still far from resolved (Hatzaki 2007; 
Hallager 2012). See also Sherratt/Sherratt 1991, 369-371 and Galaty  2009, 38, 40 who discuss the shift 
from Crete to the Greek mainland in external relations with the eastern Mediterranean in terms of WST. 
437 Cline particularly emphasizes that Mycenae and Tiryns together account for 55% of the total number of 

 in the Aegean. See Cline 1994, 10.  
438 Cline 1994, 16, Tab. 6. 
439 Cline 2007, 191. See also Burns 1999, 49. 
440 Cline 1994, 10.  
441 See J  with further references. 
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The distribution of Mycenaean pottery overseas reveals both similarities and differences 
with respect to the developments in Aegean external relations observed by Cline. As Van 
Wijngaarden points out, the total amount of Mycenaean pottery overseas increases 
considerably during the LH IIIA:2  B phases in comparison to LH I  LH IIIA:1.442 This rise 
in exported pottery is most apparent in Cyprus and the Levant, an area that can be equated to 

-Palestine.443 It is tempting to see a connection between this rise and the shift in 
connectivity described by Cline. Indeed, when we compare Tables III  VII, it becomes clear 
that the number of imports from Syro-Palestine and Cyprus also increases most markedly 
from LH IIIA to LH IIIB. However, there is also an important difference when we compare 
the spatial distribution of Mycenaean pottery overseas to the origins of the various imports 
inventoried by Cline. As Van Wijngaarden notes, the principal regions in which Mycenaean 
pottery can be found are the Levant, Cyprus, Egypt, Italy, and coastal Anatolia (see Figure 8 
for the LH IIIB distribution). Italy has the highest percentage of sites with LH I  LH IIIA:1 
material in comparison to the other regions and also has yielded an abundance of LH IIIA:2  
B material.444 Remarkably, Italy catalog.445 As was stated before, 
this is partly due to research biases; nonetheless, we also need to consider alternative 
explanations that can account for this difference. 

It is often assumed that play an important role in maintaining diplomatic contacts 
in the Late Bronze Age eastern Mediterranean. According to Feldman, these contacts 

a particular place of origin but rather seem to invoke a supraregional, hybrid elite culture. The 
Aegean is thought to have contributed greatly to the development of this koinè,446 yet its 
status  other regions remains a matter of debate (see also § 3.3).447 In addition, there 
is much discussion about the importance of diplomatic contacts versus other forms of 
exchange.448 That said, several of the objects themselves do invoke a network of high-status 
elite exchange, such as imports bearing the cartouche of the Egyptian pharaoh.449 In contrast, 
Mycenaean pottery is usually interpreted as either a mere container for valuable contents, like 

450 As a result, we need to consider the possibility that 
 

same networks. 
At the same time, it is key to separate in our interpretations the organization of the exchange 

from the production and consumption of these artifacts. For example, Cline concludes that the 
distribution of within the Aegean

Argolid 
(see also § 4.3.4).451 

 does not need to imply (exclusive) palatial involvement in their exchange.452 
Indeed, as was argued in Chapter 3, it is questionable that all external relations were 
                                                 
442 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 21-22. 
443 Compare . 34, 41 and Cline 1994, xxii, Map 1. 
444 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 21. 
445 See my Table VII. 
446 Feldman 2006, 11. 
447 Feldman 2006, 9. 
448 Cline, for example, on the one hand, frequently calls upon tentative references to the Aegean in Egyptian and 
Near Eastern letters of the time to argue that the Aegean was, in fact, partaking in the diplomatic exchange (e.g. 
1994, 85-86), while, on the other hand, he argues that exchange between the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean 
was  pr and that diplomatic exchange only played a minor role (e.g. 1994, xviii).  
449 Cline 1994, 39. 
450 Sherratt 1999. 
451 Cline 1994, xviii. 
452 Murray (2013, 158) has recently made a similar observation.  
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organized in such a way. While it remains unclear to what extent the organization of the 
network of  
of Mycenaean pottery overseas was not, in fact, controlled by the palaces at all. The presence 
of Cypriot marks on LH IIIB pottery found in Cyprus but made in the Peloponnese shows that 
Cypriots were involved in the production and exchange.453 Furthermore, as Van Wijngaarden 
notes, the variety of contexts of Mycenaean pottery overseas indicates that it was used and 
appreciated differently in various regions, sites and contexts.454 This again warns us against 
too simplistic reconstructions of the organization of external relations in terms of one 

ork. 
What follows from the above is that during the Palatial period, the Argolid imported various 

and exported Mycenaean pottery.455 The distribution of these different categories of 
evidence shows a considerable degree of overlap but also differs in that the latter includes 
Italy as well. In part, this is a result of research biases, such as the exclusion of 
for the Argolid. However, it also reflects the multiplexity of networks in which this region 
operated. As was explained in § 2.3, multiplexity means that a node can have many kinds of 
links at the same time, sometimes even with the same node. This can lead to a degree of 
overlap between various, otherwise separate network structures. If we apply this to the 
Argolid, we may say that it participated in multiple exchange networks, which included not 

mainland taking over trade with the East at a time when Crete started turning to the West is 
oversimplified. Nevertheless, the evidence does indicate that from ca. LH IIIA:2 onwards, the 
Argolid became the most important Aegean participant in Mediterranean networks. In this 
respect, it does not only seem to have dominated Crete, but also other Aegean areas. 

 
4.3.4. The Regional Level: Similarities and Differences Within the Argolid 
During the Palatial period, the internal distribution of imports cataloged by Cline is limited to 
only a few sites in the western Argolid (see Table III). In part, this pattern is probably the 
result of differences in research strategies. Most sites in and around the Argive plain have 
been the subject of extensive excavations, while sites in other areas within the Argolid are 
often known through intensive field surveys.456 However, as Burns rightly points out, there 
are also several important excavated sites within and outside the western Argolid that have 
not yielded any imports.457 In fact, many scholars understand the clustering of imports within 
the western Argolid as concomitant to a sociopolitical process that started in the preceding LH 
I  II phase. As was already discussed in § 4.2.2, there is much disagreement on the nature of 
this process. Whereas some scholars interpret the evidence as Mycenae becoming more 
dominant in LH IIIA  B,458 
in LH I  II is challenged during LH IIIA  B.459 Thus, with the same evidence at their 
disposal, these researchers arrive at completely opposite interpretations and envisage either a 
process of centralization or decentralization. Perhaps rather than focusing on changes from 
LH I  II to LH IIIA  B, a more fruitful means of approaching the problem is to examine 
shifting patterns in the intraregional distribution of imports  the Palatial period.460 
                                                 
453 Crielaard 2000, 57 and n. 57 with references. Cf. Van Wijngaarden 2008, 129 for the origin of the pots.  
454 Van Wijngaarden 2002; 2008. 
455 It is quite probable that these exchanges also included organic materials, see e.g. Sherratt 2009, 91. 
456 See Wright 2004, 121. 
457 Burns 1999, 65-68, 215, Fig. 3.12. 
458 E.g. Voutsaki 1995a; 2001; 2010a, 606; 2010b. 
459 E.g. Sjöberg 2002; 2004, 131-145; Burns 1999, 80-83; 176-185; 2010, 186-190.  
460 Something similar has recently been suggested by Cline (2009, 167) in response to an unpublished paper by 
Parkinson  since then published as Parkinson 2010. However, he suggests focusing on even smaller, discrete 
units , such as LH IIIA:1 at Mycenae or LH IIIA:2 at Tiryns.  
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catalog, as Burns lumps together LH IIIA and LH IIIB in his 
inventory (see my Table III). During LH IIIA, sites with imports are fairly evenly distributed 
over the western Argolid. There are five sites represented in total: Argos, Asine, Prosymna, 
Tiryns, and Mycenae. As can be viewed in my Table III, the number of imports per site is on 
average rather small; Mycenae is the only site that stands out with eight items. For LH IIIB, 
the picture changes drastically. The distribution of imports is now limited to the three citadels, 
while the number of imports per site has increased considerably. Mycenae, for example, goes 
from 8 to 45 items, which makes it still stand out in comparison to the other sites. However, 
even though Mycenae holds the majority of imports, Tiryns is not lagging far behind. In fact, 
after Mycenae and Thebes, Tiryns has yielded the third largest concentration of imports in the 
entire LH IIIB Aegean.461 Moreover, the rise in the number of imports from LH IIIA to LH 
IIIB is steeper at Tiryns when compared to Mycenae (from 1 to 25 items). Finally, 

-Dendra has yielded a modest two items. 
The aforementioned changes that can be observed within the Palatial period are not entirely 

consistent with any of the three models discussed in § 4.2.2. The transition from LH IIIA to 
LH IIIB was not, as Sjöberg holds, accompanied by more economic equality between sites, 
but rather with more inequality, with fewer sites participating and imports being concentrated 
at only two sites. For the same reason, the data do not completely support the model proposed 
by Burns. While the distribution of imports is indeed relatively evenly dispersed during LH 
IIIA, one may question whether the few imports per site are sufficient to conclude that other 

uphold for the ensuing LH IIIB phase, when there is a clear contraction visible in the number 
of sites.462 However, while this in itse
centralization at Mycenae during LH IIIB, we have to take into account Tiryns as well.  

On the one hand, it can be argued that the large number of imports at Tiryns undermines 
 no centralization at Mycenae in LH IIIB when another 

center is able to take a large piece of the pie. On the other hand, we need to consider the idea 
that Tiryns did not operate independently, but functioned as the harbor town of Mycenae. 
Unfortunately, it may never be possible to determine the precise nature of the relationship 
between Mycenae and Tiryns, and the subject remains a matter of debate.463 Nevertheless, the 
concentration of imports allows us to conclude that during LH IIIB both sites functioned in 
the Argolid as important regional hubs in interregional networks.464 It may be tempting to 
infer from this that the palaces were indeed the only hubs in the networks as the center-
periphery model assumes (see e.g. § 3.5). However, as was already argued in § 4.3.3, 
consumption at palatial sites does not equal palatial control. Here, we also need to think more 
explicitly about the ramifications of analysis at a regional scale. Settlements such as Mycenae 
and Tiryns did not merely consist of the palaces, but also included other groups and 
individuals that operated (semi-)independently (see also § 3.2; 4.3.5). In other words, the 
palace and the palatial site are not one and the same. While this may seem as a rather trivial 
observation, at the regional scale these entities get conflated. This means that we cannot 
simply conclude that networks in the Argolid only involved palatial hubs, just because 
Mycenae and Tiryns are sites with palaces.  

 

                                                 
461 Cline 1994, 16, Tab. 6. 
462 As noted above, Burns has counted a higher number of imports compared to Cline. However, as can be seen 
in my Table III, the picture does not change much depending on whether one uses Cline or Burns. It is difficult 
to infer from this picture the level of competition that Burns envisages during the Palatial era (e.g. 1999, 184-
195). 
463 See discussion in § 4.2.2 for references. 
464 Cline 1994, 10; Parkinson 2010, 22. 
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In recent scholarship, there have been attempts to interpret the relationship between Tiryns 
and Mycenae in terms of preferential connections. According to Cline, Mycenae had 
preferential relations with Egypt, whereas Tiryns was more closely linked to Cyprus. He 
portrays these connections as mutually exclusive due to the dearth of Cypriot imports in 
Mycenae and of Egyptian imports in Tiryns (see my Tables V and VI).465 Meanwhile, in a 
joint paper, various scholars including Galaty, Sherratt,  

with Egypt, it was struck harder during the 12th-century crisis than Tiryns, which depended 
466 The premise that both sites were part of such 

highly distinct networks may seem attractive because it provides a new take on the 
relationship between Mycenae and Tiryns and offers a possible explanation for their diverging 
historical trajectories (see § 4.2.2). As we have seen in Chapter 3, however, a strict dichotomy 
between royal and commercial exchanges is hard to maintain in the face of the archaeological 
evidence, which shows traders moving in and out of royal service (Ugarit) and palatial and 
private cargoes on board of the same vessel (Uluburun). Therefore, this royal/commercial 
opposition cannot serve as a viable justification for the observed differences between 
Mycenae and Tiryns. In addition, there are further problems with the idea of preferential 
connections in this particular case. 

First of all, as was already noted, Murray has recently made the case that the number of 
Cypriot imports from Cyprus needs to be reduced considerably. This makes Tiryns stand out 
far less in comparison to other contemporary sites and also raises t
(i.e. the exchange of finished goods) captures the nature of Tirynthian-Cypriot relations.467 
Second, the number of total imports mentioned in the previous paragraphs might be somewhat 
misleading. As William Parkinson points out, 

arrived in the Aegean together.468 This means that, at least in theory, the differences observed 
between Mycenae and Tiryns could be the result of perhaps one or two shipments.469 Aside 
from artifacts from the same area arriving together, we also need to consider that items from 
different areas came to the Aegean in one cargo. We only need to think of the Uluburun 
shipwreck to recall that this was indeed sometimes the case. The ship contained objects from 
at least nine different areas, with material from Cyprus, Syro-Palestine, and Egypt comprising 
the largest categories.470 What is particularly intriguing is that this reflects the situation at 

II-VII), 
there are actually more Syro-Palestinian than Egyptian or Cypriot imports at each site.471 For 
this reason, he argues that the differences observed by Cline are better explained not as a 
result of preferential connections but rather of disparate depositional practices.472 

                                                 
465 Cline 2007, 191. 
466 Galaty  2009, 50. 
467 Murray 2013, 27. 
468 Parkinson 2010, 18. 
469 Cline actually hints at such a scenario himself for some of the Egyptian imports found in LH IIIB contexts at 
Mycenae. As he points out, these bear the cartouches of pharaoh Amenhotep III or his wife Tiye, which could 
imply that these items originated from one cargo. It may well be that this cargo did not arrive in LH IIIB but 
rather in the preceding phase, considering that the reign of Amenhotep III is usually taken to coincide with LH 
IIIA. See Cline 1994, 39; 2007, 193-194. 
470 See Cline 1994, 104, Fig. 22 for a preliminary count and Pulak 1997, 243 for a correction.  
471 Moreover, of the 12 imports added by Murray, 10 can be attributed a Near Eastern or Syro-Palestine origin. 
See Murray 2013, 585-586, App. B. 
472 Burns 1999, 76-78. 



 

60 
 

In order to illustrate this point, Burns examines the distribution of imports at Midea-Dendra. 
Here, the few imports reported from the settlement are Cypriot, whereas the imports found in 
the nearby tombs nearly all constitute Egyptian items.473 Burns notes a parallelism with 
Tiryns, where Cypriot imports are also found almost exclusively in settlement contexts. From 
this, he infers that 
which, in his opinion, could help explain the concentration of Cypriot items in Tiryns.474 
While he does not elucidate what these different purposes entail, Burns does observe that 
Cy
pottery and terracotta wall-brackets (see Figure 9 for an example of the latter).475 
Unfortunately, here he does not refer to the situation at Mycenae to make his point go full 

dominated by prestige items, made from exotic materials such as ivory, faience, and 
alabaster.476 al conclusion one 

which Cypriot items in Tiryns are found. More specifically, one anticipates them in the tombs, 
just like the Egyptian imports in Midea-Dendra. However, the contexts of Egyptian and other 

imports at Mycenae demonstrate that the distinction 
is, in fact, not so clear-cut.   

During the Palatial period, most of the Egyptian 
imports in Mycenae are not found in tombs but in 
the settlement, both on the acropolis and in the 
houses outside the citadel.477 In general, the number 
of imports within the citadel matches that found in a 
series of buildings outside the walls known 

y 

recovered from them.478 The House of the Oil 
Merchant Group is renowned for its conspicuous 

concentration of wealth in one area. Aside from the ca. 19.000 ivory fragments, there are 28 
imports, including stone and faience vessels from Egypt and Syro-Palestine, coarse ware 
stirrup-jars from western Crete (including one inscribed specimen), a Canaanite amphora, a 
Cypriot or locally produced stone mortar, and an Italian mold for a winged ax  the only 
Italian import Cline includes in his catalog for the Palatial Argolid.479 There are also faience 
kylikes that may be  since they are Mycenaean in shape but 
required knowledge of Egyptian or Syro-Palestinian practices for their assembly.480 In 
addition, the House of the Oil Merchant Group has yielded several Linear B tablets, which 
deal with topics such as wool, spices, personnel, and, perhaps, even inter-Aegean exchange.481 
Due to the presence of these tablets, a lot has been written about the status of the buildings.  

                                                 
473 Burns makes this observation based on a number of imports that are not listed in Cline, see my Table III. 
474 Burns 1999, 78. 
475 Burns 1999, 77-78. In fact, as was already noted, the wall brackets are not imported, see Maran 2004. 
476 Burns 1999, 76. 
477 Cline 1994, Cat. II. 
478 Tournavitou 1995; Burns 2010, 147-148.  
479 Burns 1999, 245-246 (his cat. nos. 63-90  cross reference with Cline 1994 for the origins of the imports). See 
also Burns 2010, 148-151. 
480 Burns 2010, 156. 
481 Burns 2010, 148-151; Tournavitou 1995, 257-269. The tablet that may refer to inter-Aegean exchange comes 
from the House of Shields and is translated as denoting a shipment of a common type of wool cloth, 

, to the palace at Thebes to be offered to the deity . For a discussion, see Palaima 1991, 276-277. 
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In fact, the discussion appears to follow the same structure as the debate on the Mycenaean 
economy (see § 3.2). When Alan Wace first excavated these buildings, Linear B was still in 
the process of decipherment. He was thus unaware of the nature of the Mycenaean economy, 
let alone could image to what extent the palaces were involved. Therefore, Wace interpreted 
these buildings as the houses of private merchants, hence names such as House of the Oil 
Merchant.482 Subsequently, Michael Ventris and John Chadwick  the decipherers of Linear B 
 connected the House of the Oil Merchant Group to the palatial administration.483 When 

Halstead published his work on the nonpalatial sector, Ione Mylonas-Shear questioned the 
palatial monopoly in areas that the Houses were involved in, such as ivory production and 
commerce.484 About a decade later, Iphigenia Tournavitou portrays a picture of palace 
officials being private individuals who act on behalf of the palace but could also be involved 
in business ventures of a private character.485 Most recently, Burns has argued that the 
buildings were owned by members of the lower status elite who were competing with the 
palace for power and wealth.486 
wholes, but consisted of individual actors, often organized as groups and factions; 

487 The picture painted by 
Tournavitou and Burns fits in well with the idea of Nakassis that members of the elite were 

488 

from the 
House of the Oil Merchant Group do not fall neatly in one of these categories but represent a 

mortar that may have been locally produced. In addition, even though the objects themselves 

489 This ties in with the comments 
made before that a) we need to separate the exchange from the production and consumption of 

far more multifaceted manner at the local level. One could even go as far as argue that the 
network multiplexity that can be observed at the interregional level of analysis is, in fact, 
reflected at the local level. First of all, the kylikes represent a class of that fits well 
with the international koinè  they cannot be assigned to a particular place of origin but rather 
embody the connectedness of eastern Mediterranean elites. Second, the west Cretan stirrup 
jars belong to the wider network of Mycenaean and Aegean pottery overseas that included the 
western parts of the Mediterranean as well.490 Finally, the House of the Oil Merchant Group 
has also yielded a rather different type of object not pertaining to relations with the east but 
rather with the west  the mold for an Italian winged ax. As we will learn in Parts II and III, it 
is not the only e  
                                                 
482 Wace 1954, 171. In fact, the House of the Oil Merchant was originally designated by the more neutral name  

 
483 Ventris/Chadwick 1956, 109-110, 217-218. 
484 Mylonas-Shear 1987, 4-6. 
485 Tournavitou 1995, 298. 
486 Burns 2010, 160-161, 194-195. It should be noted that although they actually share similar viewpoints, Burns 
argues against Tournavitou by stating that she emphasizes the private nature of the buildings. This is misleading 
as the opposite is true. In fact, she is skeptical that the amount of wealth concentrated at the buildings could have 
been entirely free of palatial control, see e.g. Tournavitou 1995, 288. 
487 Burns 2010, 161.  
488 Nakassis actually explicitly states that his new way of thinking in terms of elite multitaskers can help to settle 
the debate about the House of the Oil Merchant Group, see Nakassis 2013, 185. 
489 See also Burns 2010, 161 for similar observations. 
490 For example, coarse ware stirrup-jars from western Crete have been reported from Roca Vecchia and other 
Recent Bronze Age sites. See Guglielmino 2005, 641 and nn. 19-21; Guglielmino . 2010, 277. 
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                   Part II: Introducing the Italian Material 
 
4.4.1. The Italian Connection: Collection and Assessment of the Data 
The Argolid has a long history of connections with Italy. From the early Mycenaean period 
onwards, it was one of the main suppliers of Mycenaean pottery to the west and continued 
fulfilling this role throughout the Palatial period.491 For the earliest phases, there is no 
material in the Argolid to support the Italian connection, but the first evidence appears during 
LH IIIB.492 As was noted in § 4.3, Italian material is, however, vastly underrepresented in the 
four catalog 493 Although past 
researchers have tackled the problem of identifying Italian material in the Aegean, the data are 
scattered over several publications that do not deal with the subject of Italian material in the 
Aegean , but rather with individual artifact types, comparative chronologies or broader 

494 This makes it difficult to assess the state and extent 
of the available evidence in the Argolid for connections with Italy during the Bronze Age  
Iron Age transition. In order to remedy this, the purpose of this section is to compose an 
inventory of finds that is as complete as possible. Additionally, it seeks to provide a critical 
assessment of the dataset thus assembled, by evaluating previous and current interpretations. 
A new catalog (Catalog I) has been established accordingly. 
 
4.4.2. Nature of the Evidence: A Heterogeneous Dataset 
Possible evidence for Italian connections in the Late Bronze Age Aegean has not always been 
recognized as such. Much of the material that is cited in research today, has traditionally been 

Important exceptions are the articles of Anna Maria Bietti Sestieri, Anthony Harding, and 
Hartmut Matthäus on the connections between Aegean and Italian bronzework from the 1970s 
and early 1980s and, more recently, various papers by Jung and colleagues and the paper by 
Iacono mentioned in the previous chapter.495 Extensive overviews are rare. There is one 
catalog compiled by Jan Bouzek in 1985 that contains a lot of relevant material, but it is much 
wider in scope; it is concerned with the interrelations between the Aegean, Anatolia, and 
Europe during the entire second millennium BC.496 Although it is possible to extract the 
evidence for the connections between Italy and the Argolid during the Bronze Age  Iron Age 
transition, there are several reasons why for the present investigations it is necessary to move 

catalog. First of all, for the analysis in the third part of this chapter detailed 
information regarding the context of objects is required that is not presented in this catalog. 
Secondly, since 1985 more items have been interpreted in terms of connections with Italy that 
need to be taken into consideration.497  

There are different categories of evidence that are currently taken to represent Italo-Aegean 
relations. The first category entails a number of bronze types, which are thought to differ from 
the contemporary Mycenaean bronze production. These bronzes are often referred to as 

 because many scholars believe that their types can ultimately be traced 
                                                 
491 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 209; French 2005, 125. 
492 See e.g. Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-126; Jung 2009c, 136-139.  
493 The catalogs in Lambrou-Phillipson 1991, Cline 1994, Burns 1999, and Murray 2013. 
494 Individual artifact types: e.g. Blinkenberg 1926; Catling 1956; Kilian 1985. Comparative chronologies: 
Müller- ; Harding 
1984; Bouzek 1985. 
495 Bietti Sestieri 1973; Harding 1975; Matthäus 1980a; Jung  2009b; 2009c; Iacono 2013. 
496 Bouzek 1985. 
497 Particularly important in this respect is the later work by Klaus Kilian, such as Kilian 1983; 1985; 2007,  and, 
more recently, the ongoing research of Reinhard Jung and colleagues, e.g. Jung 2006; 2009c; Jung/Mehofer 
2005-2006; 2013; Jung . 2008. 
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back to prototypes associated with the so-
northern Italy.498 of artifacts: 
weapons and armor, tools, and ornaments. In the Argolid, the only piece of armor known to 
date is the so- 499 in other areas, such as Achaia, armory is more 
frequent.500Among the weapons are the so-called Naue II  
spearheads with solid-cast sockets and possibly the Peschiera daggers.501 It has been 
suggested that the latter may not actually represent daggers but are better classified as multi-
purpose knives.502 Knives are the most dominant tools among the 
Traditionally, much importance has been attached to one-edged knives, including flange-
hilted 503 Other tools are rare; the winged ax, 
represented by the stone casting mold from Mycenae, may be considered as such, although it 
may have functioned as a weapon as well.504 
classified as ornaments. Most important are the fibulae and long pins, types of dress fasteners 
that are associated with a new style of clothing (see below).505 Enigmatic small spoked wheels 
that are not only rendered in bronze but also in bone, ivory, and lead may be related; they are 
often viewed as pinheads.506 Finally, bronze spiraled finger rings are considered to be part of 

henomenon as well.507 
Aside from the bronzes, a type of pottery known as Handmade Burnished Ware (HBW) is 

also considered in current research. As its name already indicates, the ware is handmade and 
has a burnished surface. It is usually characterized by a coarse fabric, which is relatively dark 
in color and often mottled.508 On Crete and the Greek mainland, HBW, therefore, constitutes a 
dramatic departure from other contemporary local ceramic traditions. These may exhibit and 
combine some of the traits visible in HBW, but never exhibit them all at the same time.509 For 
this reason, HBW has been identified as an important cultural novelty in the Late Bronze Age 
Aegean. Since its discovery, there has been a debate whether HBW represents a local or a 
foreign development. Provenance tests have shown that the majority of HBW was produced 
locally in the Aegean; as a result, there has been an academic deadlock of sorts that has lasted 
for nearly four decades.510 
encompasses several types of unrelated pottery. In the Argolid, two of these types may be 

HDP comprises a local development that first appears after LH IIIC Early and continues into 
the Early Iron Age. Although the majority of HBW was also produced locally, it can be linked 
to the pottery of southern Italy. In contrast to HDP, it appears already in LH IIIB:2 
Early and seems to die out in the course of LH IIIC.511  

                                                 
498 -64. 
499 my Catalog I.103. See further Verdelis 1963; Snodgrass 2000 [1971], 317-321. 
500 There are, for example, sets of leg greaves (Portes; Kallithea), shield bosses (Portes; Spaliareïka; Achladies-
Chadzi), and a helmet (Portes), see my Catalog III. 
501 Bouzek 1985, 122-142. 
502 Bouzek 1985, 135. 
503 tthäus 1980a, 129-133. 
504 Stubbings 1954b, 297; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 134.   
505 Bouzek 1985, 152-167. 
506 Matthäus 1980a, 117-128; Bouzek 1985, 171-172. 
507 Bouzek 1985, 167-170. 
508 Rutter 1975, 17-18; French 1989, 39; Jung 2006, 22-23. 
509 Rutter 1975, 18.  
510 Important contributions to the discussion include Rutter 1976; 1990b; Walberg 1976; Deger-Jalkotzy 1977; 
French/Rutter 1977; Kilian 1978; Catling/Catling 1981; Bankoff/Winter 1984; Bouzek 1985, 183ff; French 
1989; Small 1990; 1997. For summaries of the discussion, see Jung 2006, 21-47; Kilian 2007, 1-3. 
511 See e.g. Bettelli 1999; 2002; 2009, 115; Jung 2005, 480; Kilian 2007, 75; Lis 2009a, 152. 
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There are several artifact types that are possibly related to HBW. First of all, there are clay 
spools that Klaus Killian considers part of the HBW phenomenon.512 According to Lorenz 
Rahmstorf, it is likely that they were used as loom weights, although for the smaller 
specimens a function as weights for tablet weaving cannot be excluded.513 Secondly, Kilian 
classifies a number of figurines as HBW on the basis of their fabric.514 Another artifact type 
that might be related to HBW is known variously as Pseudominyan or Grey Ware. This type 
of pottery is characterized by a burnished surface, but the fabric is much lighter in color and 
the pottery is wheel-made.515 In southern Italy, a ware similar to Grey Ware can be found. It is 
known as and is regarded as an Aegean influence that might be related to the 
LH I  IIIA production of Grey Minyan, a type of pottery that is more at place in MH.516 The 
vessel types of Aegean Grey Ware overlap with those attested in . For this 
reason, they are considered related.517 Finally, there are HBW shapes and decorations that are 
incorporated in the repertoire of standard Mycenaean pottery, as well shapes that are more 
common to .518  
 

orians 
519 This hypothesis was in line with the then 

prevailing notion of the transition from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period as a major 
cultural breaking point (see § 3.4). Additionally, it helped to account for other contemporary 
developments in the archaeological record, such as the introduction of cremation and/or cist 
graves and  after its discovery  also the HBW, which was, therefore, initially known as 

520 One major concern of early sc
was to pinpoint exactly where the invaders came from. This was not an easy task, as most 
bronzes have a wide spatial distribution in areas including northern and central Europe, the 
Balkans, Italy, the Aegean, and the eastern Mediterranean.521 They also have a broad 
chronological range, first appearing in LH IIIB and continuing well into LH IIIC, SM, or 
sometimes even the Early Iron Age.522 
proposed that the bronzes did not represent one cultural package but three consecutive waves 
of invaders, of which the first two date to the period between ca. 1250  1000 BC.523 

 and  the destruction layers of 1200 BC 
(LH IIIB  C) represents the first wave. The invaders brought along violin-bow fibulae, 
Peschiera daggers, certain types of one-edged knives, flamed spearheads, Naue II type 
swords, and the so-called Lausitzer pottery  found in Macedonia.524 
of these types could be found in the northwestern Balkans, Italy, and Greece, but because in 

 in the 

                                                 
512 Kilian 2007, 39-44. 
513 This has been suggested for similar clay spools in Italy, see Gleba 2008, 138-153. 
514 Kilian 2007, 45. 
515 Jung 2006, 47-51; Belardelli/Bettelli 2007. 
516 Pålsson Hallager 1983; Vagnetti 1985a; 1985b. 
517 Belardelli 1999, 453-455. 
518 Belardelli 1999, 458; Bettelli 1999, 467. 
519 -58, 69-72, 224-225. 
520 Desborough 1964, 37- 40, 259-260; Catling/Catling 1981. See also discussion in Dickinson 2006, 50-53. 
521 See e.g. Carancini/Peroni 1997, 343-344.  
522 Naue II type swords, for example, were used into the EIA, see e.g. Foltiny 1964, 255. 
523  
524  1948, 14-15. 
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northern Balkans were poorly investigated at the time of his writing.525 The second wave 
arrived during the SM  PG transition and is marked by destruction levels at sites such as 
Mycenae, Tiryns, and Asine in the Argolid, as well as various other mainland sites. It carried 
various types of iron artifacts, bronze long pins, bow fibulae, and shield bosses, as well as 
developed forms of the bronzes that were already introduced with the first wave.526 
linked the second wave to the area of Epirus and identified it with the coming of the 
Dorians.527 Subsequent scholars, such as Desborough and Sandars, arrived at similar 
conclusions.528 

artifact types and practices to earlier, local material culture. This is particularly evident in the 
work of Jean Deshayes on the pins and fibulae from the Late Bronze Age Deiras cemetery in 
Argos, and that of Imma Kilian-Dirlmeier on the Bronze Age and Early Iron Age pins and 
pendants of mainland Greece (see also § 4.5.4.a and § 4.5.4.b). Both scholars turn to the 
Middle Helladic and Shaft Grave periods for prototypes and consider their appearance in LH 
IIIB and LH IIIC as a revival or persistence of pre-Mycenaean traditions.529 This shift can be 

cultural anomaly and continuity is perceived between the MH and PG periods. As a result of 
this perspective, other cultural elements that were traditionally attributed to the invaders also 
became evidence for the continuation of this Greek substratum, such as the presence of 
apsidal huts in both MH and EPG.530  

Turning to the locally produced HBW, there are striking parallels with the aforementioned 
interpre
represent a foreign element in the Late Bronze Age Aegean. Rutter, who published the first 

thern 

types of wares in Rumania and Bulgaria.531 Although Rutter did not make any inference about 
the historical implications, some of his contemporaries made a more explicit connection with 

532 From the onset, however, the hypothesis of HBW as a foreign element was 
questioned. Scholars such as Gisele Waldberg and David Small argued that the pottery forms 
some kind of response to the collapse of the Mycenaean palaces and represents a household 
mode of production that can be connected to the later handmade wares of the Early Iron 
Age.533 This fits in well with the attempts of scholars to link the bronzes to local practices. 

What becomes clear from the above is that the parallel developments in the discussions of 

from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period. Originally, the bronzes and HBW were tied to the 
same invaders that scholars held responsible for the destruction of the Mycenaean palaces. 
After the invaders hypothesis fell out of favor and the idea emerged of a MH revival, attempts 
were made to tie specific types to earlier or at least local traditions. As we have seen in § 3.4, 
however, a more nuanced picture has since emerged that considers aspects of both continuity 
and change during the Postpalatial era. At the same time, it has become increasingly clear that 
                                                 
525  
526 -15. 
527  
528 Desborough 1962, 8-13; 1964, 217-263; Sandars 1964. 
529 Deshayes 1966, 205, 208; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984, 74-79. 
530 See e.g. Snodgrass 2000 [1971], xxxi, 179-183, 383-386; 2002. 
531 Rutter 1975. 
532 Barbarian: Catling/Catling 1981. For Dorian, see bibliography in Kilian 1978, 311 and n. 4; 2007,  2-3 and 
nn. 6, 15-16. 
533 Walberg 1976; Small 1990; 1997. 
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external relations persisted after the destruction of the palaces and played an important role in 
Postpalatial communities (see Chapter 1). Perhaps this is why current scholarship is revisiting 

around, however, they are not attributed to northern invaders but are rather regarded as the 
result of some of form of cultural exchange. Prime concerns in the discussion are to identify 
the modes of transfer (goods, ideas, people), the exchange partner(s), and the organization of 
the exchange. Recent research places emphasis on the connections with Italy and puts forward 
particular models to explain these connections. As we will see below, these models are greatly 
influenced by center-periphery thinking and, therefore, require a reassessment.  

 
4.4.4. Current Scholarship: Italian Immigrants and Aegean Palaces 
As noted in § 4.4.2, recent research suggests a link between HBW and Italian . Like 
HBW, Italian is a handmade and burnished ware that is produced in an open fire. Its 
fabric is similarly coarse, dark, and mottled,534 and some of its shapes and decorations, such 
as carinated vessels and impressed plastic bands, find exact comparisons in the Aegean 
HBW.535 On the basis of this, the current consensus is that at the time of its arrival in the 

predominantly local production, this raises questions about what the local production of such 

Aegean communities in imitation of Italian . In this scenario, HBW is valued for its 
exotic appearance and qualities and signals the exchange of ideas or knowledge regarding its 
production technology, style, and perhaps even its use.536 As Lis argues, however, this 

possible 
imitation of a few shapes or attractive mode of decoration, but with [the] production of more 
or less complete assemblages with the use of technology diverging in all possible respects 

537 For these and other reasons, the first HBW is 
generally considered the product of small groups of Italian immigrants of some sort in the 
Aegean.538 It should be noted, however, that some specimens are identified as tentative Italian 
imports on the basis of petrographic analyses and/or quality. This is most notably the case in 
Tiryns, but there are also HBW imports reported at Lefkandi, the Menelaion, and Cyprus.539 

Since Bietti Sestieri, Harding, and Matthäus (see § 4.4.2), increasingly more studies argue 
ean as well. This argument is mainly 

based on detailed typological analyses, which indicate close similarities between specific 
540 In recent 

years, however, archaeometric testing has also been brought in the discussion. A joint project 
by Reinhard Jung, Ioannis Moschos, and Mathias Mehofer involving EDXRF and lead 

Mycenaean-type bronzes found in the Aegean. The project focuses on material found in 
Achaia 
Naue II type sword from Mycenae.541 Jung, Moschos, and Mehofer revealed that most of the 

re produced from Cypriot copper, just like local, Mycenaean-
                                                 
534 Buxeda i Garrigós  2003. 
535 Bettelli 1999, 464-466; Jung 2006, 32-39. 
536 Iacono 2013, 66. A similar explanation has been put forward for the contemporary locally produced Aegean-
style pottery in southern Italy, see e.g. Buxeda i Garrigós  2003. 
537 Lis 2009a, 153. 
538 See e.g. Bettelli 1999; Jung 2009a, 78; 2009b, 148; Kilian 2007, 77-80.   
539 For Tiryns, see Kilian 2007, 54 and my Cat. I.84, I.87, I.91, I.92, I.95, I.99. For Lefkandi, the Melelaion, and 
Cyprus, see Iacono 2013, 63 with references. 
540 See e.g. Jung 2009c; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006; 2013; Jung . 2008. 
541 Jung . 2008, 86-87, 94-95. 
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unidentified source.542 
produced. Ho  including at least one Naue II 
type sword  are made with the same copper as Italian bronzes. This demonstrates that they 
were imported from Italy.543  

Various models have been put forward to explain the presenc
Aegean. A common hypothesis features these bronzes as the product of Italian craftsmen and 
mercenaries employed by the Mycenaean palaces. Originally, this theory was based solely on 

nzes were locally produced in the Aegean.544 
Recently, however, proponents of this theory have pointed to the Italian character of HBW in 
support of this Italian immigrant hypothesis.545 Susan Sherratt, however, proposes a rather 
different scenario. She argues that the indicates a 
maritime diffusion that overlaps in both space and time with the distribution of Cypriot rod 
stands, amber, and utilitarian iron objects. According to Sherratt, this indicates  together with 
the number of bronzes in circulation and the nature of their contexts  that their exchange was 
decentralized and outside palatial control. Consequently, she connects the introduction of the 

 activities of the same Cypriot private traders who she 
views as instrumental in the collapse of the Mycenaean palatial economy (see § 3.3  3.5).546  

he points out, the distribution pattern changes from a diachronic perspective. The first bronzes 
in the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean are found in the Uluburun shipwreck and the palatial 
centers of Knossos and Mycenae. According to Jung, this centralized distribution suggests 
palatial involvement, something he sees confirmed by the contexts of the bronzes  which he 

547 In 
cles of 

trade. As already noted, Jung and his colleagues have shown by means of EDXRF and lead 
isotope analysis that the majority of bronzes in Achaia were produced with Cypriot copper.548 
Lead isotope analyses by another team of investigators indicate that this is also the case for 

Aegean and eastern Mediterranean  i.e. those 
aboard Uluburun.549 According to Jung, this means that the bronzes in the Aegean and eastern 
Mediterranean did not circulate as articles of trade from Italy but were produced locally in the 
region.550 In a series of related papers, Jung and his colleagues elaborate upon this point by 
considering  among other things  
propose a modified version of the mercenaries/craftsmen model to account for the 

                                                 
542 Jung . 2008, 88-90. 
543 Jung . 2008, 88, 91 (four from Achaia, including the Scoglio del Tonno type razor from the cemetery at 
Klauss, see also my Cat. III.42, and a non-specified number of Naue II type swords and spearheads), 94-95 (the 
Naue II type sword from the Tsountas hoard at Mycenae, see also my Cat. I.49). 
544 See e.g. Catling 1961; Desborough 1964, 70; Carancini/Peroni 1997. 
545 See e.g. Bettelli 1999; 2002.  
546 Sherratt 2000. 
547 Jung 2009c, 136-138. 
548 Jung . 2008. 
549 Jung 2009c, 132.  
550 
of trade . Hypothetically speaking, we could envisage a scenario where Cypriot connections with the 

 

However, Borgna (2009) has recently provided solid arguments against this model. First of all, for the period 
under consideration, ns. 
Second, important ile they are present in 
both Italy and the Aegean.  
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introduction of both the HBW and the bronzes in the Aegean.551 For the Postpalatial period, in 
contrast, they envisage guest-friendships between Aegean and Italian elites, involving the 
exchange of finished goods and metallurgical knowhow.552 

to be considered which puts the exchange of metallurgical knowhow center stage. This model 
is favored by several Italian archaeologists, including Bietti Sestieri. She has developed an 
interpretative model 
bronzes. It starts from the position that the spread of these bronzes all over Europe and the 
Mediterranean reflects a transmission of technology that resulted in the emergence of a 

.553 Within this koinè, Bietti Sestieri regards Italy as a mediator between 
he Aegean, but also 

new types and features are continuously developed back and forth.554 As far as the modes of 
transfer are concerned, Bietti Sestieri proposes for both the Palatial and Postpalatial periods a 
combination between the exchange of finished goods and metallurgical skills. More precisely, 
she regards metal workshops to be the locus of this exchange and hints at the co-presence of 
Aegean and Italian smiths in Italy. Although this model envisages a more active role for Italy 

 the previous two models, ultimately Bietti Sestieri considers the emergence of the 
metallurgical koinè as a byproduct of the Aegean quest for European raw materials.555   

So far, three models pertaining to the Italian connection have been discussed. In the first two 

of Italian immigrants or Cypriot traders. The third model questions this A-to-B directionality, 
by positing bilateral connections between Italy and the Aegean. Despite these differences, the 
three models share a common thread; they all focus on links across the Adriatic at the expense 

 previous subsection, the emergence of 

Postpalatial period, but there are several other factors that need to be considered as well. 
Firstly, the focus on Italy ca

556 This seems to be related to the turn away more in general from narratives 
involving invaders from the north.557 
least some of the evidence, such as the five bronzes that were proven to be imported from 

Aegean, not between the Balkans and the Aegean. 

are no possible alternatives to consider. In fact, there are several indications that point to the 
existence of overland routes during the Late Bronze Age. For example, the distribution of 
Mainland Polychrome, Matt-painted, and Mycenaean pottery in the northern Aegean suggests 

                                                 
551 Their model differs from that of previous scholars in that it does not assume active recruitment within Italy. 
Instead, it considers a situation where skirmishes between Italian warrior bands and the Mycenaean palaces in 
the Aegean led to the incorporation of these bands within the ranks of the Mycenaean armies. This model is 
inspired by 12th-century BC sources which indicate a similar mechanism for the Sea Peoples in Egypt. See e.g. 
Jung 2009c; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006; Jung/Mehofer 2013. 
552 Eder/Jung 2005; Jung . 2008; Jung/Mehofer 2013. 
553 It should be noted that the concept of the 
bronzes, another alternative ter For example, Carancini/Peroni 
1997 discuss the but propose the mercenaries/craftsmen model as an explanation.  
554 -Aegean relations, see Saltini Semerari 2010; 2016. 
555 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 384-386, 407- 412. 
556 Kilian 1985, 145. 
557 Maran 2007, 3. 
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that Thessaly, southwest Macedonia, and the coastal regions around the Thermaïc gulf were in 
close contact with the southern Greek mainland at least from LH I  II onwards.558 There are 
two important routes leading from the northern Aegean into the Balkans: one, following the 
valley of the Axios/Vardar and Morava rivers west of the Chalkidiki into FYROM and Serbia, 
the other, following the Struma river valley east of the Chalkidiki up into Bulgaria.559 Bouzek 
stresses that both routes were not always operational because they could be easily blocked by 
small military units.560 Yet the Struma valley was definitely in use during the Palatial period, 
as indicated by the presence of LH IIIA  B pottery at various sites in southern Bulgaria.561 
The distribution of Mycenaean pottery also indicates alternative routes via Epirus and 
Albania.562 While it is possible that some of these routes ultimately went across the Adriatic, 
the existence of a land route into the western Balkans should not be excluded.563  

bronzes and the locally produced HBW, invaders turn into mercenaries or craftsmen recruited 
by the Mycenaean palaces. Alternatively, the bronzes become articles of the subversive trade 
that destabilized the palatial monopoly on the organization of Mycenaean external relations. 
As was already argued in the previous chapter, the second hypothesis is in need of revision 
due to shifts in thinking about the Mycenaean economy and the transition from the Palatial to 
the Postpalatial period. Moreover, both scenarios can be considered as a direct result of 
center-periphery thinking, because a) the incentive for contact lies with the Aegean, and b) 
contacts are either centrally organized by the palaces or viewed as disrupting palatial forms of 
exchange. Alternative models that portray the connections between Italy and the Aegean as a 
two-way street may be considered as less biased by the center-periphery model in the sense 
that they dispose of the one-sidedness of interactions, yet such models still suffer from 
narrowness in focus that stems from binary thinking. Ultimately, the incentive lies with the 
Aegean and Italy is merely a convenient middleman between Aegean-European interactions. 
In addition, by focusing on the connections between the Aegean and Italy, these interpretative 
models tend to make us lose sight of the Balkans. 

 As a result of these research biases in current interpretative models, in the next sections, I 

under the light of more detailed scrutiny. In order to facilitate such an in-depth analysis, 
Catalog 

catalog each individual sherd of HBW but 
only lists possible imports individually and offers an overview of the locally produced HBW 
and related phenomena present at each site, as this provides sufficient detail to allow for a 
reconsideration of the HBW phenomenon. Before moving to my more detailed analysis of the 

distribution of entries in Catalog I as an introduction to Part III.  
 

Table VIII lists the number of catalog entries and the presence of locally produced HBW per 
subphase for each site represented in Catalog I. It is important to note that much of the 
material comes from older excavations for which the find context is no longer known.564 As a 
result, it is not possible to assign a date on the basis of associated pottery. In these instances, 
                                                 
558 Eder 2009; Horejs 2007; Papadimitriou 2008. Other categories of evidence, such as the distribution of seals 
point to a similar direction. See e.g. Eder 2007a; 2007b.  
559 See e.g. Stevanovich/Bankoff 1998, 255-257. 
560 Bouzek 1994, 221. 
561 Bolohan 2005, 165 and n. 29. 
562 Tartaron 2005; Touchais/Lera 2007. 
563 Molloy (2016, 346-347) has recently also argued for the importance of land routes through the Balkans. 
564 This is, for example, the case for much of the material excavated by Schliemann and Tsountas at Mycenae. 
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artifacts are sometimes dated through typochronology, but these dates are usually not very 
precise. This makes it difficult to attribute them to a specific subphase. For more recent 
excavations, the contextual association is not always clear as well. For example, the winged-
ax mold that was found in the House of the Oil Merchant (see § 4.3.5) is usually dated to LH 
IIIB:2 because it was found among the LH IIIB:2 destruction debris of room 4 of that house. 
Its exact find spot was above the floor level of room 4, which led the excavators to posit the 
mold must have fallen from an upper story.565 Bietti Sestieri, however, suggests a date later 
than LH IIIB on the basis of Italian typochronology and holds that the mold is a later 
intrusion.566 Disagreements such as these further hamper the attribution of single artifacts to a 
specific period. That said, a more precise date can be provided in a number of cases, which 
makes it possible to sketch some general developments in the chronological distribution of the 
dataset.  

For this purpose, Table VIII distinguishes between those objects that can be dated 
specifically to LH IIIB, LH IIIC, or SM (SM  PG transition included) and those dated more 
generally to the LH IIIB  C or LH IIIC  SM periods. For those items that cannot be 

likely that these items can all be dated to the period between LH IIIB and the SM  PG 
transition. Table VIII is structured in such a way that it helps to facilitate comparisons with 
the datasets of Cline and Burns (= Table III). As was noted in the previous section, Cline 
appears to have a particular disposition for eastern items as far as the Argolid is concerned. 

- catalog 
of , it can be argued that it contains the same bias towards eastern items. As a result, 
a comparison between Tables III and VIII basically mounts up to a comparison between 
eastern and western connections for the LH IIIB, LH IIIB  C, and LH IIIC subphases.  
 
Table VIII. Overview of catalog entries and presence of locally produced HBW (after Catalog I). 
Site Unknown LH IIIB LH IIIB  C LH IIIC LH IIIC  SM SM** Total 
 OB* HW  OB HW  OB HW  OB HW  OB HW  OB   
Unknown 4                 4 
Argos          6   1   6  13 
Argive 
Heraion 

      2      1   1  4 

Asine           X       - 
Iria    1              1 
Midea     X     1        1 
Mycenae 12   13 X  9   11 X     6  51 
Modi       2           2 
Nauplion 1                 1 
Prosymna             1     1 
Tiryns 4   8 X  1   10 X     2  25 
Tsoungiza    1              1 
Total 20   23   24   28   3   15  104 
* OB = Objects; HW = locally produced HBW. 
** This subphase includes one item dated to the SM  PG transition. 
 

If one compares the total number of entries for each subphase in Table VIII, the distribution 
across phases does not differ considerably. For LH IIIB, LH IIIB  C, and LH IIIC the 
numbers increase steadily from 23 to 24 and 28 entries. This provides a stark contrast with 
Table III, where there is a sharp drop in LH IIIC instead. Cline observes that the decrease in 
the number of during LH IIIC may have its origins in the preceding LH IIIB:2 

                                                 
565 Stubbings 1954, 298.  
566 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 399. 
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some scholars see as the result of an earthquake. According to Cline, it is possible that, if this 
earthquake occurre

567 However, the rise in the number 
of catalog entries for LH IIIB, LH IIIB  C, and LH IIIC demonstrates that the major sites in 
the Argolid were still perfectly capable of maintaining external relations after the destructions. 
Indeed, when comparing Tables III and VIII, the data rather seem to suggest a shift in 

 western connections during 
the LH IIIB  C transition. Consequently, the data collected in Catalog I indicate that the 
impact of the LH IIIB:2 destructions was, in fact, much smaller than Cline assumes.  

For LH IIIC  SM and SM the number of catalog entries seems to drop considerably (to 3 
and 15 items respectively). In order to interpret this, however, there are a number of issues to 
consider. First of all, we need to recall that the SM phase is controversial. Those scholars that 
do accept its validity contend that this phase occupies a much shorter time span than the 
preceding LH IIIB and LH IIIC phases (see § 2.8). The most recent analyses regarding 
absolute chronology by Sturt Manning, Bernard Weninger, and Reinhard Jung suggest that 
LH IIIB lasted ca. 130 years (1330/15  1200/1190 BC568), LH IIIC ca. 125 years (1200/1190 
 1075/50 BC569 or 1210/00  1085/80 BC570), and SM ca. 15  45 years (1085/80  1070/40 

BC571). If we then calculate the average per annum, this gives us the values of 0.177, 0.224, 
and 0.333, which could be taken as evidence for a rise from LH IIIC to SM instead of a drop. 
However, here we need to also consider a further issue. The catalog entries noted for LH IIIB 
 C are much higher than those noted for LH IIIC  SM. This is likely a result of the fact that 

typological differences between LH IIIC and SM are more pronounced than between LH IIIB 
and LH IIIC. In any case, if we assume that at least a portion of the entries for LH IIIB  C, in 
fact, belongs to LH IIIC we are left with an increased value per annum for LH IIIC. Yet even 
if we take half of the LH IIIB  C entries and add them to LH IIIC (28 plus 12 is 40), this 
gives us a value of 0.32, which would still imply a net increase of entries for the SM period. 
Therefore, it is safe to conclude that the dramatic drop of catalog finds for SM is misleading 
and directly correlated to the dramatic drop in the number of years for this phase. 

While the distribution of catalog entries increases consistently from LH IIIB to SM, the 
picture becomes more dynamic when we take a look at individual sites. For LH IIIB, Iria and 
Tsoungiza have each yielded one catalog entry. Both sites are usually considered a smaller-
order, nonpalatial settlement.572 In this respect, their presence in the distribution of LH IIIB is 
intriguing, although perhaps not terribly significant on the basis of merely one item. Indeed, 
the only two sites that have yielded more than one entry are Tiryns and Mycenae. Together 
with Midea, these sites are also the only ones that have locally produced HBW. Although the 
difference between the former two sites is not incredibly large (8 and 13 entries), it does seem 
to indicate that Mycenae has yielded more material than Tiryns. This pattern cannot be 
considered as the result of research biases. Not only is Tiryns investigated as extensively as 
Mycenae, Klaus Kilian   had a particular interest for 

                                                 
567 Cline 1994, 11. 
568 Manning 2010, 23. 
569 Manning 2010, 23. 
570 Weninger/Jung 2009. 
571 Weninger/Jung 2009. 
572 Due to the limited extent of the Iria excavations (10 days in 1939), no definite conclusions can be reached 

-called 
arly surveys of the German Archaeological Institute in Athens have also yielded 

Mycenaean remains on the nearby Guftokastro. The excavator of Iria considered the latter a possible candidate 
for a Mycenaean citadel. See Döhl 1973, 127-128 for the history of research at Iria. Tsoungiza has been referred 

 e.g. Dabney  2004; Thomas 2005. 
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Italian connections in the Tirynthian material.573 Interestingly, a comparison with Table III 
reveals a similar picture. Mycenae, Tiryns, and Midea are the only sites that have yielded 
imports, and the bulk of the material is found at Mycenae. As was concluded for the previous 
section, the concentration of imports at palatial sites does not equate to palatial control. 
Nevertheless, Tables III and VIII do seem to suggest that during LH IIIB, the palatial sites did 

-
connections with the west; something that was already indicated by the distribution of 
Mycenaean pottery overseas (§ 4.3.3). This observation adds yet another layer of network 
multiplexity to an already extremely complicated picture.  

For the LH IIIC period, Table VIII lists six more entries than for LH IIIB. In addition, the 
material is dispersed over more sites and there appear to have been a number of important 
shifts that could point to network dynamics. First of all, Tiryns and Mycenae are no longer the 
only sites with more than one catalog entry; Argos is now represented as well. In addition, 
although the locally produced HBW is still present at Tiryns and Mycenae, Midea is no longer 
represented. Whether this change should be attributed to the disappearance of HBW at Midea 
or to the current state of publication is difficult to assess (cf. § 4.4.4); the site itself continues 
to be in use during LH IIIC Early and has even yielded a catalog item. What is clear, is that 
during LH IIIC there is locally produced HBW at Asine. Although most of the HBW reported 
from this site does not comprise actual HBW but HDP, two sherds and a cooking stand have 

identification is supported by the fact that these sherds were found in layers dating to LH IIIC 
proper, whereas the HDP is present from the subsequent, so-
onwards.574 The small number of sherds at Asine makes it hard to interpret their significance; 
it is tempting to consider them in terms of an expansion of the HBW phenomenon beyond the 
citadels. Returning to the catalog entries, it needs to be stressed that most of the material is 
still concentrated at Tiryns and Mycenae. In comparison to LH IIIB, however, the difference 
between the two sites becomes negligible (10 vs. 11 items). Although the number of items is 
perhaps too small to merit discussion, this pattern neither corresponds to the data collected by 
Burns for LH IIIC (Table III) nor is it what one would expect in the light of the diverging 
historical trajectories of Tiryns and Mycenae in the Postpalatial period (see § 4.2.2).  

For this reason, we also need to consider the material that can be dated more generally to the 
LH IIIB  C subphase. This material changes the picture considerably, even when we bear in 
mind that some of it possibly dates to LH IIIB. First of all, Mycenae stands out singularly for 
LH IIIB  C as the site with the majority of finds. This can be explained by the fact that many 

 can only be dated on the 
basis of generic typological characteristics. If we continue to work under the assumption that 
at least half of this material belongs to LH IIIC (cf. above), this effectively makes Mycenae 
become more prominent for both the LH IIIB and LH IIIC phases. In addition, aside from 
Tiryns, Mycenae, Argos, and Midea, perhaps two more sites are now represented: Modi (two 
items) and the Argive Heraion (two items). Modi is located on a tiny islet off the coast of 
Poros and likely represents a lower-order settlement.575 Although the nature and extent of the 
Mycenaean settlement at the Argive Heraion are not known, the presence of a tholos tomb, as 
well as the material found at the Archaic temple and the chamber tomb cemetery at Prosymna 
indicate that it was probably a site of considerable importance in Mycenaean times.576  

This is why it is particularly unfortunate that the entries for the Heraion are problematic. 
Bouzek notes two violin-bow fibulae that he dates to LH IIIB  C on the basis of typology. He 
                                                 
573 See, for example, Kilian 1978, 1983-1985, 1985 and 2007.   
574 Frizell 1986, 44 (nos. 298-300), 82-83; Romanos 2011a, 37-38. 
575 Konsolaki-Giannopoulou 2003; 2007; 2009. 
576 Antonaccio 1992, 86. 
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regards them as evidence for a Mycenaean phase in the use of the sanctuary.577 There is, 
however, no conclusive evidence for cult activity at the Heraion during Mycenaean times.578 
In addition, the two fibulae are not very diagnostic; only part of the pin and the loop are 
preserved. Therefore, it is possible that the fibulae date to the Early Iron Age, just like most of 
the other fibulae cataloged for the site.579 Nevertheless, the presence of a Mycenaean 
settlement in the same location means that an LH IIIB  C date cannot be excluded.580 It is, 
for example, conceivable that Mycenaean and Early Iron Age material got mixed up during 
the excavations or that the fibulae were deposited as heirlooms. In any case, we need to 
account for a regional distribution pattern in LH IIIC that not only includes the citadels, but 
possibly also other sites across the western Argolid and beyond, whether this means only 
lower-order sites such as Modi, or also higher-order sites such as the Heraion. Perhaps it is in 
this phase that we should also place the fibula of unknown date from Nauplion, a site whose 
high rank is implied by the extent of its cemeteries and possible remains of a Mycenaean 
fortification on its acropolis.581 However, this fibula is also problematic.582 

Due to the limited number of entries for LH IIIC  SM, this artificial subphase can perhaps 
best be lumped together with SM. For these phases, Argos has, in fact, yielded most of the 
catalog entries, together with Mycenae. At first glance, the emergence of Argos as a major 
player appears to be accompanied by a 50% reduction of material at Mycenae from LH IIIC 
to SM. As was explained above, however, in order to obtain a more representative picture we 
need to compare the number of objects per annum for each of these phases. When we do this 
for Mycenae we actually observe a small increase, from 0.088 objects for LH IIIC proper (or 
0.124 objects when we include half of LH IIIB  C), to 0.133 objects in SM. For Argos, the 
increase appears to be much steeper, from 0.048 objects in LH IIIC to either 0.133 or 0.144 
objects in SM, depending on whether we include half of LH IIIC  SM. We may infer from 

on the rise, at least in SM this was not at the 
expense of Mycenae. In comparison to Argos and Mycenae, Tiryns and the Argive Heraion 
are only represented with a small number of entries. A new site in the LH IIIC  SM subphase 
is Prosymna. As in the case of the associated Argive Heraion, however, this entry is not 
without its problems. It entails a violin-bow fibula that Bouzek dates to LH IIIC  SM on the 
basis of typology.583 The fibula was found underneath the lintel of the collapsed door of a 
chamber tomb; according to Carl Blegen  the excavator  
origin 584 which is plausible, 
considering the evidence for ancestor cult or a cult of the dead attested in the cemetery during 
this period.585 Finally, it should be noted that during the LH IIIC  SM and SM subphases, 
there is no more locally produced HBW present in the Argolid.  

Summing up, the catalog entries listed in Table VIII show considerable network dynamics 
through space and time. In LH IIIB, Mycenae seems to be the most important hub, flanked by 
the other palatial centers. In LH IIIC, the distribution pattern becomes more diversified with 
more sites yielding material and both larger and smaller settlements being represented in the 
catalog. In contrast to what one might expect from historical developments, Mycenae still 

                                                 
577 Bouzek 1985, 153. 
578 Antonaccio 1992, 89-90. 
579 Snodgrass 1980, 53. 
580 Antonaccio 1992, 89. 
581 French 2005, 125 notes that Nauplion might have even surpassed the number of chamber tombs at Mycenae. 
For the possible Mycenaean remains on the acropolis of Nauplion, see Burns 1999, 79. 
582 Kilian (1985, 152) reports it as missing and cites Tsountas/Manatt 1897, 164 as the original source, but the 
fibula is not mentioned in this work. This means we onl inventory to rely on. 
583 Bouzek 1985, 156-157. 
584 Blegen 1937, 124. 
585 Antonaccio 1992. 
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appears to play an important role in Postpalatial networks. Although it had to surrender much 
of its political power to Tiryns, in LH IIIC Mycenae seems stronger than Tiryns in terms of 
maintaining external relations and remains strong during the following SM phase. This picture 
helps to refute some of the conclusions drawn by Cline and Burns. First of all, the LH IIIB  
C transition was not accompanied by a decline in exotica, as Cline argues, but rather by a shift 
in the Argoli regional networks. Second, Tiryns does not grow more important in 
these networks in LH IIIC than Mycenae, in contrast to what the data assembled by Burns 
seem to indicate. Instead, both sites continue to be important hubs during the Postpalatial 
period, although Mycenae does appear to have the upper hand. Finally, the role of Argos 
needs to be emphasized here. It seems to be a significant presence in the Postpalatial period 
(especially in SM) that needs to be investigated further. 

While Table VIII is very useful in revealing some general patterns of network dynamics in 
the dataset, a few critical remarks are in place. First of all, it should be noted that whereas 
Table III only lists those objects classified as actual imports by Cline and Burns, Table VIII 
includes a wider scope of artifacts that for the most part cannot be regarded as such. This is 

argue further below that these bronzes are, however, even more indicative of Postpalatial 
networks than the actual imports. Second, it becomes clear that merely stating the presence or 
absence of locally produced HBW is not very informative. This calls for a separate analysis of 
this important category of evidence in order to determine its relevance for reconstructing past 

4.5, before moving to the analysis of the locally produced HBW in § 4.6. 
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                  Part III: Analysis 
 

ntroduction 
As was noted in § 4.4.2, weapons, tools, and ornaments comprise the three main categories of 

ype. As a result, 
they play a key role in interpretations of the bronzes at large, with mercenaries, warrior elites, 
and war-like relations comprising common tropes in the discussion.586 However, the dividing 
line between what constitutes a weapon and what constitutes a tool is not always clear. For 
this reason, weapons and tools are considered here in tandem. Aside from weapons and tools, 

587 
Nevertheless, they often only receive a cursory treatment. In contrast, this analysis gives equal 
analytical weight to both the weapons and tools, and the ornaments. As a means to facilitate 
the analysis, the material is divided into several types. Section 4.5.2 introduces weapons and 
tools and discusses their typology, as well as their regional distribution through space and 
time. Section 4.5.3 involves an examination of the types of contexts in which certain types 
occur. Sections 4.5.4 and 4.5.5 repeat these steps for the ornaments. The final section draws 
together the previous subsections, with the purpose of understanding the social meaning not 
only of th  but, more importantly, of the connections and 
network dynamics they represent in the Argolid.  
 
4.5.2. Weapons and Tools: Typology and Regional Distribution 
Before analyzing the typology and regional distribution of weapons and tools, it is important 
to understand their share in the overall dataset. Chart I shows the distribution of the category 

Catalog I. What becomes clear from this chart is that despite the 
relative importance usually attached to them, weapons and tools actually do not constitute the 
largest category of material discovered in the Argolid. In fact, ornaments (§ 4.5.4) comprise 
the vast majority of the 104 catalog 
type swords and Fontana di Papa type knives are most numerous, followed by spearheads and 

ax from Mycenae (I.46) and the 
ch type (maximum 

of six items) raises the question of representativeness. In part, different discard rates and/or 
depositional practices might prevail for the larger weapons and tools versus the smaller 
ornaments, which could give us a skewed picture of what was circulating in the Argolid.588 
Yet as will become clear from a comparison with the material from Achaia, this is only part of 
the story. In Achaia, the distribution pattern seems to be that of the Argolid in reverse, with 
far more weapons and tools being found than ornaments (see Chapter 5). For this reason, we 

Postpalatial societies. This is a potentially meaningful result in terms of network dynamics 
that needs further analysis, by considering these objects from a contextual perspective and by 
examining their distribution in space and time. In the analysis, it is necessary to be mindful of 

                                                 
586 See e.g. Catling 1961, esp. 120-122; Bouzek 1985, esp. 222; Jung 2009c; Jung/Mehofer 2013. 
587 See e.g. Matthäus 1980a, Bouzek 1985, esp. 152-173; Kilian 1985. 
588 It can be assumed that smaller ornaments have a higher discard rate than larger weapons and tools, not only as 
a result of their size (i.e. easier to lose) but also due to their function or value. In addition, larger bronzes may 
have been more prone to recycling. Finally, it seems that different depositional practices could account for the 
fact that in the Argolid in particular, we are missing some weapons and tools. For example, in Achaia, many of 

are completely absent from the Argolid. For a brief consideration of this issue, see § 4.5.3.a. 
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the fact that we are dealing with small amounts of objects per type from which at times only 
limited conclusions may be drawn. Yet as will be shown below, when taken together, these 
weapons and tools form a robust category of objects that demonstrate their own dynamics.  
 

 
Chart  over Catalog I, consisting of 104 entries. 

 
 over the Argolid. The size of the pie charts indicates the number of finds, 

whereas the dark and light colored portions of the pies represent two stages in network dynamics, based on the 
analysis of the various types (see Figure 36). Stage 1 runs from LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Middle and stage 2 from LH IIIC 
Late  SM (created by author).  

When we consider the spatial distributio
have a rather limited distribution (see Map I). Mycenae has yielded the vast majority of finds 
and has the greatest diversity of types (see Table IX). Several types also occur at Tiryns, 
whereas Tsoungiza is represented with only one object. Although in part this may be a 
reflection of biases in the dataset, this can only be a partial explanation. Tiryns and Mycenae 
are both intensively researched sites, which means that excavation biases at least do not 
account for the difference between these sites. Therefore, we need to allow for the fact that in 
the Argolid there were local differences in the acquisition and/or consumption of weapons and 
tools. Moving on towards the distribution of weapons and tools through time, the analysis is 
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greatly hampered by the lack of contextual evidence available.589 The bulk of finds was 
recovered in early excavations; as a result, there are considerable uncertainties regarding the 
precise find spot and/or associated finds. For this reason, rather than providing in-depth 
discussions about the find circumstances and possible dates for each individual object, in the 
following subsections I will examine the material through a more coarse-grained lens, by 
focusing on larger categories or types of bronzes. 

  
Table I  
Sites Naue II 

swords 
Spearheads Peschiera 

daggers 
FdP  
knives 

Flanged 
knives 

Winged 
axes 

Headgear Total 

Unknown - - - 2 - - - 2 
Mycenae 4 4 1 4 2 1 - 16 
Tiryns 2 1 1 - - - 1 5 
Tsoungiza - - 1 - - - - 1 
Total 6 5 3 6 2 1 1 24 
 
a) Naue II Type Swords 

extremely wide distribution, ranging 
from Scandinavia to northern Iraq.590 The 
type is first developed at the beginning of 
the 13th century BC in the region between 
the Italian Alps and the western 
Balkans.591 In the Aegean and eastern 
Mediterranean, the Naue II type sword is 
introduced only a few decades later, 
around the start of LH IIIB:2 or possibly 
even earlier (see below).592 Its sudden 
appearance and rapid adoption are 
usually explained in terms of innovation. 
The prevailing premise is that the Naue II 
type sword was more advanced in 
comparison to Mycenaean-type swords 
because it could be used not only for 
thrusting but also for cutting.593 As Jung 

Mycenaean sword types, with a blade 
that is thin across most of its section, 
would have been affected by bending 
stress in a more negative way, when used 

594 They argue 
that the construction of the Naue II was 
specifically aimed at decreasing this 
bending stress, by situating the balance 
point of the sword closer to the tip and by making its blade heavier and more stable.595  
                                                 
589 See my Catalog I for details. 
590 Bouzek 1985, 122-132; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 114. 
591 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 125-126; Molloy 2010, 47. 
592 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 123. 
593 However, see Molloy 2010 for a different point of view. 
594 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 131. 
595 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 123. 

Figure 10. Aegean sword typology. 1) Type A 2) Type B 3) 
single-edged 4) Type C 5) Type Di 6) Type Dii 7) Type Fii 8) 
Type Gi 9) Type Gii 10) Naue II type C (after Molloy 2010, 
404, Fig. 1). 
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Aside from having a heavier and more stable blade, the Naue II type sword has several other 
characteristics. 
literature, this is often referred to as a flanged hilt or grip tongues ( ), something 

596 Another 
597 

These features, as well as the aforementioned heaviness of the blade, make the Naue II type 
sword readily distinguishable from contemporary Mycenaean swords, such as those of type 
Ci, G, Dii, and F (see Figure 10).598 Naue II type swords were used for nearly two centuries 
alongside the Mycenaean-type swords.599 In fact, the Naue II type survives almost unaltered 

is rendered in iron.600 
On the basis of the ending of the hilt, three subtypes o d. The type 

depicted in Figure 10.10 is known as Stätzling, Allerona, or Naue II type C respectively in 
central European, Italian, 
protruding from the tail. Subtype Reutlingen, Cetona, or Naue II type A, in contrast, has a 

-tail hilt, while the third subtype with a dent between the tail is only classified in 
the Aegean typology as Naue II type B and omitted from Italian and central European 
typologies. 601 Although the dating of Naue II type swords is often problematic, it seems to be 
the case that type A swords are slightly earlier than type B and C swords, although some 
overlap cannot be excluded. In addition, it has been suggested that the pommel spur on the 

602 According to Jung and Mehofer, moreover, the 
three types are not evenly distributed across the Mediterranean. Type A is equally widespread 
in Italy, the Aegean and Cyprus, type B is relatively rare in Italy and the Aegean and not 
present in Cyprus at all, and of type C only a few specimens have been identified in Cyprus 
and the Levant, while it is relatively common in Italy and the Aegean.603 The latter could 
indicate more pronounced links between Italy and the Aegean in terms of Naue II type 
swords. Indeed, Jung and Mehofer have identified a particular type of Naue II type sword that 
shows specific typological traits that are confined to Italy and the Aegean.604 Together with 
Moschos, they have also shown that some Nau
imports (see § 4.4.4).605 However, whether this means that Italy is the source for all Naue II 
type swords in the Aegean, is a point of contention.606 

In the Argolid, there are currently six Naue II type swords known for the period under study 
(see Table X). Of these, the earliest specimen is implied only by its ivory hilt plates. These 
were found among an LH IIIB:2 Early deposit of discarded ivories in the Room of the Fresco 
Complex at the Cult Center of Mycenae (I.51). The plates show signs of repeated repair, 
which suggests that the actual sword dates some time LH IIIB:2. Unfortunately, the 

607 Another possible early example 
also stems from Mycenae (I.48). It was found in the Tsountas hoard(s), which Jung and 

                                                 
596 Foltiny 1964, 247; Bouzek 1985, 145. 
597 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 114. 
598 See also Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 118. 
599 Molloy 2010, 421.  
600 Foltiny 1964, 255. 
601 See Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 114.  
602 Catling 1961, 120; Pabst 2013, 105-110. 
603 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 114. 
604 Jung/Mehofer 2013, 182. 
605 See e.g. Jung . 2008; Jung/Mehofer 2013. 
606 See e.g. recently Molloy (2016, 352-353), who suggests distinct origins for subtypes of Naue II type swords 
found north of the Corinthian Gulf (Balkans) and south of the Gulf (Italy).  
607 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124; Jung 2006, 177-179. 



 

79 
 

Mehofer tentatively date to LH IIIB:2 Late (see § 4.5.3).608 Certain morphological features 
make it possible to link I.48 to the oldest datable Naue II type sword from Italy. The Italian 
sword was found in the cemetery of Olmo di Nogara (northern Italy) and can be dated to 
Recent Bronze Age (RBA) 1, a period that can be synchronized with the phases LH IIIB:1 to 
LH IIIC Early (see § 2.8  Table II). In terms of typochronology, this sword is also one of the 
oldest; it belongs to type A/Cetona and has converging cutting edges which are typical of 

as well and also belongs to type A, which serves as a confirmation of the date suggested by 
Jung and Mehofer for the Tsountas hoard(s).609 Recent chemical analyses have indicated that 
the sword comprises an import from Italy.610  

 

Mycenae Acropolis; area of 
Cult Center? 

No - - Chemical analyses; 
 

Mycenae Above House of 
Warrior Vase 

No - A  
typology (Bouzek)?  
Link Albania/Alps  
chemical analyses 

Mycenae Tsountas'  hoard(s) Yes LH IIIB:2 
Late? 

A   
chemical analyses 

Mycenae Cult Center 
deposit ivories 

Yes LH IIIB:2 
 

- Only ivory hilt plates; 
sword before IIIB:2; 
earliest in Aegean 

Tiryns Treasure Yes LH IIIC - Unfinished cast; 
Chemical analyses; 

 
Tiryns Treasure Yes LH IIIC - Chemical analyses; 

 
 
Aside from two swords dating to the Palatial period, there are also at least two swords in our 

region that date to the Postpalatial period. As can be seen in Table X, both are from the so-
called Tiryns Treasure , a hoard consisting mainly of bronzes of LH IIIC date that was found 
in the Lower Town outside the acropolis. The two swords cannot be attributed to a particular 
subphase of LH IIIC. Both swords were found relatively complete, although I.98 is missing its 
handgrip and I.97 part of its tail, which means it is not possible to establish their type. 
According to Bouzek, sword I.97 comprises an unfinished rough cast. However, as it is near 
to use-ready and not miscast he argues that local Tirynthian production cannot be 
ascertained.611 The remaining two Naue II type swords in Catalog I are unfortunately without 
a reliable provenance and thus cannot be dated. Both were found on the acropolis of Mycenae. 
Of the first, the exact location is no longer known but it is reported to have come from the 
area of the Cult Center (I.33). Only the handguard is partly preserved, which means that its 
type cannot be established. The second was discovered by Heinrich Schliemann above the 
House of the Warrior Vase (I.42). It is fully preserved and belongs to type A. Bouzek asserts 

In contrast, he considers all other specimens products of the Aegean or  in the case of late 
swords  

                                                 
608 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-125. 
609 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 126. 
610 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 126; Jung . 2008, 94-95; Koui  2006. 
611 Bouzek in Grossman/Schafer 1971, 70; 1985, 125, no. 2. 
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assertion.612 As was already noted, more recent typological and chemical analyses prove him 
wrong in the case of the Tsountas sword, which is not a product of the Aegean but constitutes 
an Italian import. However, the remaining swords provide a more complex picture.  

Recently, Koui  have tested the chemical make-up of all of the five actual Naue II type 
swords in the Argolid. For comparative reasons, several swords from Achaia and Albania and 
a number of spearheads from the same regions were also tested. The results indicate that most 
Aegean swords are made of copper with an antimony content lower than 0.27 percent, while 
Albanian swords have antimony contents of over 1 percent. The two swords from Tiryns and 
the swords from the Cult Center and Tsountas hoard at Mycenae conform to this picture. Of 
these, the sword from the Tsountas hoard has been designated by later research of Jung  
as an Italian import, on the basis of its overall composition (see also § 4.4.4). They do not 
highlight any other swords from the Argolid, which means that their composition is not the 
same as that of the Italian bronzes.613 This could point to local production in the case of the 
Tirynthian swords and the sword from the Cult Center. However, this does not seem valid for 
the Schliemann sword, which is considered an outlier in the analysis of Koui . It has an 
antimony content indicative of Albanian swords (1.22 percent); in addition, other chemical 
components, such as zinc, lead, and nickel, show it to be particularly similar to a sword from 
Barç near Korcë in the interior of southeastern Albania. As the Barç sword also has 
typological traits comparable to the Schliemann sword (both type A), it is suggested that the 
two swords came from the same workshop.614 Recently, Sabine Pabst has suggested that the 
higher antimony content of the sword and its typological details are also consistent with the 
area around the eastern Alps; therefore, she deems the sword an import from this area.615  

From this, 
aforementioned archaeometric and typological research by Jung  suggests. Rather than 

with a more intricate web of associations that can be traced beyond the Argolid and Italy also 
in a northern direction overland into the interior of southeastern Albania or the eastern 
Alps.616 The limited number of Naue II type swords in the Argolid and the lack of a secure 
date for two of them mean that we cannot trace these developments diachronically. What we 
can examine, however, is the spatial distribution of the Naue II type sword across the region 
and at the local, contextual level. Based on the present dataset, it can be concluded that Naue 
II type swords did not circulate widely in the Argolid. In fact, they appear to have been 
confined to find places within the confines of the two (former) palatial sites, although here we 
need to bear in mind that various factors affect the survival of these swords.617 Between the 
two palatial sites, Mycenae has a larger number of swords from a larger number of contexts; 
this could indicate that the Naue II type swords were more prolific at this site. The presence of 
two early specimens further supports this conclusion  particularly as they may be considered 
the first Naue II type swords in the entire Aegean and eastern Mediterranean.618 Considering 
the data at the contextual level, the only pattern that appears to emerge is that several Naue II 

s 
hoard(s) and in the Tiryns Treasure. Both contexts will be further discussed in § 4.5.3.  

 

                                                 
612 Bouzek 1985, 122. 
613 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 126; Jung . 2008, 94-95. 
614 Koui  2006, 54. 
615 Pabst 2013, 120. 
616 This result also contrasts with the observation by Molloy (see further my n. 606 above) that the swords south 
of the Corinthian Gulf generally pertain to Italian connections.  
617 See n. 588 above. 
618 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 123-125. 
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-

the flat ending of the blade around a metal rod.619 The techniques involved in the production 
of the solid-cast socket are thus fundamentally different from those used to create a split 
socket; in this sense, the solid-cast socket comprises a novelty in the Aegean.620 Aside from 

621 
Aegean ei - 1.1) or - .2). 
Flame-shaped or spearheads have a limited distribution that involves the Ionian 
islands, Achaia, Albania, Epirus, and Crete. The leaf- ast, are 
found across the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean, including the Argolid.622  

spearheads a specific origin. The discussion relies heavily on the recognition of various 
subtypes that are only present 
in certain regions. A recent 
case in point is provided by a 
type of leaf-shaped spearhead 
with so-

Bouzek already noted that 
spearheads with lateral ribs 
find many parallels in central 
Europe, Italy, and the 
western Balkans and 
provided a map of their 
general distribution.623 
According to Jung and 
Mehofer, however, the 
dashed decoration between 
the blade is only found in 
Italy, Achaia, and Kos.624 
For other subtypes, the 

attribution to a specific region proves to be more challenging. Bouzek distinguishes three 
subtypes of leaf-shaped spearheads in the Aegean. Type B3 has a longer socket and blade 

- ts shorter 
socket and non-
considers his type B1 (short socket and incurving blade) a local Aegean development that 

625 
In the Argolid, th  spearheads known (see Table XI). 

Four come from Mycenae and one from Tiryns. None of the Mycenae spearheads come from 
                                                 
619 Snodgrass 1964, 115; Leshtakov 2011, 26.  
620 Avila 1983, 81. In contrast to the Naue II type sword this cultural novelty does not survive into the Early Iron 
Age, see e.g. the remark in Snodgrass 1964, 115. This probably has to do with the transition from bronze to iron. 
Cast-iron is an invention of modern times. In other words, it would not have been possible to produce solid-cast 
sockets from iron before this invention. I thank Martijn Wijnhoven for this explanation.  
621 Avila 1983, 81. 
622 Sandars 1964; Bouzek 1985, 135-138. See also the more elaborate groupings of Molloy (2016, 357-359). 
623 Bouzek 1985, 138-139 and Fig. 68. 
624 Jung/Mehofer 2013, 182. 
625 Bouzek 1985, 138. 
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secure contexts. There appears to be disagreement whether or not I.48 was actually found in 
the Tsountas hoard(s).626 I.56 was found in the Epano Phournos tholos but cannot be assigned 
a clear date,627 I.55 is only reported by Nancy Sandars as possibly coming from a grave at 
Mycenae628 and for I.67 the context is clear but it cannot be dated due to the lack of datable 
finds from the tomb.629 This leaves us with I.88 from Tiryns. It was found in the Lower 
Citadel, in an area close to Building II. The spearhead stems from a layer that originally only 
yielded non-diagnostic pottery; material later recovered from the same area suggests a date in 
LH IIIB:2.630 Bouzek has studied I.88 in detail and regards it as a miscast and indicative of 
local production.631 Interestingly, Robert Avila argues the same for I.48.632 Considering that 
both items likely belong to the Palatial era, this indicates that at the time of their introduction, 

 means that it belongs to the same subtype as the 
one from the Epano Phournos tholos (I.56), whereas I.48 and I.67 belong to type B1.633 

 

Mycenae Tsountas' hoard(s) (?) No LH IIIB:2 
Late? 

B2 Miscast 

Mycenae Grave (?) No - - - 

Mycenae Epano Phournos Tholos No LH IIIB/LH 
IIIC 

B1 - 

Mycenae ChT 77 Tsountas No - B2 - 

Tiryns Lower Citadel; SW Yes LH IIIB:2? B1 Miscast 

 

Although this is perhaps rather subjective, it is interesting to observe that all spearheads in the 

in the Aegean. To 
634 Naturally, the fact 

ogists 
does not necessarily mean that they were valued any differently from those objects that do.635 

636 As 
Bouzek observes, this is a pattern commonly encountered in the Aegean, with both types 

637 Yet at the same time, merely the 
fact that split-socket spearheads continued to exist alongside solid-cast spearheads does 
indicate that their difference was perceived and als
character of the solid-cast spearheads in the Argolid provides a contrast with those regions in 

                                                 
626 Avila 1983, 55-56. This problem actually pertains to many other items dug in the same year by Tsountas as 
the hoard. See, for example, my Catalog I.34 and I.41 for two fibulae that have been erroneously attributed to the 
hoard as well. 
627 Wace  1953, 77-78; Sandars 1964, 261. 
628 Sandars 1964, 262. 
629 Sandars 1964, 261; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 213-214. 
630 Grossmann/Schafer 1971, 43, 57-64, 67; Avila 1983, 77. 
631 Bouzek in: Grossmann/Schafer 1971, 71-72. 
632 Avila 1983, 56. 
633 Bouzek 1985, 138. 
634 For a similar remark, see recently Molloy (2016, 359). 
635 See e.g. Van Wijngaarden 2008 who makes this point regarding imported versus locally produced ceramics. 
636 E.g. Avila 1983, 34; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 213. 
637 Bouzek 1985, 141. 
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such as western Greece and Cyprus  638 
As in the case of the Naue II type swords, the nature of the data does not permit an analysis 

of changes through time. Therefore, we are left with observations regarding the spatial and the 
contextual distribution. First of all, it becomes clear that like Naue II type swords, spearheads 
are confined to Mycenae and Tiryns, with the former again yielding the largest concentration 
of finds. Second of all, despite this general correspondence, there appears to be a difference in 
the distribution of these two types when we examine contexts. Three out of five spearheads 
were recovered from graves, whereas none of the Naue II type swords belongs to a burial. In 
addition, there is only one possible case in which examples of both types were present in the 

639 Yet as we 
are only dealing with a small number of objects for each type, it is difficult to establish 
whether this pattern is deliberate or a result of archaeological formation processes.  

 

Peschiera daggers can be considered in many respects as miniature versions of the Naue II 
type sword (see Figure 12).640 First of all, they too are characterized by a flanged hilt that ends 
in a fish tail. Secondly, Peschiera daggers are fashioned with ivory or wooden hilt plates, 

n across Europe and the 
Mediterranean is almost as ubiquitous as the swords: Peschiera daggers are known as far west 
as Denmark and France, and as far east as Cyprus and possibly even Syria.641 Aside from 
these similarities in form and distribution, most scholars also assume a similarity in function. 
Like Naue II type swords, Peschiera daggers are often categorized as weapons, although 
Bouzek argues that they could have been used as two-edged knives.642 One difference with 
respect to the swords is 
that Peschiera daggers do 
not appear to be a long-
lived phenomenon. 
Although most of the 
Aegean pieces come 
from poorly dated 
contexts, in Italy they 
belong to the Peschiera 
horizon or the RBA (see 
§ 2.8  Table II).643 

Bouzek distinguishes 
two groups of Peschiera 
daggers in the Aegean. 
His Island group (see 
Figure 12, nos. 3-4) can 
be equated to Renato 
characterized by a blade which narrows beyond the hand guard and is widest at its lower 
third; another defining feature is the presence of so-

                                                 
638 Bouzek 1985, 138. 
639 Bouzek 1985, 141. 
640 See e.g. Jung 2009b, 73 for a similar observation. 
641 Bouzek 1985. 135; Jung 2009c, 136. 
642 Bouzek 1985, 135. 
643 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 384-385; Blake 2014, 53. 
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the blade. These channels are missing from Bouzek , nos. 1-
ly 

by the curving of the hand guard and the presence of a midrib. According to Bouzek, the best 
parallels for his Island group are found in Italy. In contrast, his Mainland group is more 
common to the northwestern Balkans and the southeastern part of central Europe.644 Both 
types are represented among the three Peschiera daggers from the Argolid.  

 
 

Mycenae  No LH IIIB? No further information currently 

Mainland type 
Tiryns - No - Fragment in museum reported 

from Tiryns; this has been 
doubted. Has not been included in 

catalog 
Tsoungiza/Nemea - No LH IIIB:2? Disturbed context; Belongs to 

 
 

The three from the Argolid were found at Mycenae, Tiryns, and Tsoungiza (see Table XII). 
Unfortunately, they all derive from problematic contexts. For the fragment that is reportedly 
from Tiryns (I.79), there is no contextual information available; Thanasis Papadopoulos even 
doubts whether it comes from Tiryns.645 The Tsoungiza dagger (I.104) comes from the upper 
levels of a deposit disturbed by deep plowing. The lower levels were found to be intact and 
contained pottery that dates the closing of the deposit to LH IIIB:2, although LH IIIB:1 
material was also found. A date in LH IIIB:2 is perhaps most likely for the Tsoungiza dagger 
but as the context is disturbed this cannot be ascertained.646 Finally, the Mycenae dagger 
(I.45) has not yet been published.647 
east of the palace. He argues for a date in LH IIIB Final, on the basis of a few fragments of 

t it was no longer in 
use during LH IIIC.648 However, a map of Postpalatial occupation at Mycenae reveals a 

649 In addition, Papadopoulos states 
that the context for the dagger is uncertain.650 As a result, we can only hope that the final 

651 
As in the preceding cases, the dates for the Peschiera daggers in the Argolid are unreliable. 

In addition, there are only three objects divided over three sites, which means that not much 
can be derived from their spatial distribution. In fact, the only one thing that stands out in this 
respect is the presence of a dagger at Tsoungiza. As becomes clear from Map I, this is the 
only instance in which a third site is added to the distribution of weapons and tools in the 
Argolid. Since the contextual association for these knives is also of little help, let us take a 
closer look at their typology to see whether this can elucidate matters. Bouzek classifies the 
Tsoungiza dagger as an Island type, the Mycenae dagger as a Mainland type, and omits the 
Tiryns one from his catalog. In a more recent discussion, Jung also does not include the 
Tiryns piece. In contrast to Bouzek, however, he places both the Mycenae and Tsoungiza 
                                                 
644 Bouzek 1985, 135-137. 
645 Papadopoulos 1998a, 29-30. 
646 Mary Dabney pers. comm. For a more thorough discussion, see my Catalog I.104. 
647 Except for its image, which was published, for example, in Bouzek 1985 (see my Figure 10).  
648 Jung 2009c, 137-138, Fig. 4 and n. 34. 
649 French 2002, 136, Fig. 64. 
650 Papadopoulos 1998a, 29. 
651 Maggidis forthcoming. 
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specimens under yet another subtype of the Peschiera family not distinguished by Bouzek, 
known as the Pertosa type. According to Jung, this type is known for its rounded shoulders 
and is mainly in use on the Apennine peninsula. It is also commonly found in Austria, yet rare 
in the Carpathian basin.652 In the Nauplion Museum, the Tiryns dagger is denoted as 
belonging to the Pertosa type as well, although this is difficult to confirm as only part of the 

653 Finally, Papadopoulos does mention all three daggers but, 
following Peroni, he classifies all of them as Psychro type specimens.654  

The apparent disagreement among scholars regarding the subtypes of Peschiera daggers in 
the Argolid is both obscuring and reveal
typology for the Mycenae and Tsoungiza daggers hints towards access to different networks, 
while this does not necessarily follow from the classifications by Jung and Papadopoulos. The 
possibility that the inhabitants of Tsoungiza obtained their dagger from Italy or even Crete, 
while the Mycenae and Tiryns daggers represent connections with the Balkans has important 
historical implications. Much weight is attached in recent scholarship to the presence of a 
Peschiera dagger in a nonpalatial setting like Tsoungiza. For Burns, the dagger shows that 
members of nonpalatial communities were able to acquire imports and, therefore, could 
potentially compete with the palatial centers.655 Jung, on the other hand, uses the dagger to 

taken that he considers Tsoungiza as a dependency of Mycenae.656 If the two daggers belong 
to the same subtype that could strengthen his case, but until they are subjected to provenance 
analyses the issue of whether they reflect the same networks remains unresolved. That said, 
however, the difficulties of distinguishing between the various subtypes of Peschiera daggers 
do reveal a high level of interconnectedness for the regions involved in their production.  

Aside from the aforementioned types, certain classes of knives also figure prominently in 
657 

are rather conservative in shape and usually characterized by simple straight blades and rivets 
(see Figure 13, nos. 1, 2, 5). For this reason, the appearance of new types around 1200 BC has 

658 According to Bouzek, the 
most important group of knives pointing to Alpine, Italian, and Balkan connections is formed 
by the so- - 659 These knives share the thickened edges on the blade 
with the Naue II type swords and Peschiera daggers. In contrast to these other types of 

-edged and are usually regarded as tools rather 
than actual weapons.  

Bouzek distinguishes three types of flange-hilted knives in the Aegean. Type A is very close 
- -

end of the hilt from the beginning of the blade (see Figure 13
curved blade but lacks the characteristic stop-ridge (Figure 13.4), while type C includes the 
stop- -shaped blade that is 

660 Hermann Müller-Karpe has grouped the 
-hilted knives into two groups: a wester

                                                 
652 Jung 2009c, 136. 
653 As established by the author on a visit in November 2012.  
654 Papadopoulos 1998a, 29-30. 
655 Burns 1999, 80, 86; 2010, 162, 196. 
656 Jung 2009c, 136-138. 
657 -16; Sandars 1955; Harding 1975, 195-200; Bouzek 1985, 145-151. 
658 Harding 1975, 195. 
659 Bouzek 1985, 145. 
660 Bouzek 1985, 145-146. 
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-central Europe and northern 
Balkans).661 The Matrei variety has a characteristic indentation in the blade that the Mühlau 
variety lacks.662 Bouzek claims that only one of his type A knives can be assigned to the 
Matrei group, while the remaining Aegean flange-hilted knives belong to the Mühlau 
group.663 Other scholars are, however, willing to attribute more Aegean knives to the Matrei 
type. Harding, for example, connects 
all of his Aegean specimens with a 
stop-ridge to Matrei knives from Italy. 
He suggests that they might be local 
imitations rather than imports, with the 
exception of one piece.664  

In the Argolid, there are two knives 
that are relevant for the present 
overview. The first is a flange-hilted 
knife of Bouz
dromos of chamber tomb 49 at 
Mycenae (see Figure 13.4). It has 
tentatively been dated to LH IIIB.665 
Iacono mentions the knife as one of the 

Mycenae.666 As far as Bouzek is 
concerned, the knife can be connected 
to the Mühlau group. Harding, 
however, disagrees, arguing that a 
curved blade on flange-hilted knives is 
not necessarily indicative of northern 
influence;667 it is rather the stop-ridge 
that is significant. For this reason, he 
attributes the knife from chamber tomb 

668 A second knife from 
Mycenae, without a flanged hilt but with a stop-
knife.669 It was found by Schliemann and has a peculiar ring handle (see Figure 14).670 
Harding appears to have an ambivalent attitude towards this particular piece. At first, he 
considers it as a possibly significant member of his group of late knives (1200 BC), for which 

                                                 
661 Müller-Karpe 1959. 
662 Jung 2006, 54. 
663 Bouzek 1985, 145-146. The type A knife that Bouzek connects to the Matrei Group comes from Lefkandi. 
The other knives come from Knossos (one type A), Phaistos (one type C), and the Psychro Cave (one type A; 
two type B) on the island of Crete, Corfu (one type A), Mycenae (one type B), and Greece without further 
designation (one type B).  
664 Harding 1975, 197-198. The pieces he includes in his discussion are one knife from the Psychro Cave, the 
ones from Phaistos and Corfu, and possibly a knife with a ring handle from Mycenae. Harding suggests that the 
Corfu knife might be an actual import, because of its similarity to certain knives from Fontanella in Italy. See 
also Jung 2006, 123-124 for the identification of the Knossos knife as belonging to the Matrei type as well.  
665 Bouzek 1985, 146, type B, no. 3. 
666 Iacono 2013, App. 
667 Because he observes this feature in earlier Mycenaean knives, see Harding 1975, 195. 
668 Harding 1975, 197, type 1 and note on the bottom of the page.  
669 , no. 4. 
670 Schliemann 1878, 75, Fig. 122. 

Figure 13. Flange-hilted Aegean knives. 1) Isopata, Crete 2) 
Zapher Papoura, Crete 3) Psychro Cave, Crete 4) Mycenae, ChT 
49 5) Mycenae, Shaft grave VI (adapted from Sandars 1955, 178, 
Fig. 2). 
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Italian knives provide the best parallels.671 In a later discussion of ring-handled knives, he 
places the same knife in a group of examples dating before LH IIIC. According to Bouzek, 
LH IIIC ring-handled knives are indicative of links with central Europe and the northern 
Balkans. However, since Harding lists the knife from Mycenae as an earlier piece, Bouzek 
dismisses it from his catalog.672 

 
 

Ring-
handled 

Mycenae Acropolis No LH IIIB/LH IIIC? - 

Flange-
hilted 

Mycenae ChT 49 Tsountas No LH IIIB? - 

 
The knives from Mycenae comprise a 

challenging case for the present analysis. 
Neither can be unequivocally considered an 
import and, in fact, the attribution of these two 

far from certain. Scholars disagree on the 
significance of certain typological features and where a proper archaeological context is 
lacking, a date in LH IIIB  C can easily be disputed. On the other hand, the reason that both 
knives are generally included in the discussion is that they share the same characteristics as 
some Italian or at least central European examples. In addition, the fact that they are only 
present at Mycenae is consistent with the picture obtained for weapons and tools as a whole. 
Here, however, we need to bear in mind that we are dealing with a small number of 
specimens.  
 

Fontana di Papa type knives are present in both Italy and the Aegean. As can be seen in 
Figure 15, these one-edged knives are small and their thin handle ends in a loop. Matthäus 
distinguishes two types: one that has a twisted handle and one with a straight handle.673 In the 
Aegean, Fontana di Papa type knives 

can be noted that the Aegean knives (e.g. Figure 15, no. 2, 4, 5 and 6) have more in common 
with one another than with the Italian knives (e.g. Figure 15, nos. 1 and 3), which all have a 

-ended handles 
are a feature that was transferred from Italy to the Aegean.674 In contrast, Harding finds it 
difficult to determine which group is earlier,675 while Bouzek points out that one of the 
Aegean knives from Mycenae may date much earlier (LH IIIB:2) than the single 
independently dated specimen from Italy, which belongs to the end of the Italian Final Bronze 
Age (FBA; ca. 10th century BC; see § 2.8  Table II).676 The reason for such diverging points 
of view to coexist is that the majority of the Fontana di Papa type knives are poorly dated. As 
we will see below, the date for the aforementioned Mycenae specimen is unreliable and 
allows room for a later date. Indeed, Elisabetta Borgna has recently placed these knives in her 

                                                 
671 Harding 1975, 197, type 2.  
672  
673 Matthäus 1980a, 131-132. 
674 Matthäus 1980a, 132. 
675 Harding 1975, 198. 
676 Bouzek 1985, 149. See also Bianco-Peroni 1976, 57, no. 250 for the Italian dated specimen.  
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677 Although the 
existence of such a group would support the main argument of the present thesis concerning 
continued Postpalatial Italo-Aegean relations, in Chapter 5 we encounter Fontana di Papa type 
knives from well-  
 

 
Figure 15. Knives of Fontana di Papa type. 1) Castel Gandolfo, Italy 2) Perati, Attica 3) Italy  no 
provenance. 4) Psychro Cave, Crete 5-6) Argolid  no provenance (adapted from Matthäus 1980a, 132, 
Abb. 18, 19, 20.1-2, 21, 22). 

 
Regarding the function of these knives, there is also room for debate. In general, Fontana di 

Papa type knives 
derives mainly from observed typological links with Protovillanovan knives of Fontanella 
type. These knives are also interpreted as razors and share with the Fontana di Papa type 
knives 6).678 However, the new Archaeological Museum of 
Patras offers 

ndicative of the 
 tasks associated with 

cutting up cosmetics. As a 
result, they are displayed in the 
museum together with pieces of 
pink and white make-up powder 
originating from the same 
chamber tomb cemeteries as 
some of the knives.679 Although 
the reference to gender 
stereotypes is perhaps unfounded, the point that the design of the handles presupposes 

 handle does not provide the level of grip one would expect to be required 
for the act of shaving.Yet it cannot be excluded that the knife was used for trimming  a 
function that has also been noted in the literature.680 Therefore, rather than trying to pinpoint 
their function, it may be more conducive to consider Fontana di Papa type knives more 

 
                                                 
677 Borgna 2013, 136-138. 
678 Harding 1975, 198.  
679 As established during visits in August 2010 and February 2014. Quote comes from museum display; 
emphasis added by author. 
680 Iakovidis 1970, 346; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 158. 

Figure 16. Fontanella type razor, Fontanella, Italy (adapted from Pare 
2008, 81, Fig. 5.5). 
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In the Argolid, six Fontana di Papa type knives 
 

provenance (I.03 and I.04  depicted in Figure 15 nos. 5a and b).681 None of the Mycenae 
specimens come from reliable contexts. Both I.38 and I.47 were uncovered in the excavations 
of the so-  (NW) Quarter  by Tsountas, during which the hoard was also 
found. There are reports in the literature of a third specimen, but this could not be ascertained. 
It is also unclear whether these knives came from the Tsountas hoard or not. For I.47, this 
appears to be likely because Sandars includes the fragmented specimen in her plate as part of 
the hoard; for I.38 this is seemingly not the case.682 Nevertheless, it appears to be on display 
in the National Museum in Athens as part of the Tsountas hoard.683 Whether these knives 
originated in the hoard or not, a tentative date in LH IIIB:2 Late may be suggested for both, 
based on the argument presented by Jung and Mehofer (see § 4.5.3.a) which puts the NW 
Quarter out of use by LH IIIC Early. As for the remaining knives, I.26 is referenced by 
Matthäus but remains unpublished otherwise.684 Finally, knife I.43 comes from the more 
recent excavations conducted north of the South House. Unfortunately, it was found  
and probably came from a balk. Therefore, its date in LH IIIB:2 is not secure.685 

 
 

Twisted handle - - No - - 

Twisted handle - - No - - 

Straight handle Mycenae - No - - 

Twisted handle Mycenae NW Quarter No LH IIIB:2 Late? - 

Straight handle Mycenae N of South House No LH IIIB:2? - 

Twisted handle Mycenae Tsountas' hoard? No LH IIIB:2 Late? - 

 
Summing up, the state of the archaeological record does not allow for a diachronic analysis 

of Fontana di Papa type knives in the Argolid. As far as their spatial distribution is concerned, 
if we discount the two specimens of unknown provenance, Mycenae stands out singularly as 
the site with the only occurrences of Fontana di Papa type knives. This is why it is particularly 
unfortunate that the individual contexts of these knives are documented so poorly. The only 
conclusion that may be derived from their deposition at Mycenae is that they do not appear in 
graves, but are instead found in settlement contexts and, possibly, hoards. This puts them on a 

                                                 
681 Matthäus 1980a, 132-133 and nn. 161-162. 
682 Iakovidis 1970, 346 note

n. 1, he only seems to mention two and the references point to the NW Quarter instead. The 
first has NMA cat. no. 2606 and refers to Tsountas 1890, 36 (= my I.38); the second has NMA cat. no. 2744 and 
cites Tsountas 1891, 25 (= my I.47). Tsountas 1890 entails a brief report of his 1890 excavations in the NW 
Quarter, while Tsountas 1891 goes into more detail regarding the same excavations. On p. 25, he gives a 
description of the Tsountas hoard, which suggests that cat. no. 2744 came from the hoard. Sandars 1963, 142 
describes a Fontana di Papa type knife from the hoard (depicted in Pl. 25, no. 38) and notes in n. 85 that there is 
a knife of this type among the knives cataloged under no. 2744 in the National Museum in Athens. It is not 
entirely certain from her comment if this cat. no. refers to the depicted specimen or to a different knife of the 
same type found at Mycenae, as earlier (1963, 136, n. 57) she notes that cat. nos. 2530  2560 are used for the 
larger hoard. Provided that she does depict NMA 2744, this leaves one knife unaccounted for. As multiple 
knives are cataloged under both NMA 2744 (Sandars 1963, 142, n. 85) and NMA 2606 (established during visit, 
see my n. 683 below), it cannot be excluded that the missing knife is among these numbers.  
683 As established during a visit by the author, November 2012.   
684 Matthäus 1980a, 132-133 and n. 103.  
685 Wardle . 1973, 337-339. 
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fact, belong to this category in the strictest sense (see Table XV). For our region, they both 
constitute unique objects and this may also be true for the wider Aegean. The first is the stone 
mold for a winged ax from Mycenae (I.46). As the name already indicates, winged axes are 

-ridge 
beyond the blade towards the butt (see Figure 17). The type is commonly associated with the 
Italian peninsula, although there are also multiple occurrences in the western and central 
Balkans, in such areas as Croatia, Slovenia, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. In addition, a 
single specimen has been reported from as far away as Germany.686 The Mycenae mold 
represents the only secure evidence for the presence of winged axes in the Aegean; an actual 
bronze specimen currently in the British Museum purportedly came from Greece but this is 
far from certain.687 Recently, Borgna has argued that another stone casting mold found at 
Phaistos on Crete was most likely used for winged axes as well. Although it bears a 
remarkable resemblance to the Mycenae mold, this particular example only preserves the 
negative of the blade and stop-ridge. Therefore, it cannot be excluded that the Phaistos mold 
served for casting another type of ax or a small chisel instead.688   
 

 
 

 

be distinguished. Since its discovery, the Mycenae mold has generally been interpreted as an 
689 More specifically, Bietti Sestieri attribute

characterized by its relatively small size, narrow blade, elongated wings, slightly protruding 
shoulders, and a butt shorter than the wings.690 
and central Italy; the winged ax from Germany also belongs to this type. According to Bietti 
Sestieri, dated specimens belong exclusively to the Protovillanovan horizon, which equates to 
                                                 
686 E.g. Snodgrass 2000 [1971], 305; Bouzek 1985, 151. 
687 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 399; Harding 1975, 187-188. 
688 Borgna 2011. 
689 This interpretation is traced back to Childe, see e.g. Stubbings 1954b; Harding 1975, 188. Contra: see 
Snodgrass 2000 [1971]. 305 who designates the ax as northern Italian, or more probably Slovakian .  
690 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 399. In later literature, this type is 
200; Borgna 2011, 290. 
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the FBA (see § 2.8  Table III). In addition, she argues that during the preceding Peschiera 
phase, winged axes are characterized by a butt that is longer than the wings or of equal length, 
while axes of Protovillanovan date always have a shorter butt. For this reason, as was already 
noted above, Bietti Sestieri questions the commonly accepted attribution of the Mycenae mold 
to the LH IIIB:2 destruction layer of the House of the Oil Merchant. Instead, she interprets it 
as a later, LH IIIC intrusion.691 In connection to this, it should be noted that the Phaistos mold 
stems from a secure LH IIIC context.692 Taking this into account, the Mycenae mold can no 
longer be convincingly dated to the Palatial period, nor assigned a clear context. 

these discussions, the mold is often cited because it is deemed an example with unambiguous 
693 Far-reaching assumptions are 

made as a result of these credentials (see § 4.4.4), but these can no longer be upheld when 
both the date and context of this object are no longer certain. What still stands is its clear 
connection to Italy. This makes the winged-ax mold a special case within the group of 

 only be 

excluded. What the winged-ax mold makes clear is that besides this overarching network of 
shared technologies and ideas, there were also more specific interactions occurring between 

4.6. On the basis of the present artifact category, we can at least conclude that this kind of 
n-  

At the same time, we should be wary of inferring too much of the Mycenae mold. First of 
all, we need to consider that we are dealing not with an actual weapon or tool but rather with a 
mold that served to produce multiple copies of one. This particular feature makes the mold 
subject to various, often contradicting interpretations, depending on the perspective of the 
researcher. For researchers who focus on interaction on the interregional level and on the act 
of , the Mycenae mold is approached as any other import. This perspective has 
led Burns, for example, to question whether the mold was ever even used in Greece.694 His 
point is refreshing in that, at times, it is implicitly assumed that imported artifacts retain their 
original function, but this is only valid when the mold comprises an actual import. Whether 
the mold is an import or not is not an important issue for another group of scholars, who 
emphasize  at the local level. Their standard narrative uses the Mycenae mold to 
substantiate the smiths working in the Aegean were responsible 

695 As an alternative, Barry 

manufactured by local craftsmen using an imported object as a template, so that the objects 
696  

The three interpretations discussed above allude to rather different network dynamics. When 
the Mycenae mold is discussed as an import that was perhaps never employed, the interaction 
envisaged behind it is the exchange of goods. In contrast, when we consider the mold in terms 

smiths in the Aegean, the interaction involves the mobility of people, while 
both the exchange of finished goods and the circulation of technology/ideas becomes the main 
focus of the perspective of local production. In these interpretations, these different spheres of 

                                                 
691 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 399. See also Blake 2014, 53 for an equation of Protovillanovan with FBA.  
692 The mold comes from a room that was first founded during an advanced stage of LM IIIC, a phase that may 
be synchronized with LH IIIC Middle:2 on the mainland, see Borgna 2011, 289. 
693 See e.g. Eder/Jung 2005, 486; Jung 2009c, 136-138.  
694 Burns 1999, 96.  
695 See e.g. Bettelli 1999,469; Belardelli 1999, 460; Eder/Jung 2005, 486; Romanos 2011a, 253-254. 
696 Molloy/Doonan 2015. I would like to thank dr. Barry Molloy for providing me with a draft of this paper. 
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interaction almost become mutually exclusive, while this need not be the case. Even if the 
mold only represents one sphere, this does not mean that the entire Italo-Aegean network 
should be interpreted along the same lines. This issue will be further pursued below. For now, 
the second point to stress is that the Mycenae mold involves a singular find in the Argolid. 
Therefore it should only provide limited analytical weight to a discussion of regional and 
diachronic patterns in network dynamics. 

 
Table XV. O weapons and tools in Catalog I. 
Cat . Category Site Context Reliable? Dating Remarks 
I.46 Stone mold 

winged ax 
Mycenae House of the Oil 

Merchant 
No LH IIIB:2/ 

LH IIIC 
- 

I.103 Bronze 
helmet 

Tiryns  Grave XXVIII; 
Agricultural Prison 

Yes SM  PG 
transition 

- 

 
The second object that is included her

piece of armor known as the so-
two cheek pieces, and a band  all made of bronze. The excavator, Nikolaos Verdelis, 
reconstructs a helmet fully made of bronze (see Figure 18); Bouzek suggests a leather cap 
decorated with the bronze pieces. The side plates and cheek pieces are decorated with rosettes 
in dotted  and a banded rim of openwork triangles. Verdelis regards the helmet to be 
of a local shape, produced in a local workshop, 

notes eastern European parallels for the 
manufacturing process. He attributes 
the decorative scheme to the eastern 
Alps and northwestern Balkans, with 
particularly strong parallels in the head 
of the Adriatic.697 The Tiryns helmet 
comprises a unique piece in the 
Aegean.698 It is a new type that differs 
from previous helmet types, including 

.699 
For the Postpalatial period, important 
additional evidence for the use of new 
helmet types comes from images on 
Pictorial pottery, such as the Warrior 
Vase, and the LH IIIC Middle 
tiara/helmet from Portes in Achaia (see 
Chapter 5). The latter consists of a series of bronze strips stitched on a preserved straw cap. 
On the basis of this, Moschos argues that helmets depicted on LH IIIC pottery were also made 
of straw, although it is more commonly assumed that these helmets were made of leather 
instead.700 The use of such perishable materials could potentially explain why the Tiryns 
helmet is currently the only one in its kind.  

                                                 
697 Verdelis 1963, 17-24; Bouzek 1985, 102-103. 
698 Lemos 2002, 124. Recently, possible parallels have been identified in tomb 40 at Kourion-Kaloriziki (ca. 
1100 BC) and tomb 144 at Palaepaphos-Plakes (ca. 1050 BC) in Cyprus, see Matthäus/Schumacher-Matthäus 
2012; Karageorghis/Raptou 2014, 61. 
699 Bouzek 1985, 99. 
700 Moschos 2009b, 356-358. See, however, Bouzek 1985, 101; Crielaard 2011, 92-93 for leather.  

Figure 18
(adapted from Verdelis 1963, 19, Abb. 9). 
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In contrast to most other items discussed in the present section, the Tiryns helmet comes 
from a secure and reliable context. It entails pit grave XXVIII at the Agricultural Prison site, 
which is dated to the SM  PG transition on the basis of a stirrup jar. This makes the Tiryns 

there are no other objects of SM  PG date included in Catalog I. For this reason, it is not 
possible to consider the helmet in terms of broader contemporary network dynamics in the 
Argolid; we can only note that during this phase there is at least one object present at Tiryns. 
The helmet can, however, be submitted to a more in-depth analysis at the local level. In this 
respect, it is particularly interesting to recall the observation made in § 4.4.3 that during the 
preceding SM phase, Tiryns appears to be only marginally involved in the distribution of 

the helmet that is of slightly later date (see Table VIII). The other item belongs to the category 

that it involves a fibula that also stems from the Agricultural Prison site. When considering 
the context of this fibula in § 4.5.5.b, the burial with the Tiryns helmet will also briefly be 
discussed for comparative purposes. 

 
Table XV  in Catalog I. 
Type Settlement Hoard Cult Grave ? In* Out** Palatial Postpalatial ? 
Naue II 2  4 - - - 4 2 2? 2 2 
Fontana 2 1? - - 3 3? - 2? - 4 
Spearheads 1 1 - 3? - 2 3 2? - 3 
Peschiera 2 - - - 1 1 1 2? - 1 
Flanged 1 - - 1 - 1 1 1? - 1 
Other 1 - - 1 - - 2 - 2? - 
Totals 8 6 0 5 5 11 9 9? 4? 11 
* In = inside the acropolis. ** Out = outside the acropolis. 
 
4.5.3. Weapons and Tools: Contextual Analysis  
Now that we have a general overview of the regional distribution of weapons and tools, it is 
time for a more in-depth analysis of selected contexts. However, before doing so, a number of 
observations made in the previous subsection need to be considered here, which have been 
summarized in Table XVI. First of all, it has been noted that Naue II type swords and Fontana 
di Papa type knives prevail in settlement contexts an
spearheads are mostly found in graves. For Peschiera daggers, the contextual information is 

-ax mold, and Tiryns helmet the numbers are 
too slight to establish a pattern. That being said, the types for which we do have information 
about their contexts can be used to establish that weapons and tools are roughly equally 
divided between find spots within the confines of the acropoleis (11 specimens) and those 
outside the citadel walls (nine specimens). Important find spots outside the walls include the 
Lower Town of Tiryns, the area of the House of the Oil Merchant at Mycenae, and the graves; 
in this category, the Tsoungiza dagger is also included. For another four specimens, this type 
of assessment cannot be made due to the lack of contextual information available.  

It is tempting to regard the distinction between what was found inside and outside the walls 
in terms of a distinction between palatial and nonpalatial spheres. However, here one needs to 
consider that a) not all weapons and tools date to the Palatial period, b) for the Palatial era the 
palatial/nonpalatial distinction has proven to be too limiting to describe the multiple roles that 
social actors in Mycenaean society could take on (see § 3.4), and c) that the palaces are not 
the only actors inhabiting the space within the walls of Tiryns and Mycenae. For Tiryns, we 
need to consider the status of the buildings of the Lower Citadel, as this area has yielded at 
least one spearhead and, as we will see below (§ 4.5.4; 4.6), multiple ornaments and HBW. 
For Mycenae, an obvious actor is the Cult Center, with the ivory handles for the Naue II type 
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sword, perhaps another sword and again both ornaments and HBW. In addition, we need to 
take into account the NW Quarter, as it has yielded not one but two Fontana di Papa type 
knives, as well as the other bronzes from the Tsountas hoard(s) and two fibulae (see § 
4.5.4.a). Although there are likely ties between these various actors and the palaces, the 
precise nature of their relationship is open to debate (see § 4.7.3 for an in-depth discussion). 

allow for a more in-depth analysis that might help to solve this problem. Hence, let us now 
turn to those contexts that do. 
 

During his 1890 excavations in the acropolis of Mycenae, Christos Tsountas discovered two 
deposits of bronze objects. The larger of the two was found among the walls of a building in 
the NW 701 Scholarly 
opinions differ on whether it was located in the same area and in (close) proximity to the 
larger deposit,702 or whether it came from an entirely different area of settlement.703 There 
also appears to be a certain degree of disagreement regarding the contents of the deposits. The 
reasons for this are twofold: a) Tsountas only mentions the contents of the smaller deposit in 
passing and b) they were cataloged together as a single deposit at the National Museum in 
Athens.704 
variously base their account on what Tsountas reports for the larger deposit or on the 

catalog, which includes the smaller deposit.705 For the smaller deposit, Spyros 
Iakovidis offers the following reconstruction of its contents: five double axes, eight chisels, 12 
sickle-shaped knives, six one-edged knives, three pairs of tweezers, a sword fragment, an 
unworked, sword-like object, and part of a bronze ingot.706   

axes, three swords of type F, one knife with a handle similar to the swords, one sword and one 
dagger of type G, one Naue II type sword (I.49), a razor-
discs with embossed rosettes, five chisels, six small knives, seven sickle-shaped knives, eight 

 variously identified as arrowheads/awls/drills, two pairs of tweezers, 20 small, 
, and fragments of gold wire  interpreted as a 

spiral hair-ring.707 One of the small knives can be identified as a Fontana di Papa type knife 
(I.47) in the image provided by Sandars; it should be noted, however, that she does not clearly 
distinguish the two deposits, meaning that it could also come from the smaller one.708 A 

deposit.709 It is on display in the National Museum as part of one of the hoards but, as Avila 
710 Finally, Hector Catling identifies a cast-

hilted dirk that can be attributed to the larger deposit from a later report by Tsountas, while 

                                                 
701   see Tsountas 1891, 25. Cf. Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-125; Iakovidis 2006, 137. 
702 E.g. Borgna 1995, 20-21; Iakovidis 2006, 137. 
703 E.g. Catling 1964, 294 and n. 1; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 125, n. 93. 
704 Sandars 1963, 136, n. 57. See also Borgna 1995, 20. 
705 Sandars 1963, 135-
(1956, 110) is based on Tsountas.   
706 Iakovidis 2006, 137.  
707 See Tsountas 1891, 25; Catling 1956, 110 and Iakovidis 2006, 137. See also Borgna 1995, 22-23, who does 

 
708 Sandars 1963, plate 25 (no. 38). 
709 Sandars 1963, 136; Spyropoulos 1972, 16; Iakovidis 2006, 137. 
710 Avila 1983, 56. 



 

95 
 

Borgna counts 14 
report.711    

Due to the uncertainties surrounding the excavation, the date of these hoard(s) has been 
and horse-bit initially 

raised questions about the chronological homogeneity of the hoard, but since Catling and 
Sandars these issues have been resolved. Catling proposed a date not earlier than 1300 BC but 

te of ca. 1200 BC, with some objects 
possibly dating earlier.712 This LH IIIC date is still mentioned in reports of late.713 Recently, 
Jung and Mehofer have made a case for dating the larger deposit to LH IIIB:2 Early or Late. 
They argue that the houses of the NW Quarter were built during LH IIIB:2 Late and that the 
area was not used afterward, based on the fact that the pottery from that area does not contain 
LH IIIC Early. As a result, they find it highly unlikely that the bronzes were deposited during 
or after the abandonment of the area,714 although it is precisely this scenario that is favored by 
Iakovidis.715 It is necessary to dwell on this issue of dating the larger deposit some more since 
the proposed date by Jung and Mehofer has important historical implications. As was 
explained in § 4.5.2, it would make the Naue II type sword imported from Italy (I.49) one of 
the earliest Naue II type swords in the Aegean. 

For this reason, we need to examine the context of the larger deposit more closely. Jung and 
Mehofer 
with an unequivocal which we can link to the erection of the buildings in 

716 They base their argument on the position of another deposit of bronzes found 
at Mycenae, known as the Mylonas hoard, which was discovered right above the foundation 
level of a retaining wall of the so-called Main Road A  to the east of the palace. According to 
Jung and Mehofer, this means that hoards such as the Mylonas and Tsountas hoards could 
have been hidden after the erection of the wall, by removing the fill and sealing it up again.717 
Aside from the aforementioned Mylonas hoard, there are two other hoards at Mycenae that 
need to be considered. They are the Poros wall deposit, excavated in the Prehistoric Cemetery 
outside the walls, and a small deposit dug by Schliemann on the acropolis.718 For the latter, 
the find circumstances are unclear, while the former was found in the central cemetery area, 
near the so-calle
had since disintegrated.719 In any case, the context of the Poros wall deposit does not conform 
to that of the Mylonas and Tsountas hoards, as reconstructed by Jung and Mehofer.  

On the basis of yet another hoard, Borgna, moreover, argues for a different reconstruction of 
the find circumstances of the Mylonas and Tsountas hoards. The hoard in question is the 
Athens Acropolis hoard, which was discovered inside the wall of a building on the Athenian 
acropolis but also  it, in the space between the wall and the fortifications. This space 
was filled in with earth during the construction of the edifice to which the wall belonged; 
Borgna takes this as an indication that the deposition of the bronzes could have only occurred 
at the time of its construction. She then goes on to argue that the particular configuration of 
the Athens Acropolis hoard fits well with the find circumstances of the Mylonas and Tsountas 
hoards and, more specifi
                                                 
711 Catling 1956, 110 and n. 4; Borgna 1995, 22. 
712 Catling 1956, 110-111; Sandars 1963, 136-137. 
713 Iakovidis 2006, 137.  
714 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-125. 
715 Iakovidis 2006, 177. 
716 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 125. 
717 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 125. 
718 For the Mylonas hoard, see  Borgna 1995, esp. 18-23; for the Poros wall deposit, see Stubbings 1954a; for the 
Schliemann hoard, see Schliemann 1878, 111-112. 
719 Wace 1953, 131; Stubbings 1954a, 292. 
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one outside the walls. Therefore, she considers the two Tsountas hoards as one large deposit 
and holds that it was built into the wall as a foundation deposit; this interpretation is extended 
to the find context of the Mylonas hoard.720 
lends extra credibility to the LH IIIB:2 Late date proposed by Jung and Mehofer. 

are interpreted.  
The Tsountas hoard(s) are considered part of a wider phenomenon of hoarding in the outgoing 
Bronze Age. This phenomenon is not restricted to the Aegean but also occurs in Cyprus and 

en the 13th and 11th centuries BC. 
Most hoards are characterized by the co-occurrence of weapons and tools in combination with 

s collections of tools and recyclable bronze scrap that smiths 
temporarily hid to retrieve later on, either in response to a hypothetical bronze scarcity or the 
events leading up to the 12th-century crisis.721 However, as Borgna points out, there are 
several 
deposits: a) the area in which they were found does not provide evidence of metal working, b) 
the tools in the deposits are not specific to metallurgy but have more general domestic, 
agricultural, and craft-related functions, c) the dearth of ornaments and heavy-use wear on the 
bronzes indicate a selection of specific types of objects at the end of their lifespan, and d) the 
hypothesis of a foundation deposit is not consisten
therefore, she convincingly argues that we are dealing with a final, non-utilitarian deposit.722  

 In her discussion, Borgna puts forward rather specific ideas about the nature of this deposit. 
She postulates a ritual orchestrated by the palaces which involved taking used and broken 
weapons and tools belonging to the wider populace out of circulation, in order to exercise 
socioeconomic control by creating scarcity in bronze scrap. This bronze scrap could then no 
longer be used by new, independent bronze smiths who threatened the palatial monopoly on 
the production and distribution of metals and whose rise  according to Borgna  is signaled, 

-ax mold (I.46).723 While offering a novel way of 

economy (see § 3.2). Nevertheless, her interpretation of a ritual deposition with the purpose of 
taking objects out of circulation resonates. Indeed, it is a common, anthropologically attested 
phenomenon that has been used frequently to discuss hoards in the European Bronze Age.724 

given to RBA and FBA bronze deposits in Italy. He argues that these hoards rather involve 
the deliberate destruction of wealth in the context of competitive consumption strategies by 

reuse in 725 In this model, the contents of the hoards 
reflect the property and wealth of the elite rather than common household tools, as in 

on. 
As the status of the smaller Tsountas deposit is unclear, the following analysis is based only 

on the larger deposit. When we examine this deposit more closely, it becomes clear that most 
artifacts are not at odds with an aristocratic lifestyle. This a
bronzes. The weapons   can 
                                                 
720 Borgna 1995, 18-21. 
721 For an overview of this discussion, see Borgna 1995, 7-13. For examples of this traditional approach that also 
include the Tsountas deposits, see e.g. Catling 1964, 294ff and more recently, Knapp . 1988.  
722 Borgna 1995, 18-35. 
723 Borgna 1995, 35-42. 
724 See e.g. Bradley 1982; 1985. See also the overview in Knapp . 1988, 238-241, who later on (p. 258) 
argue against the application of such models in the context of the Aegean and Cypriot Bronze Age  an argument 
which is not entirely convincing in light of the discussion in Borgna 1995 presented above.  
725 Hoekstra 1996-1997, 50-55, with quote on p. 54. 
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, and Fontana di Papa type 
knife comprise personal items that can be linked to concepts of (male) beauty and the horse 
bit is suggestive of horse keeping.726 Other artifacts are less clearly associated with elite 
ideology but could also be explained in this manner. For example, Borgna suggests that the 
two rosette discs also belonged to horse gear.727 In addition, the knives and  as Maran notes 
with respect to similar objects in the Tiryns Treasure (see below)  perhaps also the sickles 
could be used for cutting meat for sacrifices or ritual meals.728 Finally, double axes and 

- 729 of various periods  
including those from LPG tombs in the Toumba necropolis at Lefkandi (double axes) and the 
LH IIA Vapheio tholos (mirror).730 This leaves us with the fragments of undecorated bronze 
sheet, the chisels, and the fragments of an ostensible gold spiral hair-ring. Of these, the latter 
could hold significance in the context of both elite display and Italo-Aegean relations, as they 
sound similar to the gold spiral hair-rings discussed below for the Tiryns Treasure (§ 4.5.3.b). 
Unfortunately, however, the fragments have gone missing in the National Museum and there 
are no published photos that can ascertain their identification as similar hair-rings.731  

To sum up, the contents of the larger Tsountas deposit are not inconsistent with the concept 
of an elite deposition. In fact, it involves categories of objects that, in other regions and times, 
are frequently associated with warrior burials. Examples that come to mind are the LH IIIC 
burials in Achaia (see Chapter 5) or the aforementioned burials at Lefkandi and Vapheio. For 
both LH IIIB and LH IIIC, such warrior burials are missing from the Argolid.732 Various 
explanations have been offered in order to account for this lacuna in the archaeological 
record.733 
considered. It is possible that in the Argolid, practices of elite display did not only occur in the 
funerary realm but also involved the ritualized destruction of wealth. In relation to this, the 

                                                 
726 For a discussion of Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age elite lifestyle and its associated ideology, see e.g. Kilian-
Dirlmeier 1987, esp. 207-212; Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 167-176; Eder 2006, esp. 557, 564-568, 570-572 and 
Kramer-Hajos 2016, esp. 33-55, 100-105, 152-165  all with further references. 
727 Borgna 1995, 23. 
728 See e.g. Kilian-Dirlmeier 1987, 207; Eder 2006, 567 (with further references) for the link between elites and 
ritual meals involving the grilling and communal consumption of meat. See Maran 2012, 123 for the idea that 
sickles in the Tiryns Treasure could have also been used as knives for cutting meat during feasting ceremonies. 
729 
has specific Homeric connotations and runs the risk of implying that the deceased was an active (male) adult 
warrior. As he points out, in many cases the archaeological context indicates that the act of burying an individual 
with weapons should be seen as an expression of elite identity and its associated ideology of warriorhood, rather 
than as a reflection of a life spent fighting. For this reason, Whitley resort  
borrowed from Anglo-Saxon prehistory  to discuss the act of burying an individual with weapons in the LBA 

is 
the most current in the present literature, see e.g. Deger-Jalkotzy 2006; Giannopoulos 2008; forthcoming; Senn 
2013; Arena 2015. For sake of convenience, therefore, I continue to use this term throughout the present thesis. I 
would like to thank dr. Theodoros Giannopoulos for providing me with an unpublished draft of his paper. 
730 For double axes, see Crielaard 1996, 54 and n. 116 with references and Brouwers 2010, 51-52 for a summary 
of the discussion. For mirror discs, see Kilian-Dirlmeier 1987, 200 and n. 54 with references. 
731  (1891, 25), the fragments are described as a gold wire spiral, like those Schliemann 
(Myc. im. 529) published . Spyropoulos 1972, 44-45 repeats this description and suggests that they should be 
identified with NMA cat. no. 2576  hair-coils of quadrangular gold wire wounded four times, Mycenaean 
Acropolis 1890 at the same time as cat. no. 2532  which he reports as missing. The gold wire spirals published 
in Schliemann (1878, 353) do not appear to be that similar to the ones discussed by Eder/Jung 2005. 
732 The warrior burial at Dendra is dated to LH IIIA, see Åström 1977. 
733 Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 168, for example, on the one hand, argues that there may not have been warrior burials 

cenae and Tiryns were the dominant 
centers. On the other hand, she reserves the possibility that warrior burials will be discovered in the future. 
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intriguing. Although connections with an elite lifestyle are less evident in these cases,734 they 
do share some of the key characteristics of the larger Tsountas deposit, including the presence 
of weapons and their lack of clear associations with metal working. As a result, an 
interpretation in terms of elite display and the ritual destruction of wealth cannot be excluded. 

Whether this kind of elite display involved a competition between elite groups or rather, 
some kind of communal ritual is difficult to establish. It is equally difficult to establish to 

ology of the Tsountas 

dealing with at least one elite deposition on the acropolis in an area that, as Borgna points out, 
is dominated architecturally by the presence of the palace.735 At the same time, it should be 
noted that the status and function of the NW Quarter is unclear, due to the early excavations 
in this area; as a result, we cannot determine the status of the elites that may have been 
responsible for the larger Tsountas deposit. What is evident, however, is that these elites were 

-oriented group of Mycenaean 
elites seems to have shared ideologies and practices that we tend to place more comfortably in 
the Postpalatial period and Early Iron Age. Therefore, the possibility that the Tsountas deposit 
belongs to the Palatial period rather than the Postpalatial period is particularly significant for 
reconstructing (inter-)regional network dynamics and, more generally, for considering aspects 
of continuity during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition, as outlined in § 3.4. 

The Tiryns Treasure was found in 1915 in the southeastern part of the Lower Town of Tiryns. 
Its excavation was supervised by Apostolos Arvanitopoulos, who published an initial report in 
the same year.736 Recently, Maran has used both this report and the final 1930 report by 
Georg Karo to reconstruct the precise find circumstances and composition of the deposit.737 
The Tiryns Treasure was found in a pit that had partly destroyed a wall of an earlier building. 
The bottom of the pit was paved with small stones.738 Inside the pit, parts of two firedogs, one 
damaged (I.97), and one miscast Naue II type sword (I.98) were deposited. Above these 
bronzes, a large cauldron was positioned, against which were leaning a bronze ingot and a 
large part of a Cypriot tripod stand. Inside the lower part of the cauldron were various types of 
artifacts made from different types of material, including several bronze vessels, a broken 
piece of unworked ivory, a gold spiral, a gold signet ring, and a Mitanni hematite cylinder 
seal.739 The upper part of the cauldron also contained a wide range of artifact types, among 

and bronze rings  including another signet ring.740 Maran further notes several finds for 

                                                 
734 The Mylonas hoard contained: four double axes, one flat ax, a chisel, two awls, two fragmented knives, three 
sickles, and weapons  including two swords, a dagger, and a spearhead, two or three pieces of bronze sheet (one 
of which was decorated) and a fragment of an oxhide ingot, see Borgna 1995, esp. 18-23. The Poros wall deposit 
contained: one dagger, one fragment of a sword, six sickles, two knives, one chopper, one double ax, one 
chisel/adze, four other chisels, one pair of tweezers, one hammerhead, two handles of bronze vessels, 12 larger 
fragments of ingots and four smaller pieces, one lump of bronze, and numerous fragments of bronze sheet and 
plate, see Stubbings 1954a.The Schliemann hoard contained: five knives, two small wheel ornaments, one 
unidentified object with a ring, two spearheads, two double axes, hairpins, one tripod, two vases and remnants of 
four more, see Schliemann 1878, 111-112. 
735 Borgna 1995, 18. 
736 Arvanitopoulos 1915. 
737 Maran 2006, 129-142. See also Karo 1930.  
738 Maran 2006, 133-134.  
739 For the full description of the contents of the Tiryns Treasure, see entry in my Catalog I. 
740 Maran 2006, 132 and n. 16, 134. 
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which the position within the cauldron can no longer be established, including three gold 
-rings, two more gold spirals, and more pieces of unworked ivory.741 

The artifacts in the Tiryns Treasure span a wide chronological range. Belonging to the Early 
Mycenaean period are the gold signet rings, while on the other end of the chronological 
spectrum, the Cypriot tripod stand probably belongs to LH IIIC.742 Matthäus points out that 
within this range, most objects belong to LH IIIB  C. He further states that the earlier 
building in which the pit was dug mostly yielded LH I and LH IIIA material with some LH 
IIIB, which serves as a .743 Maran argues strongly in favor of a Postpalatial 
date for the Treasure based on typological considerations. Exceptions, such as the early 
Mycenaean gold signet rings, are explained as antiques.744 Due to the aforementioned 
differences in composition  the Tsountas and other Mycenaean hoards, the Tiryns 
Treasure is usually interpreted in a different way.745 Originally, Arvanitopoulos interpreted it 

746 In later literature, the unity of the deposit was called into question, with 

authenticity.747 Maran, however, has recently argued on several occasions that the Tiryns 
Treasure does constitute a meaningful unity.748 

More specifically, he contends that the careful stacking of objects in the cauldron indicates 
an intentional deposition.749 Initially, Maran prop
of a treasure and argued that the Treasure represented the  or the collection of prized 
possessions of one of the ruling families of Postpalatial Tiryns. This interpretation is inspired 
by the description of similar treasures in Homer, which constituted of objects valued for the 

 attached to them, in particular with reference to past owners and to events in which 
these objects participated (see § 2.5  object biographies). Antiques, imports, and, 
particularly, antique imports comprise good candidates for .750 Considering these 
characteristics, Maran argued that the actual  were placed mostly inside the cauldron, 

 placed outside the 
cauldron.751 , the bronze ingot should be viewed as raw 
bronze, whereas the firedogs, Naue II type swords, and the Cypriot tripod stand should be 

 
now divides the Treasure into two main categories: jewelry  including political and religious 
insignia  and a set of bronze ceremonial feasting equipment. On account of this new reading 
of the Treasure, Maran argues that it was likely deposited after a feasting ceremony held by 
Postpalatial elites. He further contends that in the process of this deposition, the tripod stand, 
firedogs, and Naue II type swords were intentionally damaged as a form of ritual destruction 
that would prevent their future use.752 To put it differently, he no longer considers them scrap, 
but now treats them as items closely connected to elite practices with possible ritual 
connotations.  
                                                 
741 Maran 2006, 135-138.  
742 Signet rings: Matthäus 1980b, 58; Cypriot tripod stand: Catling 1964, 195. 
743 Matthäus 1980b, 56-58. 
744 Maran 2006, 130-131 and n. 12. 
745 See e.g. Catling 1964, 297; Knapp . 1988, 247. 
746 Maran 2006, 130-131, citing Arvanitopoulos 1915, 219-222. 
747 Maran 2006, 129 and nn. 9-10 with references. 
748 Maran 2006; 2012; 2013. 
749 Maran 2006, 132. 
750 The presence of antiques, imports, and antique imports in the burials of the late Hallstatt period in Europe has 
been linked to the practice of selecting grave goods from family treasures; as a result, antiques and imports in 
LH IIIC and Early Iron Age burials in the Aegean are now also sometimes attributed to the existence of similar 
treasures, see Maran 2006, 131 with further references. 
751 Maran 2006, 140-141. 
752 Maran 2012, esp. 122-125. 
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onsumption model for South 
Etrurian hoards (see § 4.5.3.a). Indeed, the ritual destruction of capital by elites often takes 
place in the context of ceremonial feasting, as in the well-known case of the Northwest Coast 
potlatch.753 In the previous subsection, 
the larger Tsountas deposit. It was found that these contents evoked associations of an elite 
lifestyle that is also reflected in warrior burials of the Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age. 
These associations may be summarized as follows: warriorhood, beautification, horse 
keeping, and the ritual cutting of meat. Of these, only the aspect of horse keeping is not 
reflected in the Tiryns Treasure. The Naue II type swords can be taken to signify a warrior 
identity, the many rings and other ornaments can be interpreted as personal adornments 
despite the political or cultic role envisaged for some of them, and, as was mentioned earlier, 
among the feasting equipment Maran also counts the bronze and iron sickles as tools for 
cutting the meat consumed at the feast.754 Aside from the associations of elite lifestyle already 
encountered in the larger Tsountas deposit, the Tiryns Treasure also signifies aspects of elite 
lifestyle that have not yet been considered. These merit further discussion, as they too form 
part of the contextual associations of the two Naue II type swords. 

As was already noted, Maran reports political and religious insignia among the jewelry in 
the Treasure. More specifically, he considers the two gold signet rings as symbols of palatial 
authority, or perhaps rather, as of past palatial authority.755 It should be noted that 
these objects actually predate the Palatial period and were already centuries old at the time of 
their deposition during the subsequent phase. Maran explains this situation by suggesting that 
they were kept as  in family treasures,756 but as an alternative, we need to consider 
that these antiques continued to circulate in LH IIIC.757 This is also perhaps the most likely 
explanation for the occurrence of the Mitanni hematite cylinder seal in the Treasure. Cline 

was most likely made in northern Syria in the 15th or 14th century BC.758 Therefore, it not only 
constitutes an antique but also an import. Whether this object first arrived in the Aegean 
during the Palatial period and continued to circulate there, or whether it came to the 
Postpalatial Aegean as an import is difficult to establish. Aside from antiques and antique 
imports, the Tiryns Treasure also contained a number of novelties. As Maran points out, the 
iron sickle constitutes a unique object during the time of deposition and belongs to the first 
horizon of iron objects in the eastern Mediterranean.759 Anthony Snodgrass attributes the 

but also considers it as a possible import from either Syro-Palestine or Cyprus. 760  
A number of other items in the Treasure more clearly point to Cyprus. The tripod stand was 

with spirals, pendants of flying birds and pomegranates, and animal-head protomes. A similar 
tripod stand has been found in the Cape Gelidonya shipwreck (ca. 1200 BC), but there are 
also examples of this type belonging to SM  EPG, which means that a LH IIIC date is not 
secure. The Tiryns tripod stand is usually considered an import, typical of Late Cypriot (LC) 

                                                 
753 See e.g. Perodie 2001. 
754 Maran 2012, 123. 
755 Maran 2006, 141; 2012, 122. 
756 Maran 2006, 140-141. 
757 Something which is also asserted in Eder/Jung 2005, 488 without providing arguments and demonstrated in 
Crielaard 2011, 99-100 with respect to seal stones.  
758 Cline 1994, 153-154, cat. no. 180. 
759 Maran 2006, 140-141. 
760 But see Cline 1994, 251, cat. no. 1067 who considers a possibly local Mycenaean  origin. 
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metalwork.761 In relation to this, the gold pendant bulls-head earrings should also be noted. 
They too belong to a type that can be linked to LC metalwork. Aside from the one published 
by Karo with granulated decoration,762 Maran mentions another three specimens of a simpler 
type. For these three, he notes a lack of resemblance to naturalistic Cypriot types but does 
mention a specimen from Perati as a close parallel. Consequently, Maran considers a LH IIIC 
Mainland production of such earrings on the basis of Cypriot prototypes.763 Aside from 
imports and imitations, other categories of evidence in the Treasure may also point to 
connections with the East. In particular, the presence of a significant amount of raw ivory  at 
a time when ivory working was believed to have ceased  is relevant. Considering the clear 
emphasis on Cypriot connections in the Treasure, Maran suggests that the ivory in Treasure 
may well be attributed to Postpalatial exchange between the Aegean and Cyprus.764  

Besides a clear link with Cyprus and the East, the Tiryns Treasure also displays connections 
with Italy and central Europe. Aside from the two cataloged Naue II type swords, there are 

do belong to the same cultural realm. The first category of evidence involves the three pairs of 
gold-wire spirals.765 Eder and Jung attribute these spirals to a particular type of gold, double-
wired spiral ornament, of which the end is either plain or twisted. Depending on their size, the 
spirals are interpreted as hair-rings or bracelets.766  

In the Argolid, the Tiryns Treasure is not the only context to have yielded such gold spiral 
ornaments. The problematic piece from the Tsountas hoard(s) has already been discussed (§ 
4.5.3.a), but there is also a more convincing specimen from Tiryns with a twisted end. It is 
depicted in the excavation report but the only information provided is that it is SM and came 
from LX II 34/87 II k.767 Various other spiral ornaments have been found in LH IIIC and SM 

 EPG contexts from the Greek mainland, Albania, and Epirus, as well as in FBA 1-2 and 
later contexts in southern Italy (see § 2.8  Table II for the comparative chronology). 

pological identity suggests that these ornaments were 

exchange. Yet they also note that spiral ornaments have a long tradition in central Europe.768 
From this, it follows that these objects cannot be pinpointed precisely to a specific place of 

 
The second category evidence pointing to Italian and central European connections are the 

two large 9.2). These enigmatic 
items have attracted scholarly attention both for their overall shape and for their amber beads. 
To start off with the latter, the amber beads belong to a specific type that can be dated to ca. 

Italy, the head of the Adriatic, the Croatian/Bosnian coast, Albania, the Aegean, and the 
Levant.769 so been reported from the Ukraine.770  
                                                 
761 Catling 1964, 195-199, 216-223; Cline 1994, 214, cat. no. 724. Catling assumes that they were not produced 
after 1200, but this assumption has been challenged by e.g. Matthäus 1988; Crielaard 1998, 196-197. 
762 Karo 1930, 125, Abb. 1. 
763 Maran 2006, 137-138 and n. 21. See also Cline 1994, 140, cat. no. 68.  
764 Maran 2006, 134-137 and n. 19.  
765 Karo 1930, 128, cat. no. 6220, Beil. XXXII (two large spirals below each other in the upper right corner, to 
the left of the upper large spiral, two smaller spirals with 1.5 coils, and below the smaller pair two medium-sized 
spirals that are attached to one another).  
766 Eder/Jung 2005, 488. 
767 Kilian 1988c, 140, Abb. 37, no. 11, 151. LX II 34/87 II k is located at the northern tip of the Lower Citadel, 
corresponding to the workshop area of room 78b that was in use during LH IIIB Final and LH IIIC Middle:1, see 
Brysbaert/Vetters 2010.  
768 Eder/Jung 2005, 488-489. 
769 Harding/Hughes-Brock 1974, 155; Harding 2000, 191, Fig. 5.12. 
770 Harding 2007, 47. 
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 aside 
from its primary distribution in the Baltic regions  is also found in Ukrainian deposits. These 
deposits were used in antiquity but it is uncertain to what extent they are connected to the 

from the Baltic from that from the Ukraine.771 Anthony Harding and Helen Hughes-Brock 
assert that th
not provide clear arguments for this assertion,772 the Adriatic distribution of the beads is 
indeed most conspicuous,773 as well as the fact that the Ionian island of Kefalonia has yielded 

774  
-called 

-of-eight
all from the same area in the modern Czech Republic.775 In the archaeology of this area, the 

776  
 

  

 

gold.777 Besides Italy, the wheel-
regions and may have, in fact, originated in the Carpathian basin.778 The interpretation of the 
Tiryns wheels as solar symbols may indeed be appropriate, since both gold and amber are 

779 As he points out, a wheel also seems to represent the sun 
on one of the gold signet rings (see Figure 19.1). While it should be noted that this wheel is, 
in fact, six- -provoking 
hypothesis in which the co-occurrence of the Tiryns wheels with the signet ring in the 

objects and images in ritual communication 
                                                 
771 Czebreszuk 2009.  
772 Harding/Hughes-Brock 1974, 158. 
773 See Harding 2000, 191, Fig. 5.12. 
774 Eder/Jung 2005, 489 and n. 32 with further references.  
775 See e.g. Harding/Hughes-Brock 1974, 158 and n. 40, only citing Marinatos 1960; Matthäus 1980b, 58 and n. 

 
776 Marinatos 1960, 152. 
777 Jung 2007a. 
778 Pendants with the wheel cross symbol already appear in Carpathian hoards which are deposited at the start of 

and Pasztor 2015, 3 (Fig. 10  depicting examples from the Koszider I hoard), 6 (suggesting that the symbol 
more specifically represents an atmospheric phenomen
discussion of the so-   
779 Maran 2013. 
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-cross could be provided with a biography. This biography 
could then help to legitimize to aid its 
appropriation and even  within the Mycenaean culture. In connection to this, it 

products, based on the fact that the Treasure has yielded additional gold wire and amber beads 
to produce a third wheel. Yet local appropriation and production do not need to mean that the 
producer of the wheels was , he or she may have well been a person 

 
through which the ritual community was placed in 780 

Summing up, it is clear from the present analysis that the Tiryns Treasure comprises an elite 
deposition with possible ritual connotations. Indeed, we may consider the Treasure in terms of 
competitive elite consumption, along similar lines of what I  argued for the Tsountas hoard(s). 
In this respect, the Tiryns Treasure may not be so different in terms of its intention.  
Moreover, some aspects of elite lifestyle that were encountered in the possibly Palatial 
Tsountas hoard(s) are also stressed in the Postpalatial Tiryns Treasure. Despite these generic 
similarities, however, the Tiryns Treasure differs greatly from the Tsountas hoard(s) in terms 
of its composition. Compared to the Tsountas hoard(s), the Tiryns Treasure has a far more 
diverse composition. It contains a wider range of artifact types (e.g. metal vessels, rings, 
firedogs), as well as a broader variety of materials (e.g. iron, ivory, amber). In addition, it is 
far more diverse in terms of the conceptual networks it seeks to convey. In the Treasure, the 
elites of Postpalatial Tiryns emphasize their connections not only with cosmological forces 
and the (palatial) past but also  and perhaps most importantly for our purposes  with the 
contemporary and wider world. First of all, the iron objects represent access to new 
technologies, by which the elites of Tiryns firmly placed themselves in the present.781 Second 
of all, the fact that so many of the finds in the Treasure reflect links with various parts of the 
Mediterranean and cen -
was among the most appreciated forms of social capital. This feature sets the Tiryns Treasure 

s 

Additionally, the Tsountas hoard(s) do not stress connections with Cyprus and the East or 
links with the past or cult. Overall, we get the impression that Tirynthian Postpalatial elites 
were more widely connected than their Mycenaean Palatial counterparts.    

  
Catalog I. From this chart it 

becomes clear that a staggering 74 of the 104 catalog entries belong to the category of 

 by 12 specimens. 
Aside from these three larger types, the dataset also includes two finger rings. A comparison 

fewer types but with more specimens for each type. This could imply that ornaments were 
more commonly available, which appears to be particularly the case for the fibulae. This 
impression is confirmed when we examine the spatial distribution of the ornaments. If we 
compare Maps I and II, one thing that stands out is that far more sites with ornaments are 
represented than with weapons/tools. Mycenae again provides by far the largest concentration 
of finds and greatest diversity of types, followed by Tiryns (see Table XVII). This time, 
                                                 
780 Maran 2013, 160. 
781 Sherratt 2003, 44. 



 

104 
 

however, Argos is also represented with a sizeable concentration that matches that of Tiryns. 
The Argive Heraion (Prosymna included) and the islet of Modi both yield more than one 
specimen, whereas Iria, Nauplion, and Midea are each represented with one object. In contrast 
to the  
 

 
Catalog I, consisting of 104 entries. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table XVI n the Argolid. 
Sites Violin fibulae  Bow fibulae Long pins Wheels Spiraled finger rings Total 
Unknown - - - 2 - 2 
Mycenae 19 5 5 5 1 35 
Tiryns 10 2 - 2 - 14 
Argos - 4 7 1 1 13 
Heraion 4 1 - - - 5 
Modi - - - 2 - 2 
Midea 1 - - - - 1 
Nauplion 1 - - - - 1 
Iria 1 - - - - 1 
Total 36 12 12 12 2 74 

ornaments over the Argolid. The size of the pie charts indicates the 
number of finds, whereas the dark and light colored portions of the pies represent two stages in 
network dynamics, based on the analysis of the various types (see Figure 36). Stage 1 runs from LH 
IIIB:2  LH IIIC Middle and stage 2 from LH IIIC Late  SM (created by author). 
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The distribution of ornaments throughout the Argolid becomes more pronounced when we 
include the factor time. From Table XVIII it becomes clear that for each subphase, the 
number of sites is roughly equal. The sites with only one ornament are equally distributed 
across the phases; Mycenae and Tiryns are the sites represented for the full period under 
study, with Argos becoming a third constant from the Postpalatial period onwards. It is 
tempting to deduce from this a more restricted distribution during the Palatial period, which 
opens up after the fall of the palaces. However, the LH IIIB find at Iria indicates that access to 
ornaments was not limited to the palatial centers; moreover, we need to consider that some of 
the finds that cannot be dated more precisely than LH IIIB  C could belong to LH IIIB. What 
Table XVIII further highlights is that the total number of ornaments does not remain stable 
over time. There appears to be an increase in LH IIIC, which can be largely attributed to the 
fibulae. Another pattern that can be observed is that whereas the fibulae appear to be 
characteristic for the entire study period, wheels seem to comprise a Postpalatial phenomenon 
while the long pins tend to cluster in SM. This pattern is particularly relevant, as it may point 
to continued connections with Italy and the wider Urnfield region throughout the Bronze Age 
 Iron Age transition. Whether this is truly the case, however, can only be evaluated by means 

of a more thorough discussion of individual types of ornaments and their distribution.  
 

 

4 1 7* - 12 Mycenae, Tiryns Nauplion (?)** 3 

9 2 (?) - - 11 Mycenae, Tiryns, Iria 3 
8 - 2 - 10 Mycenae, Heraion (?), Modi 3 
19 1 3 1 24 Mycenae, Tiryns, Argos, Midea 4 
2 1 - - 3 Argos, Heraion (?) 2 
6 7 - 1 14 Mycenae, Tiryns, Argos, Heraion 

(?) 
4 

48 12 12 2 74  
* includes two wheels that are not dated more specifically than LH.   
** (?) denotes problematic finds. 
 

It is generally assumed that fibulae represent a cultural novelty in the Late Bronze Age 
Aegean.782 Their first appearance in LH IIIB:2 is traditionally associated with the introduction 
of a new style of (fe that is believed to have replaced 
Mycenaean buttoned and sown types of clothing.783 According to Bouzek, two groups of 
fibulae can be distinguished: northern-type fibulae made out of a separate bow and pin, and 
one-piece fibulae, such as the fibulae depicted in Figure 20, with a distribution encompassing 
the Alps, Italy, the western Balkans, and the Aegean. It is thought that this latter type 
originated along the southeastern Alps or northern Adriatic.784 Therefore, it has been 
suggested that the first fibulae in the Aegean were imported from Italy.785 In the Aegean, two 
main categories of fibulae are distinguished: violin-bow fibulae and bow fibulae (compare 
Figures 20 and 21 with 22 and 23).786 The violin-bow fibula is believed to predate the bow 
fibula, although both types do partly overlap in time. In general, violin-bow fibulae are dated 

                                                 
782 See e.g. Desborough 1964, 56; Jung 2006, 52-53. 
783 Dickinson 2006, 158-164. 
784  
785 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 407; Bouzek 1985, 157; Dickinson 2006, 161-162. 
786 Blinkenberg 1926, 41, 58. 
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between LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC,787 while bow fibulae appear later in LH IIIC and continue 
into the SM and PG periods.788 

Violin-bow fibulae are rapidly incorporated into Aegean material culture.789 For this reason, 
later specimens are usually not considered imports but are rather taken to represent local 
products. Regarding the development of the bow fibula, scholarly opinions differ greatly. 

790 Deshayes, however, disqualifies his classification. He argues that the 
bow fibula could have been a Mycenaean invention. As he points out, the chronologies of 
Urnfield Europe and Italy were constructed using the appearance of bow fibulae, as well as 
other types of fibulae, in mainland Greece. Due to this synchronization, it is difficult to 
determine where the bow fibula occurred first.791 Taking into account that the bow fibula did 
occur in the Aegean later than the violin-bow fibula and that local production is assumed for 
the latter, it is indeed possible  as Deshayes suggests  that this type represents a local 
adaptation of the violin-bow fibula and was not introduced through external relations.792  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 

Nevertheless, throughout the period between 1250  1000 BC, the typological links between 
Italian and Aegean fibulae continue to develop along parallel lines. In fact, the parallels are so 
significant that it is possible to tie together various subtypes.793 Most recently, Jung has used 
this feature to construct a new comparative Italo-Aegean chronology. As he also uses 

, 
bronzes in the Aegean, his comparative chronology may be considered more robust than 

                                                 
787 Bouzek 1985, 152-157. 
788 Bouzek 1985, 159; Thomatos 2006, 240.   
789 E.g. Bouzek 1985, 157. 
790 159. 
791 Deshayes 1966, 208. 
792 See also considerations in Desborough 1964, 57; 1972, 108. 
793 See e.g. Kilian 1983, 84-86; 1985.  
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previous chronologies.794 What becomes clear 
violin-bow and bow fibulae appear roughly contemporary in both Italy and the Aegean in the 
period between LH IIIB:2 and SM.795 For example, a violin-bow fibula with rounded bow and 
knobs from Tiryns (Figure 20; see also § 4.5.5; 4.6.4.a) can be dated between LH IIIB:2 Early 
and LH IIIC Early. In Italy, this type of fibula occurs, for example, in the necropolis of 
Cavallo Morto in Latium (Figure 20), in a context dating to the RBA  a period that can be 
synchronized with LH IIIB:1 to LH IIIC Middle:1 (see § 2.8  Table II). In addition, the 
symmetrical twisted bow fibula (see Figure 22 and 23) is a type widespread in the Aegean 
during SM  PG, with earlier specimens dating to SM and perhaps even LH IIIC Early.796 In 
Italy, the type is found in contexts dating to FBA 2 and 3, phases which may be synchronized 
with LH IIIC Late  SM and later (see § 2.8  Table II). One such context is Frattesina hoard 
I, which has yielded two of these fibulae, including the one depicted in Figure 23.797 Although 
the nature of comparative chronological research makes it hard to determine the direction of 
transfer, these and other subtypes of fibulae suggests a shared tradition of Italo-Aegean fibula 
production during the entire Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. This effectively implies that 
for the full study period, some form of network persisted between the Aegean and Italy. 

 

Violin bow Mycenae Acropolis? No - Smooth bow 
Violin bow Mycenae Acropolis No - Knobs 
Violin bow Nauplion Pronoia No - Spiral-disc foot? 
Violin bow Tiryns Grave V; Prof. Ilias No - Smooth bow 

 
As can be gleaned from Chart II and Table XVIII

Argolid between LH IIIB and SM. This relatively high number of specimens allows for a 
diachronic analysis of the fibula distribution in the study region. In order to accommodate this 
analysis, the period under study has been divided into subphases. Tables XIX to XXIII list all 
fibulae known from the region divided per subphase that have been included in Catalog I. 
Table XIX lists the fibulae that cannot be dated specifically, while the total numbers for each 
subphase have already been noted in Table XVIII. In the following paragraphs, each 
individual subphase will be examined first, before arriving at diachronic patterns in the 
distribution of fibulae in the Argolid.  

Prior to the start of the analysis, some problems specific to the dating of the fibulae need to 
be taken into consideration. First of all, many specimens derive from grave assemblages from 
chamber tombs used for multiple burials. In most cases, the tombs were first used during the 
Palatial period but it has been argued that the tombs were reused in the Postpalatial period and 
that the fibulae belong to this phase of reuse.798 For the Deiras cemetery in Argos this type of 
reuse is confirmed by the clear contextual association of fibulae and other ornaments with LH 
IIIC or SM pottery (see § 4.5.5.b); however, for the chamber tombs at Mycenae excavated by 
Tsountas the lack of contextual information allows scope for multiple interpretations. This is, 
for example, the case for fibulae I.58, I.59, and I.60 (Tables XXI and XXII). A second 
problem related to the previous one is that sometimes there is a discrepancy between the dates 
suggested on the basis of typochronology and the date based on the  multi-interpretable  
contextual information. Finally, for some fibulae, there are conflicting reports in the literature 
about their context. In each of these cases, a range of the possible earliest and latest date is 
                                                 
794 Jung 2006, 11-15. 
795 Jung 2005; 2006, esp. 189-194. 
796 Jung 2006, 190-191. 
797 Jung 2006, 191, 216. 
798 Kilian 1985, 155-157, 162. 
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provided in Tables XX  XXIII; the reader is referred to Catalog I for a summary of the 
discussion pertaining to each individual context. 
 

 

Violin bow Iria Bothros No LH IIIB:2 Late/LH 
IIIC Middle? 

Knobs 

Violin bow Mycenae Cult Center; Temple 
Complex 

Yes LH IIIB:2 Knobs 

Violin bow Mycenae Cult Center; Small 
Court 35 

Yes LH IIIB:2 - 

Violin bow Mycenae ChT 61  No LH IIIB:2/SM? Spiral-disc foot 
Violin bow Mycenae ChT 61  No LH IIIB:2/SM? Spiral-disc foot 
Violin bow Tiryns Middle Citadel; 

Western Staircase 
No LH IIIB:2? Knobs 

- Tiryns Lower Citadel;  
R. 10; Building I 

No LH IIIB Developed? - 

Violin bow Tiryns Lower Citadel; 
R. 10, Building I 

Yes LH IIIB (end) Smooth bow 

 
For LH IIIB, there are eight fibulae in total. Seven of them are violin-bow fibulae; for I.89 

the literature does not provide this information.799 This distribution seems to correspond to 
what we know of violin-bow fibulae in general.800 Nearly half of the fibulae in LH IIIB come 
from reliable contexts. Unfortunately, this is not the case for I.63 and I.64. Due to their 
specific shape and size, these fibulae are regarded as the earliest ones in the Aegean.801 Yet as 
their tomb was excavated by Tsountas, the available contextual information does not allow for 
a precise date. The fibulae are usually dated to LH IIIB:2 on typological grounds, but as 
Bouzek observes the total burial assemblage reminds of SM burial gifts.802 The presence of 
long pins I.65 and I.66 (see § 4.5.4.b) is particularly suspect, as these kinds of objects do not 
seem to occur in the Argolid before the SM period. The combination of the supposedly LH 
IIIB:2 fibulae and SM long pins raises questions regarding the homogeneity of the deposit and 
the reliability of dating through typochronology.803 The unclarity of the situation is 
particularly regrettable, taken that the two fibulae are often considered imports from Italy 

cal traits.804 The Iria specimen raises 
similar issues. Vitale suggests a redating of the bothros deposit to LH IIIB:2 Late, which 
makes the fibula exceptionally early for its type.805 Other dated fibulae belonging to this 
subtype have been dated to phases corresponding to LH IIIC Middle:1 and 2. Whether this is 

                                                 
799 See Rahmstorf 2008, 252, #385.  
800 As noted, violin-bow fibulae date from LH IIIB:2 to LH IIIC. See Bouzek 1985, 152-157 for an overview. 
801 See e.g. Bouzek 1985, 157. 
802 Bouzek 1985, 161. For a similar remark, see Dickinson 2006, 161 (Postpalatial date). See, however, Kilian 
1985, 159; Pabst 2014, 88-89 for a date in LHIIIA  LH IIIB:2. 
803 If the typochronology is correct we may be dealing with two different burials or, perhaps less likely, LH 
IIIB:2 antiques in a SM burial context. However, if the fibulae and pins belong to the same burial this could also 
mean that the typochronology for either the fibulae or the long pins is wrong. Indeed, as is further discussed in § 
4.5.4.b, it is possible that the long pins do, in fact, belong to LH IIIB, as their proportions are different from the 
usual SM pins. See also Pabst 2014, 88-91 for a Palatial date for the assemblage. 
804 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 407; Bouzek 1985, 157; Dickinson 2006, 161-162. See, however, Pabst 2014, 88-90 for a 
different view (local products inspired by the Unter-Radl type from the Carpathian basin, perhaps via northern 
Italy and/or the northwestern Balkans).  
805 This deposit of mostly pottery was originally dated to LH IIIC Early or LH IIIB:2/LH IIIC Early Transitional, 
see Vitale 2006, 186-187 and n. 65. 
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a typochronological problem806 or whether fibula I.23 represents a later intrusion in the LH 
IIIB:2 Late deposit is difficult to establish. Yet the presence of a fibula at Iria is, nevertheless, 
informative; it shows that potentially already in LH IIIB fibulae could make it out of the 
palatial centers, or circulated more widely. 

Aside from the Iria specimen, all other LH IIIB fibulae come from Mycenae and Tiryns. If 
we look at the spatial distribution at these sites, we encounter a wide yet focused distribution. 
At Mycenae, the specimens are found either in graves or in the Cult Center, whereas the 
Tiryns specimens come from the Middle and Lower Citadel. This distribution thus covers 
various types of contexts, both in and outside the acropoleis. Yet at the same time, there is a 
notable concentration of multiple finds in one area, such as the two objects in chamber tomb 
61, multiple specimens in the Cult Center, and in the Lower Citadel  in case of the latter 
possibly even from the same room. Perhaps, this peculiar distribution pattern could indicate 
that during LH IIIB, although fibulae were not restricted to one particular group, at the same 
time not everyone wanted or was allowed to wear them. None of the fibulae dated to LH IIIB 
can be associated with the palaces. For this reason, it is also necessary to consider the fibulae 
that cannot be dated more precisely than LH IIIB  C, as it is possible that some of these also 
date to the Palatial period. For this group, the specimens from the Heraion are unreliable; this 
leaves us with one specimen from Tiryns and six from Mycenae. The Tiryns specimen comes 
from the Lower Citadel but its contextual association is ambiguous (see e.g. § 4.5.5.a). Of the 
Mycenae specimens, four come from the acropolis. For two fibulae no precise contextual 
information is available, while the remaining two come from the NW Quarter. Considering 

Palatial period. Yet in the same subsection it was also noted that the status of the NW Quarter 
is unclear; for this reason, it cannot be used to argue for a palatial interest in fibulae. 

 

Violin bow Argive 
Heraion 

Heraion No LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Smooth bow 

Violin bow Argive 
Heraion 

Heraion No LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Smooth bow 

Violin bow Mycenae Acropolis No LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Smooth bow 
Violin bow Mycenae Acropolis No LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Smooth bow 
Violin bow Mycenae NW Quarter No LH IIIB:2 Late/LH IIIC 

Early 
Twisted bow 

Violin bow Mycenae NW Quarter No LH IIIB:2 Late/LH IIIC 
Early 

Bow plate 
and knobs 

Violin bow Mycenae ChT 8 No LH IIIB:2/LH IIIC 
Middle:1? 

Smooth bow 

Violin bow Mycenae ChT 29 No LH IIIB:2/LH IIIC 
Middle:1? 

Twisted bow 

Violin bow Tiryns Lower Citadel; 
above Terr. Ho.  

Yes LH IIIB Middle  LH IIIC 
Early 

Knobs 

 
Before moving to the Postpalatial period proper, we need to briefly consider a number of 

fibulae that were found in the chamber tombs of Mycenae (I.58, I.59, and I.60). Although the 
use of the tombs has been dated to the Palatial period, Kilian argues that in each of these cases 
the fibulae belong to a LH IIIC reuse of the tombs. He bases this argument on the presence of 
other possible LH IIIC objects in the tomb, as well as traces of burning that he links to the 

                                                 
806 ld be missing, as we do have undated specimens, or it is a 
problem of defining specific subtypes. If one were to use different criteria and come up with different subtypes 
the results would perhaps also be different.   
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practice of cremation, which becomes more popular in LH IIIC (see § 4.5.5.b).807 As the 

several possible hypotheses. The remaining fibulae at Mycenae that have been dated to early 
LH IIIC are all equally problematic. Most of them are without a precise provenance and have 
also been dated by Kilian solely on typological grounds. The one fibula that constitutes an 
exception in these respects, unfortunately also raises questions about its precise context. 
Fibula I.54 from Room xxiv of the South Complex is dated to LH IIIC Early on the basis of 
stratigraphy, yet conflicting reports in the literature make it evident that this stratigraphy is, in 
fact, far from clear. As the context of the find potentially fits a broader pattern and thus raises 
a number of important issues, this situation will be further discussed below. 

 
 

Bow Argos Tumulus 
Kadzavelou 

Yes LH IIIC Middle:2  Late  Asymmetrical; 
knobs 

Bow Argos Tumulus 
Kadzavelou 

Yes LH IIIC Late Asymmetrical; 
knobs 

Bow Argos Tumulus 
Kadzavelou 

Yes LH IIIC Late (at latest) Asymmetrical; 
twisted 

Violin bow Midea Acropolis Yes LH IIIC Early  
Violin bow Mycenae Mycenae (?) No LH IIIC Early  Middle:2? Knobs 
Violin bow Mycenae Not in the 

tombs (?) 
No LH IIIC Early  Middle:2? Knobs 

Violin bow Mycenae Not in the 
tombs (?) 

No LH IIIC Early  Middle:2? Knobs 

Violin bow Mycenae Acropolis No LH IIIC? Smooth bow 
Violin bow Mycenae NW Quarter No LH IIIC Early? Bow plate 
- Mycenae Cult Center; 

R. xxiv 
No LH IIIC Early? Bow plate 

Violin bow Mycenae ChT 3 No LH IIIC Early  Middle:2?  Smooth bow 
Bow Mycenae Cist Tomb 

Tsount. H. 
Yes LH IIIC Late - 

Bow Mycenae Cist Tomb 
Tsount. H. 

Yes LH IIIC Late - 

Violin bow Tiryns - No LH IIIC Early  Middle:2? Knobs 
Violin bow Tiryns Acropolis? No LH IIIC Middle:1? Twisted  
Bow Tiryns Lower Citadel Yes LH IIIC Asymmetrical 
Violin bow Tiryns Lower Citadel Yes LH IIIC Early  
- Tiryns Lower Town 

NW 
Yes LH IIIC Early Symmetrical; 

twisted 
Violin bow Tiryns Outside wall 

Casemate 7 
Yes LH IIIC Early (or earlier) Smooth bow 

 
For Midea and Tiryns, the LH IIIC Early fibulae do come from stratigraphically secure 

contexts. Fibula I.23 comes from the acropolis at Midea, whereas I.94 and I.96 come from the 
Lower Citadel and Lower Town at Tiryns, respectively. In contrast, the stratigraphy of I.98 is 
less clear. The fibula has been reported from a LH IIIC Early deposit but it could also 
represent contamination from the LH IIIB:2 deposit below it. Taken that I.100 comes from a 
potentially interesting context, it will be further analyzed in § 4.5.5.a. For Tiryns, there are 
also two fibulae (I.80; I.82) that possibly belong to LH IIIC Middle but their contexts are 
problematic; the LH IIIC Middle date is purely based on typochronology. For LH IIIC Late, 
all fibulae come from well-dated contexts. At Mycenae, two specimens (I.68; I.69) come from 

                                                 
807 Kilian 1985, 155-157, 162. 
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House. At Argos, there are three fibulae (I.19; I.20; I.21) that belong to the same phase. They 
were all found inside cinerary urns from the tumulus at the Kadzavelou plot, which was 
probably constructed during LH IIIC Middle. The tumulus seems to be part of a wider 
phenomenon of cremation burials in the Argolid. As it has recently been argued that these 
cremation burials may be connected to Italy, this context will be discussed in § 4.5.5.b. 

Now that these provisions have been made, it is time to examine the distribution of fibulae 
in LH IIIC. The first aspect that may be observed is that in the Argolid, the introduction of the 
bow fibula may be a late phenomenon. Indeed, all of the bow fibulae date to LH IIIC Late, 
aside from one specimen from Tiryns that cannot be dated more precisely than LH IIIC. The 
remaining fibulae are all cataloged as violin-bow fibulae save two. The one from Tiryns is too 
fragmentary to classify, but the one from the Cult Center is presumably well-preserved. 
Although it is not attributed to a specific category in the literature, it is described as having an 

  makes it likely 
a violin-bow fibula. The second observation that can be made is that for Mycenae and Tiryns, 
the Postpalatial distribution does not differ greatly from that of the preceding period. For 
Mycenae, the finds still come from graves, the area of the Cult Center, and the acropolis; for 
Tiryns, most of the fibulae are still from the Lower Citadel or from deposits related to this 
area. New for the latter site is the fibula from the Lower Town; here, it should be noted that 
the settlement of the Lower Town actually is a new development in the Postpalatial period. As 
for the sites that first have fibulae in LH IIIC, their distribution follows the same pattern as the 
other sites. The fibula from Midea comes from the acropolis, whereas the fibulae from Argos 
come from graves. Despite these general similarities, however, one thing that should not be 
overlooked is the factor time. Considering the distinction into violin-bow and bow fibulae and 
the general distinction of datable contexts, one might argue that we can divide LH IIIC into 
two subphases: LH IIIC Early and LH IIIC Late. If we only look at the LH IIIC Late finds, it 
becomes clear that they are restricted to two sites and one type of context, namely graves. 
This could point to important changes in the use of fibulae and the meaning attached to them.  

 
 

Violin bow Argive 
Heraion 

Heraion No LH IIIC  SM? Bow plate 

Violin bow Argive 
Heraion 

Prosymna No LH IIIC  SM?  Bow plate 

Bow Argive 
Heraion 

Heraion No SM? Symmetrical; knobs 

Bow Argos Deiras Yes SM Symmetrical; twisted 
Bow Mycenae  Yes SM (late) Symmetrical 
Bow Mycenae  Yes SM (late) Symmetrical 
Bow Mycenae  Yes SM (late) Symmetrical 
Bow Tiryns Grave XIIIb; Agri.  Yes SM Symmetrical; twisted 

 
How does this development continue in SM? From Table XXIII, it becomes clear that 

nearly all fibulae attributed to the SM period are found in burials. In addition, there is a fibula 
from a burial at Prosymna (I.09) that may belong to SM but could also be earlier (LH IIIC?) 
or later (Geometric), as its contextual association is not clear. The only fibula that possibly 
dates to the SM period that does not come from a burial was found at the Argive Heraion 
(I.07), which has already been identified as a problematic context. Aside from I.07 and I.09, 
all SM fibulae can be considered reliable, as they have all been found in well-documented 
burials at Argos, Tiryns, and Mycenae. With respect to the latter site, it should be noted that 
all three specimens (I.70; I.71; I.72) come from the sam
contained two long pins (I.73; I,74) and one finger ring (I.75), which also can be attributed to 
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vessels, Desborough gives a lat
transitional SM  PG in Attica.808 In the later literature, a SM  PG transitional date is often 
reported for the burial and its finds,809 but recently a reevaluation of the LH IIIC material 
found in and around cist tomb has prompted French to return to a late SM date.810 

Returning to the SM fibulae in general, it can be noted that all of the well-dated specimens 
belong to the bow type. This suggests that only one phase after its first appearance in LH IIIC 
Late, the type was incorporated in the local material culture. As was discussed at the 
beginning of this section, it is not clear whether the bow fibula represents an Aegean or an 
Italian development. Therefore, it is possible that the bow fibula represents local or regional 
Aegean interactions rather than persisting Italo-Aegean connections. Yet here, one should 
recall that throughout the period under study various subtypes of fibulae appear around the 
same time in both the Aegean and Italy, including the symmetrical twisted bow fibula. In the 
SM Argolid, both I.15 from Argos and I.102 from Tiryns (Figure 22) belong to this particular 
type, which finds good parallels in FBA 2 Italian hoards (see § 2.8  Table II for the 
comparative chronology).811 This suggests that our region was still keeping in touch with Italy 
during the final stages of the Bronze Age. 

To conclude, it is necessary to put the analysis of individual phases together and highlight 
the main diachronic trends in the data. For LH IIIB, we observe a distribution of fibulae that 
centers on the palatial centers of Mycenae and Tiryns but is not restricted to them. There is no 
evidence to tie the use of fibulae to palatial elites; instead, these new ornaments seem to have 
been employed by a diverse but limited group of people. For Mycenae, this group consisted of 
individuals active in the Cult Center and other areas of the acropolis, as well as those buried 
in the chamber tombs, while for Tiryns fibula use appears to have been largely confined to the 
area of the Lower Citadel. In this early phase, there is tentative evidence to argue for imports 
and local innovation, yet the chronology is problematic. In LH IIIC, the stark rise in the 
number of fibulae could point to their wider distribution in society. At the same time, the data 
suggest a distinction into an earlier and a later phase. For LH IIIC Early, the distribution does 
not appear to differ much from LH IIIB; a change can be noted for LH IIIC Late. In this 
subphase, fibulae are found exclusively in graves and restricted to only a handful of graves at 
two sites. This development continues during SM (with the addition of one site) and seems to 
imply a more restricted use of fibulae, compared to the preceding LH IIIB and LH IIIC Early 
phases. In § 4.5.5.b, the contexts of the fibulae will be analyzed in order to attempt to 
understand this seemingly more limited distribution.   

Although long bronze pins are occasionally reported from Palatial contexts, they seem to 
occur more frequently towards the end of LH IIIC and in SM  PG. Like fibulae, their 

812 More 
specifically, the long bronze pins with spherical bronze globe and disc top were viewed as a 

uld be assigned to invaders such as the Dorians, who brought with them 

                                                 
808 Desborough 1973, 96-97. 
809 E.g. Bouzek 1985, 169; Lemos 2002, 13. 
810 French 2009c, 152-153. French also considers the possibility of an early PG date but observes that the lack of 
handmade vessels that become popular in PG, and the stylistic distinction of this grave material in comparison to 
material from earlier and later graves argue for a date in SM.  
811 Kilian reconstructs a LH IIIC Early fragment from Tiryns (I.96) as belonging to this type but Jung argues it is 
a violin- -
191. 
812 Bouzek 1985, 161; Dickinson 2006, 159-161. 
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a new style of clothing.813 According to Deshayes, however, there is nothing particularly new 
s 

of two long pins with a crystal globe, found in one of the shaft graves of Grave Circle B at 
Mycenae.814 Kilian-Dirlmeier puts forward a similar argument.815 In her analysis, she 
distinguishes between two types of SM  PG long pins: type A is characterized by an oblong 

24). Desborough attributed a Near Eastern origin to type A pins.816 In contrast, Kilian-
Dirlmeier argues for a local origin due to similarities in decoration to that of MH and LH bone 
pins.817 In a similar vein, she points to a Mycenaean 
origin of type B long pins by citing earlier pins with 
separate globes, including the shaft grave ones already 
mentioned by Deshayes.818  

In his recent overview of the Bronze Age  Iron Age 
transition, Dickinson casts doubts on Kilian-
interpretation. In particular, he is not convinced by the 
cited parallels used to argue for a local origin of type B 
long pins. Instead, he views them as characteristic of the 
Postpalatial period and Early Iron Age and considers their 
development in terms of a response to the appearance of 
fibulae, without making explicit assumptions about their 
origin.819 Bouzek does not agree with either a local or 
Near Eastern origin of long pins. For both type A (his 
types II and III) and B (his type I), he finds the most 

Bouzek distinguishes a number of other subtypes for 

in Kilian-
include pins with egg-shaped heads (type IV), pins with 
long cylindrical heads (type V), and pins consisting of a 
simple wire that sometimes ends in a coil (type VI). More 
in general, he sees close connections between the long pins 
in the Aegean and those in northeastern Italy and the 
northwestern Balkans.820 For the time being, all subtypes of long pins in the Argolid have 
been included in Catalog I and not just Kilian-  

Turning to their distribution in the Argolid (see Table XXIV), it can be noted that, for our 
time span, long pins only occur at Mycenae and Argos.821 The latter site has yielded slightly 
more pins and their contexts can all be considered reliable, in contrast to the ones at Mycenae. 
As was already discussed in § 4.5.4.a, chamber tomb 61 provides a particularly problematic 
context. Bouzek observes that the two long pins I.65 and I.66 resemble canonical type B pins, 
but their proportions are reversed. The globe consists of only a small swelling and does not 

                                                 
813 -54. 
814 Deshayes 1966, 205. 
815 Without, however, actually referencing Deshayes 1966, 206. 
816 Desborough 1972, 297. 
817 Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984, 67-69. 
818 Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984, 74-79. 
819 Dickinson 2006, 158-161. 
820 Bouzek 1985, 165- -

Deshayes and Desborough. See also recently Pabst 2014, 90-  
821 In the Early Iron Age proper, they also occur at Tiryns. See e.g. Dickinson 2006, 163. 

Figure 24. Long pins. 1) type B, 2-3) type 
A (adapted from Bouzek 1985, 164, Fig. 
84). 
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stand out in relation to the disc top. Aside from the pins and the fibulae I.63 and I.64, the 
assemblage has a spiral of gold wire and a seal stone, but no pottery that can help date it. The 
proposed LH IIIB date is based on the perceived early typological features of the fibulae,822 
but as Dickinson points out, there is nothing in the context that is demonstratively earlier than 
the Postpalatial period.823 Pin I.62 was also found in a chamber tomb that was dug by 
Tsountas. Its context contains more items that may belong to the Palatial period (seal stone, 
silver handle of vessel, ornaments of glass) but again no pottery has been recorded. Dickinson 
notes a recent example from a well-dated LH IIIB context in Elateia, which means that a 
Palatial date cannot be excluded.824 Aside from these problematic specimens from Mycenae, 
the remaining long pins all date securely at the end of LH IIIC or SM. For this timeframe, 
there appears to be a concentration of long pins at one site, the Deiras cemetery at Argos. At 
Argos, we also have pins already from the end of LH IIIC and early part of SM, while the two 
specimens from cist t Mycenae date to the later part of SM. This could point to site-
specific connections and/or site-specific preferences in the use of long pins. 

 
 

Argos Deiras XIV Yes LH IIIC (end) or SM Row of swellings 
Argos Deiras XVII Yes SM (beginning) Zigzag decoration 
Argos Deiras XVIII Yes SM (beginning) Row of swellings 
Argos Deiras pit 25 Yes older than LH IIIC 

(end)? 
Simple shank of wire 

Argos Deiras XXIX Yes SM Globe and disc top 
Argos Deiras XXIX Yes SM Globe and disc top 
Argos Deiras 

XXXIII 
Yes SM Globe and disc top 

Mycenae ChT 52  No - Coiled head 
Mycenae ChT 61  No LH IIIB:2/SM? Small swelling and large disc 

top 
Mycenae ChT 61  No LH IIIB:2/SM? Small swelling and large disc 

top 
Mycenae Cist  Yes SM (late) Swelling and disc top 
Mycenae  Yes SM (late) Swelling and disc top 

 
Because long pins mostly seem to cluster in a particular period and at two sites, not much 

change can be detected in their distribution over time. One thing that can be observed, is that 
there is not one subtype that prevails over the others. Kilian-
XXIV  row of swellings; swelling and disc top) and B (globe and disc top) are slightly more 
frequent than the other subtypes that Bouzek distinguishes; overall, we get the impression of 
an eclectic mix. Dickinson observes this pattern of variety throughout the Aegean for the early 

wed by 
the establishment of a more standardized range, typical of PG graves, in which indications of 

825 Compared to the fibulae, the long pins appear to be a later 
phenomenon that was not as widely dispersed. In connection to this, Dickinson notes that they 

as practical to use as dress fasteners as fibulae. He further hypothesizes that the wearing of 
multiple layers of clothing and metal fasteners could signify wealth and status.826 Indeed, at 
                                                 
822 Bouzek 1985, 160. See also Pabst 2014, 90-91 for an early date for the long pins.  
823 Dickinson 2006, 161. 
824 Dickinson 2006, 164. 
825 Dickinson 2006, 163. 
826  
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both Argos and Mycenae, there are several occasions of fibulae and pins appearing as part of 
the same funerary assemblage (see § 4.5.5.b). On the basis of settlement finds dating to the 
Early Iron Age, Dickinson argues that this kind of elevated attire was not only used in burials 
but was on occasions also used during life.827 Perhaps, however, the lack of settlement finds 
for LH IIIC  SM in the Argolid could indicate that for this region at least, the ceremonial 
type of dress was originally only reserved for the dead.   
 
c) Wheels 
Among the finds in the Aegean that are 
typically associated in the literature with 
Italy are small wheels made of bronze, 
lead, ivory, and bone.828 Two types of 
wheels can be distinguished. The first type 
is relatively rare. These wheels consist of 
an open-work disc with an eye attached at 
the top, which suggests they functioned 
as pendants (see Figure 25). For the 
majority of wheels, however, their 
purpose is not so clear. They too comprise of an open-work disc, but instead of having an eye 
at the top they are characterized by a central hub protruding from the back (see Figure 26). In 
the literature, different terms are used to describe this second type of wheel, depending on 

suggested that they had other ornamental purposes or instead constituted miniature votive 
wheels.829 In addition, these objects have been connected to wheel-shaped impressions found 
on some coarse-ware pithoi from Mycenae, Tiryns, and Asine, as well as to Geometric wheel-
shaped stamps from such sanctuaries as Olympia.830 Aside from their secondary use as 

stamps, their use as pinheads is supported by the organic 
material found within the hubs of some Italian specimens, as 
well as more tenuously by an oft-cited anthropomorphic 
terracotta canopic urn from Chiusi of much later date with a 
bronze, six-spoked wheel as its hairpin.831 For this reason, I 
will refer to this second -
the remainder of this thesis. In addition, I will use the term 

-
 

As far as the typology of the wheel-shaped pinheads is 
concerned, two major subtypes are distinguished in the Late 
Bronze Age Aegean, based on the differences in the number 
and design of the spokes. These are the four-
pinheads (Figure 26.1) and the six-spoked 

                                                 
827 Dickinson 2006, 163 mentions settlement finds from Karphi, Asine, and Nichoria. For the present purpose, 
the Asine specimen is the most relevant, as it was found in the region under discussion. It is, however, not listed 
in Bouzek 1985, which means he does not assign it a 12th or 11th century BC date. There are also some long pins 
reported from the Argive Heraion in Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984, but these have also not been included in Bouzek 
1985. For this reason, they are not represented in my Catalog I.  
828 E.g. Matthäus 1980a, esp. 117-129; Bouzek 1985, 171-172; Pare 1987, 51ff; Catling 1996, 526-528. 
829 Pinheads: e.g. Matthäus 1980a, 120-121; Pare 1987, 52; Rahmstorf 2003, 405. Other ornamental functions: 
Catling 1996, 527. Votive wheels: Deshayes 1966, 203. 
830 Matthäus 1980a, 121-122; Pare 1987, 54-55. For the Geometric stamps from Olympia and other sites, see also 
Kilian-Dirlmeier 1979, 29-32, e.g. Taf. 10 nos. 155-157, Taf. 52 no. 963; Pare 1987, 55 (Fig. 10). 
831 Matthäus 1980a, 120-121; Pare 1987, 52, 55, Fig. 9.  

Figure 25. Bronze wheel pendants. 1) I.44 from Mycenae 2) 
Coste del Marano 3) Lipari (adapted from Matthäus 1980a, 129, 
Abb. 17.1-3). 

Figure 26. 1) bronze four-spoked

lead six-
I.01 reportedly from the Argolid 
(adapted from Matthäus 1980a, 118,
Abb. 6.3, 127, Abb. 14). 
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(Figure 26.2). An eight-
mentioned here. It has only been reported fairly recently and is, therefore, not included in 
previous discussions of the Aegean pinheads. Eight- ls appear to be far 
less common than the variety with six spokes. To my knowledge, the only close parallels are a 
bronze wheel from the site of Santa Paolina near Filottranto and a wheel made of antler bone 
from the site of Casaroldo di Samboseto.832 In addition, eight-
are also found in other media, such as a lead finger ring (my III.15) and a bronze scabbard 
decoration (my III.47) from Achaia, as well as on a bronze belt plate from the Uioara de Sus 
hoard in Transylvania or on a casting mold for a different type of pinhead from the hill fort at 
Varvara in Bosnia-Herzegovina (see further § 5.4.5.a).833 -

for the period under study that can also be identified in the Aegean. The Redù type is the 
larger of the two (ca. 3-4 cm  see Figure 27.1); it centers 
on northern Italy and belongs to the Peschiera horizon or the 
RBA (see § 2.8  Table II). In contrast, the Narce type is 
smaller (ca. 2 cm  see Figure 27.2), is found mainly in 
central Italy and dates from the 11th or 10th century BC into 
the EIA.834 

As far as the chronology of these wheels in concerned, in 
the Aegean dated specimens come from LH IIIC and SM 
contexts. Furthermore, there is a stone mold for producing a 
wheel-shaped pinhead from an EG context in Kastanas 
(central Macedonia).835 Together with the aforementioned 
stamps from sanctuary contexts, this mold indicates that 
wheel designs survive well into the Geometric period and 
become internalized in Aegean material culture.836 While 
the general chronological framework for the wheel-shaped ornaments is clear, in the case of 
most specimens contextual information is insufficient to allow for precise dating. This fact 
seriously hampers attempts at reconstructing the origin of the wheel-shaped ornaments. 
Fortunately, some significant patterns do emerge after analyzing the spatial and chronological 
distribution of the various types and subtypes. 

To start off with the wheel-shaped pendants, there are currently only two specimens known 
from Italy and one from Mycenae (I.44  see also below). The two Italian specimens are both 
characterized by a four-
horizontal crossbar at the bottom; the horizontal bar for the Coste del Marano hoard specimen 
is decorated with three knobs (see Figure 25.2), while the bar for the Lipari specimen has 
been left plain (see Figure 25.3). For the Mycenae specimen, this crossbar has been broken off 
(see Figure 25.1), yet it obviously belongs to the same type of wheel-shaped ornaments as the 
Italian specimens. As far as the chronology of these pendants is concerned, the Coste del 
Marano hoard has been dated to the 11th century BC and burial 31 from which the Lipari 
pendant comes might only be slightly younger.837 Since the Mycenae pendant was found in a 

                                                 
832 Woytowitsch 1978, Taf. 50, nos. 15 and 17. 
833 -317, Fig. 4, no. 6 (Varvara hill fort); Pare 1987, 45-46 (Fig. 3  no. 2 from Uioara de Sus 
has the eight-spoked wheel motif).   
834 Carancini 1975, 325-330; Matthäus 1980a, 125-126. Carancini dates the Narce type to the advanced FBA 
(10th century), whereas Bietti Sestieri 1973, 392-393 argues for an 11th century BC date of the Coste del Marano 
hoard, which contained a number of early specimens of the Narce type.  
835 Hochstetter 1987, 32-34 and Taf. 28.2. See also Kilian 1983, 84, n. 138, 88, Fig. 13. 
836 For a similar remark only pertaining to the stamps, see Matthäus 1980a, 122. 
837 Matthäus 1980a, 128-129. See also my n. 834 above. 

Figure 27. 1) Redù type, Peschiera 2) 
Narce type, Pertosa (adapted from 
Matthäus 1980a, 124, Abb. 12.4, 127, 
Abb. 14). 
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secure LH IIIC context,838 this suggests that the four-spoked pendants are contemporary in 
both Italy and the Aegean. 

Moving to the four-sp
known from the Aegean than from Italy. To my knowledge, there are 13 from the Aegean,839 
while there are only three in Italy. Two of the Italian specimens have been found in strata that 
also contained Mycenaean-style pottery, in one case dating to developed LH IIIC (Grotta di 
Polla) and in the other to both LH IIIB and LH IIIC (Porto Perone). The third specimen from 
Borgo Panigale dates to the RBA, a phase that can be synchronized with LH IIIB:1 to LH IIIC 
Middle:1 (see § 2.8  Table II). These Italian wheel-shaped pinheads are, therefore, 
contemporary with the dated specimens from the Aegean. Considering this situation, one 
could argue that the presence of more of these artifacts in the Aegean implies that they 
actually originated from there. Indeed, Kilian has suggested that the wheel from Porto Perone 

wheel-shaped pinhead of the six- ype from Teichos Dymaion (see Chapter 
5).840 Yet most scholars contend that the four-
two reasons. First of all, in Italy, there are also two wheel-shaped pendants with the same 
design, which have not been found in the Aegean. Secondly, there is a tradition in Italy of 
related wheel forms that are believed to predate the first wheel-shaped pinheads in the 
Aegean, including the already briefly mentioned six-spoked varieties.841 

Yet when we consider the distribution of the six-spoked 
pinheads, their chronology appears to be less straight-forward 
than often assumed. With almost forty specimens, the Narce type 
is far more numerous in Italy than the Redù type, of which only 
six specimens are cataloged by Carancini.842 This relatively small 
number of early (i.e. RBA) specimens seems to counter the 
notion that in Italy, wheel-shaped pinheads are part of a well-
established tradition before the introduction of the four-spoked 

-
pinheads are also not equally distributed. Of the seven specimens 
I am currently aware of, Matthäus has attributed one to the Narce 

type (Figure 28) and two to the Redù type (see e.g. Figure 26.2). Based on their size, one of 
the remaining four can also be attributed to the Narce type, while the others seem to belong to 
the Redù type.843 From this, it follows that in the Aegean the Redù type is represented in more 
                                                 
838 Kilian-Dirlmeier 1979, 16; Matthäus 1980a, 128. 
839 The most up-to-date list of four-
405, who draws on an earlier list published in Catling 1996, 527-528. Together, these authors mention nine 
specimens: Argos (I.13), Tiryns (I.81), Mycenae (I.30; I.31; I.57), Mitopolis (III.03; Catling wrongly identifies 
Mitoplis as Teichos Dymaion, which is repeated by Rahmstorf), Elateia, Knossos, and Lindos. To these may be 
added four more examples: another one from Mycenae (I.50) currently on display at the Mycenae Museum, one 
from Palaiokastro, Arcadia on display in the Tripolis Museum, one from the islet of Modi (I.76) on display in the 
Poros Museum (identified after museum visits) and one from Rakita in Achaia (III.70), published in Gadolou 
2008, 205 (Eik. 157, no. 68). Of the specimens I was able to identify in the museums only the Modi pinhead 
appears to have been published, see e.g. Konsolaki-Giannopoulou 2009, 516 (Eik. 20a).  
840 Kilian 1983, 84, n. 138. Aside from the Teichos Dymaion specimen, there are additional lead wheel-shaped 
pinheads in the Aegean, in particular from the Argolid. These are my I.01, I.02, I.30, and I.50. 
841 Matthäus 1980a, 117ff; Catling 1996, 527-528. 
842 Carancini 1975, 325-330; Matthäus 1980a, 125-126. Carancini dates the Narce type to the advanced FBA 
(10th century), whereas Bietti Sestieri 1973, 392-393 argues for an 11th century BC date of the Coste del Marano 
hoard, which contained a number of early specimens of the Narce type.  
843 Matthäus 1980a, 126-127 attributes one wheel of unknown provenance from the Argolid (I.01) and one from 
Tiryns (I.82) to the Redù type, while he assigns a wheel from Leukas to the Narce type. He mentions two more 
wheels that he does not classify. The first is another wheel of unknown provenance from the Argolid (I.02) that  
due to its reconstructed size and its relatively thin spokes  may be attributed to the Redù type. The second 
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or less similar quantities as in the Italian peninsula. In contrast, the in Italy rather popular 
Narce type did not gain comparable traction in the Aegean. Unfortunately, most of the 
Aegean specimens come from unreliable contexts, which means it cannot be inferred whether 
any of the Aegean specimens predate their Italian counterparts. This theoretically leaves room 
for the possibility that  contrary to the prevailing opinion  the Redù type originated in the 
Aegean. Whatever their origin, what becomes clear from the present overview is that most of 
the wheel-shaped ornaments are contemporary in the Aegean and Italy. This particular pattern 
appears to be similar to that of the fibulae, which demonstrates new subtypes being developed 
back and forth between the two regions during the outgoing Bronze Age (see § 4.5.4.a).  

 

Lead Six-spoked - - No - Straight;  
Redù 

Lead Six-spoked - - No - Straight; 
Redù 

Bronze Four-spoked Argos Deiras XXII Yes LH IIIC (end) Forked 
Lead Four-spoked Mycenae Acropolis No - Forked 
Lead Four-spoked Mycenae Acropolis No - Forked 
Bronze Four-spoked 

pendant 
Mycenae near Hellenistic 

Tower 
Yes LH IIIC Straight 

Lead Four-spoked Mycenae Cult Center No LH IIIC (?) Forked 
Ivory Four-spoked Mycenae ChT  Tsountas No - Forked 
Bronze Four-spoked Modi Modi Yes < LH IIIC 

Middle 
Forked 

Bronze Eight-spoked Modi Modi No LH IIIB:2 - 
LH IIIC Late 

Straight; 
Narce (?) 

Bronze Four-spoked Tiryns - No - Forked 
Bronze Six-spoked Tiryns - Yes LH Straight; 

Redù 
 

Moving now to the chronological and spatial distribution of wheel-shaped ornaments in the 
Argolid, there are to my knowledge 11 wheel-shaped pinheads and one pendant (see Table 
XXV). The majority of these cannot be dated because they cannot be attributed to a secure 
context within the site where they were found; what is more, for some specimens it is not 
even clear which site they originally came from. For this reason, a diachronic analysis of their 
distribution in the Argolid is not feasible. Securely dated specimens, such as I.13 and I.44, 
date to the Postpalatial period, which corresponds well to other dated examples in the Aegean. 
Specimen I.50 should also briefly be considered. This pinhead remains unpublished but is 
currently on display at the Mycenae Museum. The display attributes the wheel to LH IIIB  
C;844 a date in LH IIIC seems to be more likely due to the Postpalatial date of other four-

inheads but until our specimen is published this cannot be confirmed. 
Turning to the spatial distribution, a familiar pattern emerges. As can be seen in Table 

XXV, there is a concentration of wheel-shaped ornaments at Mycenae. Of these, I.30, I.31, 
and I.57 are without a clear provenance; for I.44 and I.50 the contextual information available 
is better. The bronze pendant I.44 comes from the second building phase of a structure 
excavated by Mylonas in the vicinity of the Hellenistic Tower.845 The unpublished pinhead 

                                                                                                                                                         
wheel, from Athens, seems to belong to the more compact Narce type. To these may be added two wheels from 
the Patras Museum (III.09 and III.22), that seem to be more in line with the Redù type  as established through 
visual inspection by the author during a visit to the Patras Museum in February 2014. 
844 As established by the author, November 2012. 
845 Kilian-Dirlmeier 1979, 16; Matthäus 1980a, 128. 
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I.50 reportedly comes from the relatively nearby area of the Cult Center. Beyond Mycenae, 
wheel-shaped pinheads in Tiryns, Argos, and the islet of Modi indicate a wider distribution.  

The lack of detailed information means that little can be inferred from analyzing contexts. 
At a general level, it can be noted that wheel-shaped ornaments are often found in settlements 
 both in the two former palatial centers and on the islet of Modi (I.76, I.77). The latter 

provides an important case in particular, as the islet has recently been interpreted as a harbor 
settlement (see § 4.2.2). More specifically, Eleni Konsolaki-Giannopoulou suggests that Modi 
probably functioned as a transit in LH IIIC exchange networks, linking the northeastern 
Peloponnese to the wider Aegean.846 She bases this interpretation on the presence of the two 

goods coming in or moving out the Argolid and Saronic Gulf region.847  
In connection to this, we may return to the distribution of the various types of pinheads in 

the Aegean and Italy. As already mentioned, the various types are not all equally distributed 
between these two regions. The RBA Redù variety of the six-
more or less equally distributed between the two regions, the FBA Narce variety is far more 
popular in Italy than in the Aegean and the reverse is true for the four-
pinheads. Against this background, we need to consider that over half of the 13 Aegean four-

-
from the Argolid and adjacent areas. This raises questions regarding the structure of the 
network behind this distribution. The distribution pattern seems to indicate a network centered 
on the Argolid, from which these ornaments were dispersed to other regions  such as Crete 
and Rhodes.848 A harbor town like Modi could have played an important role as a bridging 
node, linking the network of the Argolid to wider networks.  

Considering the small number of wheel-shaped pinheads of  in Italy, this begs 
the question of the role this region had in these interactions. In lieu of the prevailing scholarly 
opinion, one can  for example  equally argue for two alternative reconstructions. In the first 
scenario, the of wheel-shaped ornaments was initially introduced in the Aegean through 
connections with Italy via the six-spoked Redù type, but that subsequently, regions such as 
the Argolid started 849 
in which new designs such as the four-
as well. Alternatively, based on the current state of research, we cannot exclude the possibility 
that wheel-shaped ornaments were wholly developed first in the Argolid before they were 

-  
 
d) Finger Rings with Antithetical Spiral Endings 
Bronze finger rings with antithetical spiral endings (see Figure 29) have 

the bronzes discussed so far, however, they were initially not considered 
ut to the 

850 Kilian-Dirlmeier argues against 
this view because of a chronological gap between the period of the 
Tumulus culture (ca. 1600  1300 BC) and the Postpalatial period, when 
these types of rings mainly occur in the Aegean (LH IIIC and SM  

                                                 
846 Konsolaki-Giannopoulou 2003; 2007; 2009. Her interpretation is substantiated by the discovery of a 12th 
century BC shipwreck off the coast of Modi in 2009. For information on the find, see e.g. the website of the 
Hellenic Institute of Marine Archaeology, http://www.ienae.gr/index.php/ereunes/item/21  
847 Konsolaki-Giannopoulou 2007, 518. 
848 See e.g. Rahmstorf 2003, 405. 
849 See also Saltini Semerari 2010; 2016 for the use of this concept. 
850 Desborough 1973, 98; Bouzek 1985, 169; Dickinson 2006, 165. 

Figure 29. Finger ring
with antithetical spiral
endings. Kerameikos.
SM (after Bouzek
1985,  164, Fig. 84.18). 
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EPG). For this reason, she suggests a local origin and  as in the case of long dress pins (see § 
4.5.4.b)  cites several parallels from the Shaft Grave period.851 As Dickinson points out, 
however, there is a chronological hiatus between the early Mycenaean parallels cited by 
Kilian-Dirlmeier and the rings with spiral ending of later date, whereas ornaments made of 
wired spirals continue to be part of central European traditions.852 Indeed, Bouzek mentions 
that there are similar fing
Europe, the Balkans and southern Italy.853 On the basis of this, we may consider these rings as 

 
 
Table XXVI. Overview of catalog ed finger rings in Catalog I. 
Cat. Site Context Reliable? Dating Remarks 

I.22 Argos 
 

Tumulus 
Kadzavelou urn 46 

Yes LH IIIC Late 
(at latest) 

 

I.75 Mycenae  Yes SM (late)  

 
In the Argolid, the first bronze finger ring that probably belongs to this type is reported from 

urn 46 of the Kadzavelou tumulus.854 This urn has also yielded fibula I.21. The urn and cover 
vessel date this specimen to LH IIIC Late at the latest. A second finger ring with antithetical 
spiral rings was found at the area of the former Cult Center at Mycenae. It comes from cist 
tomb  the same burial that has yielded the bow fibulae I.70, I.71, and I.72, and the long 
pins I.73 and I.74. As was already noted, the burial dates to late SM, which places I.75 at the 
younger end of the chronological spectrum for these types of rings in the Aegean. A final note 
that can be made regarding these rings is that their presence in burials is not at odds with 
contexts in the rest of the Aegean.855 Apart from that, not much can be inferred from these 
rings, as their number is too limited to deduce patterns in their distribution. For this reason, let 
us know turn to §  
 
4.5.5. Ornaments: Contextual Analysis 
 

a) Settlements 
From the analysis of the regional distribution, it already became clear that fibulae and wheel-
shaped ornaments are often found in settlement contexts. This provides a contrast with the 
long pins, which are restricted to grave contexts (see § 4.5.5.b). For fibulae, it was further 
noted that these only appear in settlement contexts during LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC Early; for 
LH IIIC Late and SM their distribution is exclusive to graves. For the wheels, such a 
distinction cannot be made, although it should be noted that the only specimen that is securely 
dated in LH IIIC Late comes from a grave. In the case of both types, the finds concentrate in 
Tiryns and Mycenae but are not restricted to them. For the fibulae, settlement contexts beyond 
these two sites are the  in Iria and the acropolis of Midea; for the wheel-shaped 
                                                 
851 Kilian-Dirlmeier 1980. Dickinson 2006, 165 mentions a new find from Megaplatanos, Sventza in Lokris with 
a LH IIIB context. In addition, Giannopoulos 2009 argues that a ring found in Monodendri, Achaia should be 
assigned a LH IIIA date. However, the context of this ring is problematic and allows room for a LH IIIC date 
(see Chapter 5). Otherwise, all published examples in the Aegean belong to LH IIIC and SM  EPG. 
852 Dickinson 2006, 165.  
853 See Bouzek 1985, 169, referring to LBA central Europe. In central European chronologies, the LBA equals 

-142 for similar remarks and 
additional references. 
854 The publication does not offer an image of the ring that can aid in its identification as a ring with antithetical 

     
 

105, n. 21. 
855 See e.g. the references in Bouzek 1985, 169; Dickinson 2006, 165. 
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ornaments the islet of Modi forms a settlement context outside the (former) palatial centers of 
Tiryns and Mycenae. Within the settlements of Mycenae and Tiryns, moreover, there are a 
number of areas in which more than one fibula or wheel was found, sometimes also in 
combination with other types of artifacts potentially referring to Italo-Aegean relations. These 
include the Cult Center and NW Quarter of Mycenae, and the Lower Citadel of Tiryns. In the 
following paragraphs, a number of contexts both in- and outside Mycenae and Tiryns will be 
discussed more in detail to examine the associations of ornaments in settlements. 

The first context that needs to be addressed is the  
deposit of LH IIIB:2 Late debris in the cistern of a building complex, which was deposited 
there after its destruction.856 Provided that the fibula I.23 indeed belongs to this deposit and 
does not constitute a later intrusion (see § 4.5.4.a), this means that it originally came from the 
buil

857 the bothros deposit itself has been taken to 
858 Whether the structure 

at Modi that has yielded wheel-shaped pinhead I.76 can be interpreted in a similar fashion is 
too early to tell. In the preliminary reports, the structure is described as a large complex with 
seven rooms; the wheel comes from the floor deposit of one of these rooms. The pottery from 
the destruction layers of the complex has been dated to LH IIIC Middle, but the earliest layers 
have not yet been reached. This means it is not yet clear when the complex was built and only 
a  of LH IIIC Middle can be given for the wheel. Together, the building 
complexes at Iria and Modi both evidently represent nonpalatial settlements and there are no 
clear indications that the structures belonged to individuals with elevated status.  

Turning now to the palatial settlements, the first site that needs to be considered is Midea. 
As investigations are ongoing, there is only a handful of reported finds hinting at connections 

finds is fibula I.24. It 
was found in Room I, which was built against the fortification wall at the lower western 
terrace of the acropolis, on top of the destruction debris of LH IIIB:2. The floor deposit dates 
the use of the room to LH IIIC Early; the fibula was found intact on top of this floor. This 
indicates that the fibula was part of the inventory of Room I. As this room has only been 
mentioned in preliminary reports, not much can be inferred about its status. Its construction is 
taken to be contempor
well as with repairs to the megaron complex on the lower terraces. This indicates that Room I 
was part of a planned effort to repair and rebuild this area of the Midea acropolis after the 
destruction, a situation that reminds strongly of the planned restructuring of the Lower Citadel 
of Tiryns in LH IIIC Early.859  

Moving to Tiryns, it first needs to be stated that several of the fibulae and all of the wheels 
found at this site stem from early excavations and poorly recorded contexts. Yet despite this, 
it is possible to recognize some patterns in the distribution of the fibulae. The concentration of 
fibulae in the Lower Citadel has already been noted for LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC Early. For 
many of these, the present state of publication does not allow us to infer much more besides 
their approximate location within the Lower Citadel. These locations have been marked in 
Figure 30. In three cases, more can be said about the contextual association 
ornaments. The first involves room 10 of Building A. Building A consists of several buildings  
                                                 
856 See e.g. Döhl 1973; Vitale 2006, 186-187 and n. 65. 
857 Darque 2005, 137-143, 350. It should be noted that the presence of the cistern is unusual for Mycenaean 
private houses  as Darque observes ( . 177), these more frequently occur in communal contexts. Yet much 
more research is required naean architecture in order to establish whether the presence of 

an extensive study of Mycenaean domestic architecture has recently appeared, see Jazwa 2016. 
858 See e.g. Lis 2008, 147 and n. 40. 
859 Lemos . 2009, 66-68. 



Figure 30 , with Building A in grey. The 
circle stands for spearhead, the star for fibula, and the square for HBW import. Yellow = LH IIIB:2 
Early, blue = LH IIIB:2 Late, and pink LH IIIC Early. The checkerboard patterns designate 
concentrations of locally produced HBW. Black = LH IIIB:2 Late, purple = LH IIIC Early (created by 
author  finds after Catalog I, HBW distribution after Rahmstorf 2011, 328-329, Fig. 2-4; plan redrawn 
from Mühlenbruch 2007, 250, Fig. 1). 
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that were originally considered separate by the Tiryns excavators, including Building I and 
VII (see § 4.6.4.a). Of Building I, Kilian has argued that it comprises a so-
 an elite building with representative spaces on the upper floor ( ) and spaces for

storage and work at ground level.860 One of these ground-level spaces (i.e. room 10), has 
yielded two violin-bow fibulae from two different phases of use of the space within LH IIIB:2 
Late.861 There appears to be some disagreement in the scholarship regarding the precise 
interpretation of these phases;862 as a result, it is unclear whether one of the fibulae is 
contemporary to the HBW figurine and vessels of LH IIIB Final date, found in rooms 9 and 
120 of the same complex (see § 4.6.3.a and 4.6.4.a). Equally debated is the function of room 
10. The latest proposal by Ann Brysbaert and Melissa Vetters is that room 10 denotes a 
possible workshop-related space, based both on its positioning as a small transit room and a 
number of craft-related finds, such as large amounts of ash and some lead-casting residue.863

More clearly associated with workshop activities is the so-called LH IIIB Middle Terrace 
House  in the Lower Citadel. For both of its use phases, this structure has yielded evidence for 
metallurgy, including bronze slag, a mold, a crucible, and pyrotechnical installations such as a 
hearth and a furnace. On the basis of this, Brysbaert and Vetters argue that several rooms in 
the building were used as metallurgical workshops.864 Fibula I.93 was found outside one of 
these workshops (room 210), in a mixed layer located above the building and dating to LH 
IIIB Middle to LH IIIC Early. Aside from the fibula, this layer also contained the fragment of 
a Canaanite amphora and the lead model for a miniature tripod. Brysbaert and Vetters suggest 
that these objects originated from one of the workshops, as they adhere to the international 
associations of various other objects found in these workshops. These include an imported 

, and 
a bronze ingot. At present, it is believed that the fibula also comprises an import, as there is no 
evidence for its local production in one of the workshops.865 If it indeed originally belonged to 
the LH IIIB Middle Terrace House this may well be the case, considering that the earliest 
violin-bow fibulae in the Aegean do not seem to predate LH IIIB Middle.866 However, as we 
will see in § 4.6.4.a, the area was subjected to leveling activities in LH IIIC Early, which 
means the attribution of the fibula to LH IIIB Middle cannot be ascertained. 

The final context that needs to be addressed in more detail for Tiryns represents the cult 
deposit outside Casemate 7. Casemate 7 is the Palatial-era shrine in the Lower Citadel. It is 
followed in the Postpalatial period by a number of rooms in the space in front of the casemate. 
During LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC Early, Casemate 7 appears to have been cleared out a number 
of times. As a result, cult-related materials have been found in the space in front of Casemate 
7 (the so-called ), as well as outside the citadel wall.867 Fibula I.100 was excavated 

                                                 
860 Kilian 2007, 50-51. 
861 Three use phases have been established for room 10. Fibula I.89 has been attributed to phase 1, while fibula 
I.90 belongs to either phase 2 or 3. According to Brysbaert/Vetters 2013, use phases 1 and 2 of Room 10 
correspond respectively to stratigraphic horizons 17a1-17a2 and 17a3-17a4, while phase 3 belongs to 17a5-17a8. 
This allows for a correlation with the architectural and pottery phases distinguished at Tiryns. Both phases 1 and 
2 can be attributed to the architectural phase LH IIIB Developed, whereas phase 3 correlates to LH IIIB Final. 
Together, LH IIIB Developed and Final make up the pottery phase LH IIIB:2 Late. For the synchronization 
between horizons, architectural phases, and pottery phases, see French/Stockhammer 2009, Tab. 4.  
862 Kilian (1985, 162) interpreted the ashy layer in which fibula I.90 was found as the last use phase of the room 
at the end of LH IIIB Final (= phase 3); Rahmstorf (2008, 251-252) assigns this layer to the earlier destruction in 
rooms 10 and 120 at the end of LH IIIB Developed (= phase 2). It should be noted that this issue does not appear 
to be resolved, to judge from the comments in Brysbaert/Vetters 2013, 191, n. 100. 
863 Brysbaert/Vetters 2013, 192 and nn. 102-104. Cf.  Kilian 1981, 176 and Rahmstorf 2008, 258. 
864 Brysbaert/Vetters 2013, 183-189. 
865 Brysbaert/Vetters 2013, 189-190 and nn. 89, 92. 
866 See e.g. Dickinson 2006, 158-164 and § 4.5.4.a above. 
867 See e.g. Thomatos 2006, 191; Rousioti 2006-2007, 392; Kilian 2007, 50-51; Lemos . 2009, 66. 
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in the cult deposit outside the wall dating to LH IIIC Early; as an earlier deposit of LH IIIB:2 
is also present in the same area, it cannot be fully excluded that the fibula originated from the 
Palatial-era deposit instead.868 In any case, the presence of the fibula in this context that is so 
clearly associated with cult activities raises an important question: does I.100 represent a 
dedication or was it perhaps worn by religious personnel working at the shrine? This question 
becomes even more pressing when we bear in mind that some fragments of HBW (see § 4.6) 
were also found in the cult deposits of Casemate 7, as well as the fact that there are similar 
finds from the Cult Center at Mycenae, namely the Fontana di Papa type knife (I.38) 
discovered north of the South House, the ivory hilt plates for a Naue II type sword (I.51), and 
possibly an actual Naue II type sword (I.33), HBW (see § 4.6), and a number of ornaments. 

More specifically, three fibulae, a wheel-shaped pinhead, and a wheel-shaped pendant were 
found at the Mycenae Cult Center. Together, these ornaments span a period crossing the 
Palatial-Postpalatial divide, which raises the issue of cult continuity after the two destructions 
plaguing the Cult Center during the Palatial period. As will be discussed more in detail in § 
4.7.3, there are conflicting views in present-day scholarship regarding this poignant issue. The 
discussion focuses mainly on the issue whether the Cult Center was still used for cult after the 
first destructions in LH IIIB:2 Early and whether cult activities should be envisaged for LH 
IIIC Early. By the later part of LH IIIC, it is clear that the area of the former Cult Center had a 
purely domestic function, after which it was used for burials from LH IIIC Late onwards. It is 
likely that  based on the dates of similar wheels in the Argolid  the wheel-shaped pinhead 
and wheel-shaped pendant should be attributed to this phase of domestic and/or funerary use. 
Unfortunately, no details are published about their context besides their general attribution to 
respectively the Cult Center proper and the vicinity of the Hellenistic Tower. 

For the fibulae, more detailed contextual information is available. Fibula I.52 was found in 
the final LH IIIB:2 Late destruction debris of the main room of the Temple Complex at 
Mycenae.869 
Court 35. This unit has been dated to LH IIIB:2 Late as well.870 Fibula I.54 poses a problem, 
due to conflicting reports about its find context. There is no doubt that it came from room 
xxiv of the South Complex. The South Complex was built over the Room of the Fresco 
Complex after the final LH IIIB:2 Late destruction. It incorporates some of the former spaces 
of this older complex, including room xxiv. French reports contamination from strata dating 

the room which she dates to LH IIIC Early.871 Chloé Romanos, in contrast, lists the context as 

the room  which should then effectively predate the primary use of the room in LH IIIC.872 
This means it cannot be excluded that the fibula is a LH IIIB remnant. Depending on which 
reconstruction one prefers, it is possible that each of these three fibulae belongs to a phase in 
which the Cult Center was still in use. In each case, therefore, the same question may be 
asked as for the fibula found in the Tiryns cult deposit: provided that the item dates to the era 
in which the cult was active, does it represent a votive or part of garments worn by religious 
personnel?  

Of these two options, the first does not seem to be supported by the evidence. In case of a 
votive, one would expect a high number of personal ornaments to be deposited among the cult 
material  as is the case for the Early Iron Age deposits of the Argive Heraion.873 Yet at both 

                                                 
868 For the deposit, see Catling 1983-1984, 24-25; Kilian 1985, 154; 1988c, 142-144 and n. 74; Jung 2006, 189. 
869 Romanos 2011a, 185. 
870 Romanos 2011a, 186. 
871 French 2011, 15. 
872 Romanos 2011a, 187. 
873 Snodgrass (1980, 53) lists 88 fibulae and ca. 3070 pins from the Heraion for the later 8th and 7th centuries BC.    
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Tiryns and Mycenae, the ornaments are characterized by their singular occurrence within their 
respective contexts. Therefore, if the ornaments have something to do with cult, a connection 
with religious personnel is far more likely. Yet this possibility raises the question whether all 
of the people active in these shrines or cult areas should be regarded as religious personnel. 
For the Tiryns Lower Citadel, it is clear that the immediate surroundings of the shrine in 
Casemate 7 were made up of multi-storey elite buildings in which there were also spaces for 
craft and service. It is not inconceivable that fibula I.100 ended up outside the citadel walls as 
part of common settlement debris. A similar explanation may suffice for the fibulae found in 

ater stray finds 
ended up in the destruction deposits of LH IIIB:2 Late. In connection to this, it should further 

Early; 
more specifically, room xxiv in which fibula I.54 was found is considered a rubbish area  not 
an unlikely place in which to find a stray fibula.  

Cult Center at Mycenae indicate specific associations for the finds. There are tentative links 
with areas reserved for cult and areas of elite structures dedicated to service and production. 

found in these same areas of the palatial settlements. However, before jumping to conclusions 
we need to consider one crucial bias in the evidence: the Lower Citadel and the Cult Center 
are the most recently and most thoroughly investigated areas of respectively Tiryns and 
Mycenae. It may partly be due to this fact that most of the HBW reported from these two 
settlements comes from these areas; indeed, HBW was first recognized during the excavation 
of the Cult Center.874 If we do not take HBW into account, we can also see a concentration of 

bronzes in the NW Quarter of Mycenae; as this area was excavated primarily by 
Tsountas it is no longer possible to establish whether there was originally a connection with 
HBW there as well, nor what the function of this particular quarter was. As a result, the 
connection between cult and evidence pertaining to Italo-Aegean relations that seems to arise 
as a pattern from the present analysis may appear more pronounced than it was in reality. 

Summing up, it becomes clear that in nonpalatial settlements between LH IIIB:2 Late and 
LH IIIC Middle, ornaments are associated with nonelite buildings. For the palatial sites, most 
finds cannot be attributed to a specific context but the fact that they are more common than 
the weapons and tools could imply they were used more widely and in wider social circles. 
For the Palatial era, there is a clear association between two fibulae and an elite building in 
the Lower Citadel of Tiryns, but the two pieces were found in a space attributed to the service 
and workshop area of the edifice. In addition, there are fibulae in the Cult Center of Mycenae, 
both from when the area was used for cult activities and from the time of its destruction. 
Furthermore, there are ornaments from the shrine in the Lower Citadel of Tiryns and from the 
area of the Cult Center which were found in Postpalatial contexts but for which a Palatial date 
cannot be excluded. For the Cult Center, this raises questions about its continued use as a cult 
space in LH IIIC, whereas for the area of the Tiryns shrine cult continuity is secured. This 

proximity of cult areas to other parts of the settlement and later noncultic activities occurring 
in these former cult areas,  
settlement finds. Alternatively, the ornaments were worn by religious personnel. Based on the 
present evidence it is not possible to determine which of these interpretations is more likely. 

                                                 
874 French 1969; French/Rutter 1977. 
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As was mentioned in the previous subsections, most of the ornaments occurring in graves date 
to the Postpalatial period. Some of the fibulae in the chamber tombs of Mycenae might 
constitute an exception, although it is equally possible that these fibulae signify the LH IIIC 
or SM reuse or continued use of LH IIIB tombs, as argued by Kilian (e.g. I.58, I.59, and 
I.60).875 That this was, in fact, a practice not uncommon in the Argolid becomes evident from 
a more detailed analysis of the Deiras cemetery at Argos.  

 
 

Tomb Object Context Associated finds Date 
XIV Long pin I.10 Primary 3 ceramic vases LH IIIC Late  SM 
XVII Long pin I.11 Primary - (second burial 3 vases) SM 
XVIII Long pin I.12 Secondary 1 stirrup jar SM 
XXII Wheel I.13 Secondary 2 ceramic vases LH IIIC Late 
Pit 25 Long pin I.14 Primary  1 bone pin Older than end LH IIIC? 
XXIX Bow fibula I.15 

Long pin I.16 
Long pin I.17 

Primary  1 SMin stirrup jar; 2 plain 
bronze rings 

SM 

XXXIII Long pin I.18 Secondary 1 amphora; 1 bronze ring; balls 
of yellow ocher; 3 white stones 

LH IIIC Late or SM 

 
The Deiras cemetery was founded in LH IIIA:1 or possibly already in LH IIB. The cemetery 

consists of a mix of chamber tombs, and cist and pit burials, of which two large clusters were 
excavated.876 
Late and SM. Some of these contexts belong to the single use-phase of their respective tombs 
in the late Postpalatial period, while others represent continuous use or reuse of older LH IIIA 
 B tombs.877 This degree of continuity between the Palatial and Postpalatial periods indicates 

were found are not 
group of individuals, but rather represent burial groups firmly rooted in the area. In order to 
further understand the nature of these groups, we need to zoom to the level of individual 
tombs. In the cases of chamber tombs XVIII, XXII, and XXIII the finds cannot be associated 
with an individual burial (see Table XXVII  in white). Instead, they stem from a layer of 

878 For tomb XXIII, 
anthropological analysis was conducted for 12 individuals from such a layer. It was found that 
seven were males between the ages of 40 and 60, two were females in the age of 30-35 and 
55-60 and two were children aged 4-5 and 7-8. For one 30-year-old adult, the sex could not be 
determined.879 For this burial group, we may conclude, therefore, that there does not appear to 
be a restriction related to age or sex, although males outnumber females and children by far. 

For finds that can be associated with a particular primary burial (see Table XXVII  in 
gray), we need to turn to chamber tombs XIV, XVII, and XXIX, and pit grave 25. 
Unfortunately, in all of these cases, no anthropological data are provided; for XXIX the 
drawing seems to indicate a (sub)adult rather than a small child.880 This leaves us with the 
associated finds. The primary burials in chamber tombs XIV and XVII, as well as the single 
burial in pit 25, were not furnished with many grave goods. Each of these burials was 
provided with a bronze long pin (I.10, I.11, I.14). In addition, the burials in tomb XIV and pit 
25 were accompanied by three ceramic vases and a bone pin respectively. In the case of the 
                                                 
875 Kilian 1985, 155, 157, 162. 
876 Deshayes 1966, 253. 
877 See my Catalog I for details. 
878 See e.g. Deshayes 1966, 59: . 
879 Charles 1963, 18-21; Deshayes 1966, 98-101. 
880 Deshayes 1966, Pl. X.3. 
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burial in XVII, a second primary burial was found buried with three vases. The ceramics date 
the chamber tomb burials to the end of LH IIIC or early SM; based on the presence of the pin, 
a similar date is proposed for the burial in the pit.881 In contrast to the first three burials, the 
primary burial of tomb XXIX was furnished with a relatively large number of objects. Fibula 
I.15 was found on the left breast, while long pins I.16 and I.17 (with globe and disc top) were 
located on the torso. In addition, the deceased  probably a (sub)adult  was buried with two 
plain bronze rings and a Subminoan (SMin) I stirrup jar imported from Crete.882 The latter 
offers a possible means of dating the burial assemblage. However, in this respect, it poses a 
problem due to the debate on whether SMin I should be synchronized with LH IIIC Late or 
SM on the mainland.883 In any case, the burial in tomb XXIX appears to be roughly 

 

LH IIIC Late  SM. In most cases, they seem to be the sole conspicuous item in what is 
otherwise a relatively modest burial assemblage consisting of only a few ceramic vessels. A 
brief glance at other contemporary burials in the Deiras necropolis provides a similar picture, 
with one assemblage comprising of a single SM vase and another containing three LH IIIC 
Late vessels, one bronze blade, and a bronze finger ring.884 The only burial that stands out is 

are part of a more 
elaborate funerary attire, together with other bronzes and an imported stirrup jar from Crete.  

dating to LH IIIC Late contained the burial of an infant, accompanied by an amphoriskos, the 
bronze bow fibulae I.68 and I.69, and a plain bronze ring.885 
date. This cist contained seven vases of SM late date, as well as the bow fibulae I.70, I.71, and 
I.72, the long pins I.73 and I.74, and the finger ring I.75 with spiral endings. This burial has 
been analyzed anthropologically and found to contain the remains of an 8- to 9-year-old child. 

ealthy burials of SM Mycenae, due to the 
variety of vases and bronzes.886 Moving now to Tiryns, pit burial XIIIb of the Agricultural 
Prison site contained the primary burial of an individual interpreted by Verdelis as a female 
on the basis of the burial gifts, although this is not corroborated through anthropological 
analysis.887 The deceased was found with two bronze finger rings on each hand, fibula I.102, 
and three vases of SM date. Next to the pit XIIIb, in a separate pit XIIIa but covered by the 
same slab, was the body of a second individual. This individual was interred with one bronze 
ring on each hand and one vase of SM  PG date. According to Verdelis, the skeleton was that 
of a male of approx. 1.70  1.75 m in length.888  

In contrast to XXIX at Argos and the Mycenae child burials, Tiryns pit burial XIIIb does not 
represent the most conspicuous grave in the cemetery. From the same site stems tomb XXVIII 

ornaments, it is appropriate to discuss here for comparative purposes. The primary burial 
associated with the Tiryns helmet was found with one bronze finger ring on each hand, one 
bronze spearhead, one bronze shield boss, as well as one intact iron Naue II type dagger, and 
                                                 
881 Deshayes 1966, 39-46, 51-53, 101, 204. The older inhumation layers of the two chamber tombs, containing 
the remains of secondary burials, have only yielded fragments of pottery and steatite buttons; this suggests that 
these older burials were stripped from most of their grave goods. 
882 Deshayes 1966, 90-93. For the identification of the stirrup jar as SMin a 2011, 53. 
883 I (LH IIIC Late) with Jung 2006, 190, n. 1382 (SM).  
884 Deshayes 1966, 55-56 (tomb XX) and 61-62 (tomb XXXI). 
885 Desborough 1973, 100. 
886 Desborough 1973, 94-98. 
887 Verdelis 1963, 7-10. 
888 Verdelis 1963, 6-7. 
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the blade of another. Next to the primary burial, there was a pit containing the secondary 
remains of another individual. Verdelis believes that this individual was interred prior to the 
Tiryns warrior because it lies at a deeper level and that it was stripped of his/her burial gifts at 

and the secondary burial female, although this is not mentioned by Verdelis.889  
What we have at the Agricultural Prison site is a sequence of burials, starting in SM with the 

burial with ornaments in pit grave XIIIb, followed a generation later (SM  PG transition) by 
the male buried in pit grave XIIIa, the individual buried in the pit of tomb XXVIII, and the 
burial of the Tiryns warrior in the same tomb. As the first of a new burial ground, the burial 
with ornaments in pit grave XIIIb cannot be compared to contemporary burials from the same 
cemetery, only to burials belonging to a later phase. Of these later burials, the Tiryns warrior 
stands out. According to Crielaard, this burial is part of a more general development during 
the EIA, when we see new elites emerging in the eastern Mediterranean; this gave rise to a 
series of interconnected regional networks, in which goods and ideas circulated.890 When we 
compare the burial with ornaments in pit grave XIIIb to contemporary burials from other sites 
in the region, we could say that in terms of funerary wealth it is analogous to the child burials 
at Mycenae and the (sub)adult in the Deiras cemetery, which are the wealthiest of their time. 
In sum, we have at Tiryns a burial with ornaments that comprises the first burial of a new 
cemetery, comparable in wealth to the wealthiest burials in the LH IIIC Late  SM Argolid, 
and buried in the same cemetery that only a generation later was used to inter an elite person 
(i.e. the Tiryns warrior). Against this background, it may not be too far-fetched to interpret the 
burial with ornaments at Tiryns as that of an individual with relatively high status. 

Provided that this interpretation is correct, this allows us to slightly shift our perspective on 
the Tiryns warrior as well. While the burial with ornaments at Tiryns conforms to the norm of 
what a wealthy LH IIIC Late  SM burial in the Argolid should look like, the Tiryns warrior 
constitutes a clear deviation of the pattern. With this burial, we see a renewed emphasis on 
connections with the east through the deposition of iron and the emulation of Cypriot elite 
lifestyle, as well as a stress on warriorhood through means of a weapons burial. These aspects 
of elite ideology have been absent in the Argolid since the LH IIIC Tiryns Treasure, while the 
actual act of being buried as a warrior goes back even further, to the days of the Dendra 
warrior in LH IIIA (see § 4.5.3.a). In these respects, the Tiryns warrior deviates from what 
constitutes the norm during SM  PG. As Voutsaki points out, the changing of norms often 
occurs by tweaking  aspects of the prevailing custom, while others are maintained.891 
Indeed, although on the one hand, the Tiryns warrior is testing out new ideas, at the same time 

ornaments, the warrior too is buried in a pit grave, adorned with bronze finger rings, and 
 

rms.892 Whereas this seems 
to happen in other parts of the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean during the Early Iron Age, 
such as at Lefkandi,893 -
even a dead end, as there are no comparable burials to be found in the Tiryns cemetery.894 
While this could be a matter of retrieval, in part, the absence of comparable burials should 

                                                 
889 Verdelis 1963, 10-24. Cf. Catling 1995, 126; Crielaard 1998, 188.  
890 Crielaard 1998. Cf. Catling 1995, who also discusses this group of burials but offers a different explanation.  
891 Voutsaki 2010c, 89-90.  
892 Voutsaki 2010c, 88-89. 
893 After the warrior burial beneath the Toumba building, according to Crielaard (1998, 188), 

 
894 Verdelis 1963, 24ff. 
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probably also be understood within the framework of the emergence of Argos as the dominant 
center in the Early Iron Age Argolid at the expense of Late Bronze Age centers such as Tiryns 
and Mycenae.895 In fact, as was noted in § 4.4.5, the rise of Argos can already traced back to 
the final stages of the Late Bronze Age, when this site seems to supplant Tiryns as the most 
important hub alongside Mycenae in Italo-Aegean networks. Therefore, it appears that rather 

 see § 
2.4), the Tiryns warrior is perhaps better understood as a figure who sought to keep up with 
the changing world around him but ultimately lost the rat race. Put less negatively, the Tiryns 

 
Before drawing this analysis to a close, we need to consider the cinerary urns with fibulae 

from the tumulus at the Kadzavelou plot at Argos. The Kadzavelou tumulus was mainly in 
use between LH IIIC Middle and Late and contained 16 single inhumations and 36 cremations 
of both adults and children. The majority of the burials was poorly furnished; 24 cinerary urns 
were covered with a smaller open vessel, while a smaller group of urns was given one or two 
bronze ornaments. In three cases, these ornaments involved fibulae. Fibula I.19 was the only 
burial gift aside from the cover vessel, fibula I.20 was accompanied by a second vessel, and 
fibula I.21 was found together with a bronze ring with double spiral endings I.22. According 
to Christos Piteros, all of these urns contained the remains of adults.896  

The Kadzavelou tumulus is not the only one in its kind in the Argolid during LH IIIC. In 
Argos, a second tumulus was unearthed at the Varkaroli plot, ca. 80 meters south of the 
Kadzavelou tumulus. Although it was only partially excavated, it appears to constitute a 
smaller tumulus belonging to the same phase as the Kadzavelou tumulus. Another smaller 
tumulus containing eight cinerary urns dating to LH IIIC Middle and Late was excavated at 
Chania-Monastiraki, a site in the territory of Mycenae.897  

The presence of three tumuli containing cremation burials in the Argolid is particularly 
important in the light of wider discussions regarding the origins of cremation in the LH IIIC 
Aegean. The practice is usually assumed to have been introduced via western Anatolia,898 but 
recently Jung has put forward a different hypothesis for the tumuli in the Argolid more 
specifically. As he points out, several distinctive features of the funerary ritual of the tumuli 
find a close parallel in the RBA and FBA urnfields of Italy. They are the use of smaller open 
vessels as a lid on the urns, the presence of remains of the funerary pyre among the remains of 
the deceased, and the dearth of burial gifts besides the urn and cover vessel. As Jung observes, 
these features do not characterize contemporary cremations found in Anatolia, other parts of 
the Aegean, or even the Balkans, which leads him to propose an Italian origin for the 
cremation practices attested in the tumuli in the Argolid.899 

identity 
of the social groups interred in this context. Although we cannot exclude the possibility that 
we are dealing with Italian immigrants, several differences between the Italian urnfields and 
the tumuli in the Argolid suggest that this is not likely the case. First of all, there are no 
indications that the Italian urnfield graves were covered by a tumulus.900 Secondly, at least in 
the case of the Kadzavelou plot, the novel practice of cremation is combined with traditional 

n in shafts, pits, and cists. Thirdly, in Italy the cinerary urns 

                                                 
895 See e.g. Papadimitriou 2006; Pappi/Triantaphyllou 2011. 
896 Piteros 2001, esp. 105, n. 21, 114. 
897 Piteros 2001, 115; Jung 2007b, 226. 
898 See e.g. Melas 1985 with references. 
899 Jung 2007b, 226-229. 
900 As also admitted by Jung (2007b, 228). 
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are made of handmade ware, while the cinerary urns in the Argolid comprise locally 
produced, Mycenaean wheelmade vessels.901  

 
from Italy could have been a way for local groups in the Argolid to distinguish themselves 

902 For several individuals buried in the 
Kadzavelou tumulus, the incorporation of visibly foreign fibulae in their style of dress 
underlined this cultural hybridity even more. The fact that these tumuli are placed away from 

903 Furthermore, 
compared to more traditional forms of interment, cremation can be regarded as a type of 
increased energy expenditure. It requires more labor to gather wood, build a pyre, and select 
the remains for the cinerary urn than to place a corpse in a pit. In addition, cremation lends 
itself to a more elaborate and prolonged burial ritual.904 Overall, we seem to be dealing with a 
social group that sought to set itself apart from other groups in the Argolid by experimenting 
with a distinct and conspicuous funerary ritual.  

To conclude, 
assemblage provide a highly variable picture. In the Deiras cemetery in Argos, most of the 

or more vases. One assemblage stands out, due to the variety of burial gifts, including several 

thus used in both relatively wealthy and poor burials. In terms of their grave goods, the 
cinerary urns with fibulae from the tumulus at the Kadzavelou plot do not differ much from 
the poor burials at Deiras. It is rather the practice of cremation, together with their relatively 
isolated location, that sets those buried in the tumulus apart from those interred the traditional 
chamber tombs at the Deiras. The presence of other contemporary tumuli in the region 
suggests that other groups sought to distinguish themselves in a similar fashion, albeit without 

with individuals interred in new burial grounds as well. Although the range of objects used to 
express wealth is roughly the same and also comparable to the wealthy grave at Deiras, once 
again the local circumstances are different. For Tiryns, we are dealing with an adult burial that 
represents the first in a sequence of adult burials that also includes the Tiryns warrior. At 
Mycenae, in contrast, funerary investments were made solely for the interment of children. 
While both circumstances can perhaps be indicative of hereditary status, neither at Mycenae 

PG but they never demonstrate as clear as an elite identity at the Tiryns warrior.  
Overall, the picture that is emerging is that of a society in flux. Traditional burial forms are 

easily left out. This phenomenon has already been recognized in the past literature by scholars 

905 
difficult to associate with one particular group in society. Instead, we see that ornaments are 
used in both wealthier and poorer graves. Therefore, one could say that rather than merely the 

at seems to set some burials 
apart in a late LH IIIC or SM context. At the same time, we cannot deny that the distinction 
between poorer and wealthier graves is rather small. This makes it difficult to identify status 

                                                 
901 Jung 2007b, 227-228 and Pl. LVI.6. See also Piteros 2001, 115. 
902 See also Molloy (2016, 367) for a similar remark. 
903 Jung 2007b, 229. 
904 -
45. 
905 Morris 2000, 201. 
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differences in this era, although there are some clues that point in this direction. It almost 
seems as if there is a taboo on certain expressions of status at the time. It is, therefore, 
particularly interesting that the search for symbols in the Argolid culminates in such an 
explicit manifestation of status as with the Tiryns warrior. This burial simultaneously marks 

 an appropriate stopping point in a study concerning the Bronze Age 
 Iron Age transition.  
 

just how heterogeneous these bronzes are. The two larger categories of weapons and tools on 
the one hand, and ornaments, on the other hand, exhibit clear differences in terms of their 
numbers, regional distribution, and contexts. As a group, ornaments are far more numerous 
and more widely distributed in the region than the weapons and tools. In fact, the distribution 
of the latter is limited almost entirely to Mycenae and Tiryns, whereas ornaments have been 
found at several other sites in the western Argolid and beyond, at Iria and Modi. In terms of 
their contexts, weapons and tools also are characterized by a more restricted use. Ornaments 
are found in both graves and settlements but omitted from hoards, whereas weapons and tools 
are mostly confined to settlements, including hoards. It should be noted that these contextual 
differences could perhaps, in part, also be a byproduct of chronology, with different types 
belonging to different phases in which different contexts prevailed. Yet, whatever their 
precise cause, these contextual differences do comprise a factor of heterogeneity between the 
diff
their contexts, regional distribution, and numbers, these groups of artifacts also demonstrate 
heterogeneity in terms of their constituent parts. In contrast to the ornaments, the weapons and 
tools show a wider variety of types. These types, moreover, demonstrate great diversity in 
terms of their typology and origin. In the face of such intricacies, the key question to ask is: 
how does this heterogeneous class of evidence inform us about networks? 

There are three angles from which to approach this question: modes of transfer, exchange 
partners, and the organization of the exchange. This latter angle involves the reconstruction of 

ich is achieved by comparing and contrasting the 

reserved for § 4.7, whereas this section discusses modes of transfer and exchange partners. 
When we approach the b
they may provide clues on what was circulating in interregional networks and through what 

typological traits on a scale  
always explicit notion behind this sort of reasoning is that these different forms represent 
different modes of transfer and production locales. The purest forms are often regarded as 
imports, types that are less so may be related to local production by foreign craftsmen, while 
the most hybrid forms indicate local production by local craftsmen.906 Although this reasoning 
does offer some insight into the networks behind th
Argolid, ultimately it falls short in the face of evidence that is not as easily classified.  

As was noted in § 4.4.4, recent studies have shown that for the bronzes chemical analysis is 
often required to distinguish imports from local products. It is worth briefly restating how this 
process works, before moving to the evidence in the Argolid. In their highly important study, 
                                                 
906 This is, for example, evident in the classifications by Bouzek. He distinguishes between Naue II type swords 

ion in the Aegean. See e.g. 
Bouzek 1985, 122 (Naue II type swords), 138 (spearheads). 
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Jung, Moschos, 
their composition to the composition of Mycenaean-type bronzes, which they take to have 

Mycenaean-type bronzes, which 
suggests that they too were produced locally. Outliers that do not match this composition can 
be considered imports and their composition may be matched to the composition of bronzes 
elsewhere. Through this process, Jung  were able t
Italian imports.907 Returning now to the Argolid, at the moment the only chemical analyses 
available are those of the Naue II type swords.908 These provide a mixed result that is not fully 
commensurable with conclusions drawn on the basis of typological classifications. A certain 

sure local product was deemed an import from Italy. In contrast, the three other swords that 
were designated as local products seem to have indeed been produced in the Aegean.  

These results indicate that it is often not feasible to establish different modes of transfer and 
production locales based on typology alone. Chemical analyses can aid in telling imports and 
imitations apart in some cases, but for the Naue II type swords in the Argolid the results seem 
to suggest that complex patterns of mobility are involved which include not only Italy but also 
the Balkans and both imports and local products. For the Argolid, so far only the swords have 
been tested but if we bear in mind the results from Achaia we need to take into account that 
actual imports may be very rare. Indeed, for other types in the Argolid 
local production can be suggested as well. This is, for example, the case for two miscast 
spearheads and may possibly but not definitely be the case for the Mycenae mold and the so-

the fact that the two miscast spearheads likely date to the Palatial period indicates a rapid 
incorporation of the bronzes in Mycenaean society, perhaps immediately after their 
introduction in the Argolid.    

From this, it follows that the adoption and incorporation of 
did not rely heavily on the exchange of finished goods as a primary mode of transfer. Instead, 
we need to envisage that other forms of culture contact  for example, the exchange of ideas 
or the mobility of people  resulted in the local production of Naue II type swords, violin-bow 
fibulae, 
the long-term history of the networks we are trying to reconstruct. In theory, it is possible that 
once these foreign types were introduced, the interregional connections responsible for their 
introduction were severed. In order to examine to what extent this is the case, we need to trace 
the development of various types through time. This is where typochronology does have a 
role to play, but for the Argolid it proves extremely difficult to trace typological developments 
chronologically, due to the often limited number of types and lack of precise dating.    

Of the weapons and tools, only Naue II type swords are securely attested in both LH IIIB 
and LH IIIC contexts. The ivory hilt plates provide a tentative  of LH 
IIIB:2 Early for their first appearance, which would be exceptionally early compared to other 

The dated LH IIIC specimens provide some indication of local 
production; in terms of typology, moreover, they do not seem to indicate any new features 

Spearheads Fontana di Papa type knives all seem to 
provide tentative evidence of appearing in LH IIIB, but to what extent they are present in the 
Postpalatial period cannot be determined. In contrast, the Palatial date of the famous winged 
ax mold is under discussion; it is possibly Postpalatial in date, but ultimately the evidence 
remains ambiguous. Finally, the Tiryns helmet belongs to the SM  PG transition. The helmet 
                                                 
907 Jung . 2008; Jung/Mehofer 2013.  
908 Koui 2006; Jung . 2008, 94-95. 
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is significant in this respect, because it is the only object belonging to the category of weapons 
and tools that offers unambiguous evidence for Postpalatial connections; however, as it is 
dated much later it cannot simply be taken as evidence for continuity in exchanges (see also 
further below). From this, it follows that if we would go by the weapons and tools alone, we 
obtain a bleak image of interconnectivity across the Palatial-Postpalatial divide. However, the 
picture changes drastically when we consider two important avenues of evidence: the contexts 
of the weapons and tools and the category of ornaments.  

weapons and tools are rarely found together in the same contexts or types of contexts. Instead, 
they seem to be part of different depositional practices, within which they co-occur with their 

ue II type 

909 The contexts we have for the 
Postpalatial period seem to diverge from this Palatial pattern. In the Tiryns Treasure, the two 

reflects a depositional choice or indicates a clearer impact of the Naue II type sword on 

clear, however, is that by the Early Iron Age, the Naue II type sword has replaced all swords 
910 Indeed, the SM  

, we 
cannot observe a similar impact in practices of consumption.  

In fact, for both the Palatial and the Postpalatial periods, we witness a clear involvement on 
part of elite groups in the Argolid in the exchange networks responsible for the diffusion of 
the weapons and tools. For the LH IIIB Tsountas hoard(s) this participation seems to be 
limited to the exchange of finished goods and technological knowhow. The LH IIIC Tiryns 
Treasure attests to a more complex web of associations. While the Mitanni seal suggests the 
deposition of imports that were also antiques, the gold-wire spirals and amber beads do not 
predate the Postpalatial period and provide clear evidence that the interregional networks 
connecting the Argolid with Italy and/or the Balkans continued after 1200 BC and gained a 
new impetus during this period. The wheel cross and amber beads (see Figure 19.2 above) 
indicate, moreover, that these networks now also involved the exchange of symbols. As 
Maran argues, these symbols were incorporated in the discourse of local religious ceremonies 
by providing them with an older biography and by producing them locally.911 In this sense, 
interconnectivity reaches a new stage where even the symbolic realm became infused with 
objects and ideas that were neither entirely local nor entirely foreign. Whether this type of 
symbolic exchange was only reserved to elites or also penetrated other aspects of society is 
difficult to ascertain; it is possible that the wheel iconography on objects such as the pinheads 
and pendants also had a symbolic function.912 The distribution of these wheels does not 
indicate any use by the elites; it is possible they were used more widely in society.  

We get a similar impression from the other ornaments. The fibulae, in particular, are the 

lifestyle. Yet they do seem to represent a means of distinction to some extent. This is most 
notable in LH IIIC Late and SM when fibulae and long pins are occasionally found together, 
in what represent some of the wealthier graves attested during these phases. In fact, what 
                                                 
909 This has recently also been observed by Molloy (2016, 348). 
910 Foltiny 1964, 255. 
911 Maran 2013, 160. 
912 Matthäus 1980a, 120 with references. 
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makes these graves relatively wealthy is precisely the combination of several bronze 

was already noted above, Dickinson believes that the fibulae and pins together represent a 
ceremonial dress;913 although this cannot be confirmed, they do seem to denote a more 
elaborate style of dress than single fibulae or pins. Whatever the precise meaning of this 

 in contrast to the weapons and tools  some of the 
ornaments do have a substantial impact on the practices of Mycenaean social groups. In 
connection to this, it is important to observe that the chronology of the ornaments is rather 
different from that of the weapons and tools.  

Like many of the weapons and tools, the wheels are often poorly dated. So far, there are no 
indications that they already occur in the Palatial period in either the Argolid or the rest of the 
Aegean. All securely dated specimens in the Argolid belong to LH IIIC. In addition, long pins 
seem to occur from SM onwards, while rings with spiral endings date to LH IIIC Late and 

 in the Argolid all seem to 
appear relatively late in the period under study, whereas the weapons and tools first occur at 
the beginning of this period. Could this indicate the presence of two distinct networks, the one 
operating in the Palatial period and centered on weapons and tools and the other emerging in 
the later Postpalatial period around ornaments? If so, does that mean that at the beginning of 
the Postpalatial period, connections were severed? Possibly, but here we need to be careful. 
The dataset on which this observation is based is distorted on both sides of the chronological 
spectrum  for the weapons and tools, it is difficult to assess their Postpalatial occurrence, 
while for the ornaments it is the Palatial situation that is unclear. As a result, the two 
groupings that can be observed may be nothing more than a result of the inability to position 
the data more firmly in time. To put it differently, it is conceivable that there is no break in 
network dynamics and that weapons and tools overlapped with ornaments to some degree. For 
this reason, we also need to consider the alternative hypothesis that the appearance of the 
ornaments signifies an intensification of culture contacts, in which other, more everyday-life 
objects started circulating  the weapons and tools. This question will be explored 
more in detail in § 4.7, but for now, we need to turn to the one type of ornament that has so far 
been omitted from the analysis and seems to form an exception to the rule  the fibulae.  

Fibulae are the only ornaments that already appear in the Palatial period. They are attested 
throughout the Postpalatial period, during which their number increases considerably. Fibulae 

e other types of 
ornaments (26 items) and the weapons and tools (24 items) by two to one (48 items). Finally, 
fibulae can be considered the best-
typochronology and stratigraphic dates available for many specimens. It is these exceptional 
features that make fibulae the most robust dataset for analysis. When we examine the 
chronological development of the fibulae, it is possible to distinguish two phases in their 
distribution. The first phase encompasses LH IIIB:2 Late to LH IIIC Early. At the beginning 
of this phase, fibulae are first securely attested in the Argolid. They all belong to varieties of 
the violin-bow type and show particularly close connections with fibulae from the Italian 
region, although Balkan connections cannot be fully excluded. Violin-bow fibulae continue to 
be present at the end of LH IIIB:2 Late and during LH IIIC Early, which may be taken as a 
sign of continuity after the palatial destructions. This continuity also seems to be supported by 
the fact that in LH IIIC Early, fibulae occur in the same habitation areas as in LH IIIB:2 Late. 
However, here we need to consider the possibility that the LH IIIC Early fibulae do not 

                                                 
913 Dickinson 2006, 163. 
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preceding period. For this reason, it is unfortunate that we do not have sufficient data to 
follow the development of fibulae into LH IIIC Middle.  

- -bow fibulae 
attested between LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Early all have contemporary counterparts in the 
Italian region.914 This implies frequent contacts throughout this phase. More importantly, we 
continue to observe this phenomenon during the second phase in the distribution of fibulae in 
the Argolid. This phase encompasses LH IIIC Late and SM. Compared to the preceding 
phase, the number of fibulae decreases. Changes in their typology and contexts also set this 
phase apart from the LH IIIB:2 Late  LH IIIC Early phase. In the second phase, fibulae all 
belong to varieties of the bow type and are exclusively found in graves. It is unclear whether 
the bow fibula comprises an Aegean or Italian innovation. The point, however, is that it 
provides one of the clearest indications of continued Italo-Aegean connections during the later 
Postpalatial period. As in the case of the violin-bow fibula, new forms and decorations of the 
bow fibula are attested in the Argolid and Italy simultaneously.915 Even though we cannot 
grasp LH IIIC Middle, this implies continuity in the process of dissemination of new subtypes 
of fibulae from phase 1 to phase 2. In other words, a tight-knit conduit of ideas flowing back 
and forth between the Argolid and Italy during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. 

of wheel symbolism was perhaps introduced in the Aegean from Italy, the distribution of the 
four-spoked forked wheels seem to indicate that new forms and designs were developed in the 
Aegean that subsequently were introduced in the Italian region. In fact, the popularity of this 
type in the Argolid could imply that for this particular type of wheel, our region lay at the 
center of this feedback loop.916 We may hypothesize similar processes at work in other areas 
in the Aegean for other types, tentatively attested by the Tsoungiza dagger of Cretan form 
and, more generally, the Fontana di Papa type knives  for which Aegean examples appear to 
be more akin to each other than to Italian specimens. In addition, we may extend this process 
to include the Balkans as well. As was noted in § 4.4.4, Balkan connections are often played 
down in contemporary scholarship in favor of the Italian connection. Yet we cannot ignore the 

Balkans, as embodied, for example, by the Naue II type swords of the Argolid, with local 
products, an Albanian or Alpine sword and an Italian import occurring in the same settlement. 
Nor can we turn away from the clear Balkan connections in the Tiryns Treasure. 

This brings us back to a number of observations made in the previous subsections about the 
, scholars claim to be able to attribute 

certain typological traits to the Aegean, Balkans, or Italy, or to at least assign a certain 
subtype to two regions without being able to establish which of the two has chronological 
priority. However, as we have seen in the 
for example, typochronology is not precisely an exact science. There is much leeway to argue, 
particularly when it comes down to the specifics of individual pieces. The inability of scholars 
to decide about the origin of certain subtypes and the directionality of influence demonstrates 
that such ideas inadequately capture the nature of the material under study. We should refrain 
from our modern desire to compartmentalize mitations, and 
instead recognize that much of the available evidence requires a different approach. The fact 

current analyses that needs to be overcome, it is precisely what makes them historically 
significant. It exemplifies that the period between ca. 1250  1000 BC is characterized by an 

                                                 
914 Jung 2006, 189-191. See also Kilian 1985, 194. 
915 Jung 2006, 191-194. 
916  



 

136 
 

unprecedented degree of interconnectivity between the Balkans, Italy and the Aegean that 
resulted in .917  

As pointed out in § 2.3, hybridity can be considered an emergent property, a whole greater 
than the sum of its parts. As a result, it is no longer possible to trace back its constituents to a 
particular place of origin, nor is it actually the point. Yet when we consider cultural hybridity 
as a process, it begets a temporal dimension. Even though we cannot trace this process to 
beginning, we need to at least consider  beginning. While it is beyond the scope of this case 
study to examine this in detail, we may assume some kind of network between Italy and the 
Balkans to have existed prior to 1250 BC. In addition, we know from the distribution of 
Mycenaean pottery that there were also networks operating between the Aegean and Italy (§ 
4.3.3) and between the Aegean and the Balkans (§ 4.4.4). The Argolid played an important 
role in the distribution of this pottery. What we probably see with the appearance of the first 

into 
one interconnected interregional whole. Although it is not possible on the basis of the present 
analysis to answer why this convergence happened at the time it did or what exact 
mechanisms were involved, what matters is that suddenly we are faced with a closed circuit. 
This allowed goods, ideas, and perhaps even people to flow faster and more freely than ever 
before between the Aegean, Italy, and the Balkans.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
How 

in the Aegean? First of all, it does away with the inherent directionality embedded in those 
previous models.918 If we can recall briefly, archaeological models pertaining to these bronzes 
 and later also the HBW  have gone through several cycles that seem to be closely 

connected to wider debates regarding the Mycenaean economy, the organization of 

                                                 
917 Re  
918  
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Mycenaean external relations, and the transition from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period (§ 
4.4.3; § 4.4.4). These stages can be visualized spatially in terms of their directionality, as 
illustrated in Figure 31: (1) Balkan invaders move to Italy and the Aegean, implying a single 
point of origin from which two individual flows branch out, (2) innovation within the Aegean 
without any form of interaction, (3) center-periphery interaction between the Aegean and 
Italy, either within a regional context or as part of a larger world system in which Italy is 
simultaneously subjected to center-periphery interaction from central Europe  being 

What I propose instead is an interregional network which does not assume directionality or 
positional superiority (4). 

Second, the concept of cultural hybridity challenges the simple ethnic equations of previous 
 koinè has 

led to a production-centered approach that revolves mainly around the issue of immigrant or 
919 

920 However, when 
we consider that the bronzes in the Argo

suffice. In addition, as Molloy and Doonan point out, the local production of foreign types 
does not necessarily need to signal the presence of immigrant or itinerant craftsmen. Instead, 
they put forward a case for warrior mobility, accompanied by the exchange of ideas about 
weapon forms and warriorhood.921 Ultimately, the discussion boils down to the question 
whether metallurgical skills between the Aegean on the one hand, and Italy and the Balkans 
on the other hand, were distinct enough to warrant identification. The fact that it is not 
possible among specialists to reach a consensus922 indicates that these differences are at least 
not as pronounced as in the case of the Italo-Aegean pottery in southern Italy, which  from a 
production standpoint  differs in all aspects from local ceramic traditions.923 Therefore, with 
technological practices that are so similar, we have no means to distinguish local, immigrant, 
or itinerant craftsmen. 

Yet the idea that we are dealing with consumer rather than producer mobility does resonate. 
Or perhaps better put, it may be evident that we need to factor in both. When we also take into 
account the  
much more than a koinè alone. This is particularly the case for the later stages 
of the Postpalatial period when we witness in the Argolid the emergence of new cultural 
practices and symbolism. For example, the tumuli in Argos attest to the conscious merger of 
local and foreign traditions, advertising perhaps a hybrid cultural identity for the communities 
responsible for them.924 Although there are different paths that might have led to the creation 
of such an identity, it is perhaps not too far-fetched to consider that Postpalatial communities 
or individuals were able to be part of different worlds. Indeed, it is possible to read similar 
incentives into the particular configuration of the Tiryns Treasure, with objects attesting to 
long-distance connections alongside those firmly set in local material culture.  

However, the Tiryns Treasure sets out to do much more than just the bringing together of 
contemporary but geographically distant worlds (i.e. Italy, Balkans, Aegean, eastern 
Mediterranean, and the Near East). It also seems to unite different temporal (antiques, 
                                                 
919 Bietti Sestieri 1973, 408. 
920 See e.g. Jung 2009c; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006; Jung/Mehofer 2013.  
921 Molloy/Doonan 2015. See further Molloy 2016.  
922 For example, while Jung and Mehofer (2005-2006) argue that the Naue II type sword had a different balance 
point and was a technological innovation which required specialist skill in production and use, Molloy (2010) 
considers the sword type as technologically advanced as contemporary Mycenaean-type swords. 
923 Jones  2014. 
924 Recently, Molloy (2016, 367) has made a similar observation.  
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contemporary items and futuristic iron) and metaphysical dimensions (the world of the here 
and now and the supernatural world, the latter being referenced, for example, by sun 
symbolism and the goddess on the gold ring). In this sense, the elites that created the Treasure 

- k, which attests to the 
rich body of esoteric knowledge they possess about various alternate realities  knowledge 
that provided a political advantage over other members of their community. According to 
Mary Helms, traveling is one of the ways through which such highly political esoteric 
knowledge is obtained in various (ethnographic) cultures by chiefs and other prominent 
individuals.925 

 
Indeed, similar cases for elite mobility have been put forward for both the Early Bronze Age 

Cyclades and Late Bronze Age  Early Iron Age Euboia.926 The Euboian case is of particular 
interest because it is both relatively close in time to our case study and references similar 
cultural tropes. At Lefkandi, Crielaard identifies a number of elite burials between SM and 
SubPG that seem to emphasize connectivity, warriorhood, and feasting.927 These aspects of 
elite identity are also stressed in the Tiryns Treasure and  to a certain degree  in the burial 
of the Tiryns warrior (see § 4.5.3.b and 4.5.5.b). With respect to the ceremonial feasting 
equipment found among the former, Maran argues that the overlapping Early Iron Age 
networks  which Crielaard determines are behind the spread of similar notions of elite 
identity (and their material correlates)  need to be pushed back to the Postpalatial period.928 
Although certainly thought-provoking, this hypothesis does not square well with the evidence 
we have for LH IIIC Late and SM in the Argolid, in which elites are difficult to identify in the 
archaeological record and their ideology does not seem to involve warriorhood and feasting. 
In this sense, there is a gap between the Tiryns Treasure and the Tiryns warrior. Therefore, 
p  in terms of successive phases of 
elite networks and interconnectivity, with a first phase that can be observed in the Postpalatial 
period and a second in the Early Iron Age. The Tsountas hoard and b
type spearheads seem to indicate that the roots of this first phase may be traced back even 
further, to the late Palatial period. The apparent ease with which local elites at Mycenae were 

ols within their own practices points towards a 
shared cultural vocabulary around the notion of warriorhood, which superseded the 
particularities of local material culture. A shared cultural vocabulary may also be identified in 
other, nonelite aspects of society, with the first fibulae indicating a change in dress. 

network that existed between the Aegean, Italy, and the Balkans. It is clear from the bronzes 
found in the Argolid that this region participated in this network throughout the Bronze Age  
Iron Age transition, despite the evidence for local production. The fact that local production is 
already attested during the Palatial period indicates a rapid incorporation of the bronzes within 
Mycenaean society, yet at the same time weapons and tools had a more limited impact on 
local practices than the ornaments. This difference has a clear temporal dimension, with 
evidence for change beyond technological impact increasing in the Postpalatial period. In 
emphasizing networks and cultural hybridity, my interpretation of the bronzes moves beyond 
current models that are influenced by center-periphery thinking from two important angles. 
First of all, by envisaging multiple exchange partners it does away with directionality. Second 
of all, by avoiding simplistic ethnic equations it questions foreign craftsmen as the dominant 
mode of transfer for explaining the  
                                                 
925 Helms 1988. 
926 Broodbank 1993; Crielaard e.g. 1996; 1998; 2006; 2012. 
927 Crielaard 2006, 287; 2012, 148. 
928 Maran 2012, 130 following Crielaard 1998. 
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These two angles necessarily will affect the third angle that is yet to be addressed: the 
organization of the exchange. If we may recall, current models inspired by center-periphery 
thinking that emphasize organization either propose decentralized, subversive Cypriot trade or 
centralized (palatial) interest in foreign mercenaries/craftsmen (see § 4.4.4). The first model 
does not fit well with what we now know of the Mycenaean economy at large and it also not 
substantiated by the evidence under discussion, which indicates that the exchange of finished 

mostly with local production. Yet local production does not necessarily need to mean that the 
immigrant mercenaries/craftsmen model is correct; as concluded above, the notion of foreign 
craftsmen can be questioned if we look at this in terms of cultural hybridity and consumption 
rather than focusing only on the production-side of the bronzes.  

There is, however, one piece of evidence that is often brought to the table as 
 

palatial interest in foreign mercenaries/craftsmen: the Handmade Burnished Ware.929 Adding 
HBW to the equation supposedly serves to strengthen models based solely on the bronzes by 

 
continuing our organization of Italo-Aegean and/or Balkan exchanges, we need to examine 
the role of HBW and its possible link with the bronzes to see whether those models proposing 

Aegean palaces still hold some validity.    
 
4.6.1. HBW and Other Possibly Related Classes of Artifacts 

to understand this category of evidence separately. As was noted in § 4.4.4, aside from a few 
tentative imports the bulk of HBW represents local production. Whereas for the bronzes the 
agents behind this local production are under discussion, for the HBW it is generally accepted 
that we are dealing with the evidence of physical encounters between the population of the 
Aegean and Italian immigrants. In order to better understand this phenomenon, we may go 
back to insights in postcolonial theory. As was pointed out in § 2.2, postcolonial theory is not 
limited to the study of  encounters but can be used for the study of cultural encounters 
more in general.930 For the study of cultural encounters in the ancient Mediterranean, I argued 
specifically for the adoption of critical versions of the cultural hybridity model. In § 4.5.6, the 

zes by considering these an 
emerging property of converging regional networks. Yet when we shift our focus from these 
interregional network dynamics to the local dynamics of cultural encounters on the ground, 
we need to recall that hybridity is best viewed as a process, in which some groups of people 
and/or periods are likely to have been affected more than others. In connection to this, it is 
also important to study the classes of artifacts that are possibly related to HBW, in order to 
determine whether they can be attributed to the hybridization process or not.  
 
4.6.2. Some Notes on Methodology 
There are currently three larger corpora of HBW from the Argolid available for further 
analysis. They are the Tiryns Lower Citadel corpus, studied by Kilian, the Tiryns Lower 
Town North-East corpus, studied by Stockhammer, and the Mycenae Citadel House Area (= 
Cult Center) corpus, studied by Romanos.931 In order to compare the development of these 
three corpora, a few remarks of methodological nature are in place. First of all, researchers at 
Mycenae and Tiryns use different chronological schemes, based on the architectural phases 
                                                 
929 See e.g. Bettelli 1999; Jung 2009c; Romanos 2011a, 254-269; Jung/Mehofer 2013. 
930 Van Dommelen 2006, 112; Fahlander 2007. 
931 Kilian 2007; Stockhammer 2008; Romanos 2011a; 2011b. 
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taken that simple body sherds and undecorated sherds are not listed in the catalog.941 This 
suggests that we are not dealing with all of the specimens excavated but rather with a sample. 

How do the remaining two corpora compare to the Tiryns Lower Citadel corpus in terms of 
quantification and completeness? Romanos has only studied a sample of the HBW found in 
the area of the Cult Center. The total number of HBW is unknown and it is, therefore, not 

942 Yet it is clear that  in 
contrast to Kilian  she does include body sherds and undecorated pieces. Romanos uses 

for the most part by single sherds, but that she also counts several nearly complete pots as one 
specimen.943 In contrast 
total number of HBW sherds found in the Tiryns Lower Town North-East.944 While he does 
not include each sherd in his catalog, he does give both total single sherd counts and the 
estimated minimum number of vessels per subphase. In addition, he separates the HBW that 
he attributes to a subphase with confidence from those that are uncertain. The uncertain pieces 

945 In order to make the corpora 
as similar as possible, the current analysis uses the single sherd counts for Stockhammer 
instead of the estimated minimum number of individual vessels. The minimum number of 

s. 
From the above, it becomes clear that the three corpora of HBW in the Argolid are different 

in terms of quantification and completeness. As a result, a comparison between these corpora 
on the basis of the number of specimens per subphase is flawed. Two out of three corpora 
represent samples of an unknowable whole and include both single sherds and whole pots; 

a means to solve this problem, the present analysis compares the internal developments for 
each corpus from one subphase to the next, in order to establish in these developments 
through time. These trends are subsequently used to compare between the corpora. In order to 
facilitate such a comparison, I have plotted the number of HBW specimens against the pottery 
phases distinguished by French and Stockhammer in a line graph, Graph I. As the subphases 
in this graph mainly pertain to the Postpalatial period, it is depicted and discussed in § 4.6.3.b. 
For now, it should be noted that Graph I excludes those specimens that cannot be assigned to 
a specific phase. In addition, it does not incorporate differences in absolute length between the 
various subphases.946 Finally, it needs to be stressed that these lines should not be compared 
against each other numerically, but only in terms of the trend lines moving up and down from 
LH IIIB:2 Late to LH IIIC Late. Now that these methodological qualifications have been 
made, we can turn to the regional distribution of the HBW in the Argolid.  

 

To date, HBW has been reported from five sites in the Argolid (see Map III). Of these, Tiryns 
has yielded the largest amount of material (>366 specimens in the Lower Citadel947 and 591 

                                                 
941 Romanos 2011a, 20, n. 23. It should be mentioned that Romanos reports 484 specimens from the Lower 
Citadel rather than 396, as she seems to include the spools and figurines also inventoried by Kilian. 
942 Romanos 2011a, 176. 
943 Romanos 2011b, 8, Fig. 1 Mycenae contextua   
944 Stockhammer 2008, 88. 
945 Stockhammer 2008, 215. 
946 The latest work on absolute chronology suggests that LH IIIC Middle:2 (ca. 40 years) lasts somewhat longer 
than LH IIIC Early 1 and 2 (each ca. 25 years), LH IIIC Middle:1 (ca. 20 years), or LH IIIC Late (ca. 20 years). 
See Weninger/Jung 2009.  
947 Rahmstorf 2011, 329, 
the 30 specimens that do not originate from the Lower Citadel. It is likely that there are more specimens in the 
Lower Citadel than inventoried by Kilian, see § 4.6.2. 
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sherds in the Lower Town North-East948), followed by Mycenae (>476 specimens).949 In 
addition, an unspecified number of specimens has been noted for Midea,950 while three sherds 
have been recognized in the excavations of the Karmaniola plot at Asine.951 Finally, Kandia-
Kastro has also been listed among the sites to have yielded HBW but no additional 
information is known.952 This rather skewed distribution is probably in part the result of a 
failure to recognize HBW, but should also be attributed to the dearth of excavated settlements 
in the Argolid besides those already mentioned.953 Indeed, as we will see below, the 
distribution of HBW centers on precisely those areas that have been targeted by relatively 
recent and intensive excavations, i.e. the Lower Citadel and Lower Town at Tiryns, and the 
Citadel House Area at Mycenae. Yet at the same time, it should be noted that although Midea 
is the subject of similarly recent and rigorous investigations, so far it has not produced equally 
impressive numbers of HBW. This could indicate that the concentrations at Tiryns and 
Mycenae partially also reflect some kind of historical reality. Besides locally produced HBW, 
possibly related classes of artifacts have been reported in varying degrees from the settlements 
of Tiryns, Mycenae, and Asine. As Tiryns and Mycenae are the only two sites to have yielded 
sufficient material to study diachronic developments in the regional distribution of HBW and 
possibly related artifacts, the following analysis is based mainly on the three corpora from 
these sites. Where possible, reference is made to material from Midea and Asine as well. 

 
     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
a) Regional Distribution: Palatial Period 
If we look at the distribution of HBW in the Argolid during the Palatial period, we need to 
distinguish the locally produced HBW from the possible imports. So far, possible imports 
have only been recognized at Tiryns (see Table XXIX). Kilian interprets two vessels from the 
Lower Citadel (my Cat. I.87 and I.91) as probable imports from southern Italy on the basis of 
the quality of their production and firing. One of these (I.91) comes from an unambiguous 

                                                 
948 Stockhammer 2008, 88. The estimated minimum number of individuals is 155. 
949 Romanos 2011b, 8, Fig. 1.4.  
950 Morgan 2007-2008a; 2008-2009; 2009-2010a. 
951 Frizell 1986, 42-44. 
952 Romanos 2011a, 30. 
953 Burns 1999, 215, Fig. 3.12; Wright 2004, 121. 

Map III. Sites with HBW in the Argolid (created by author). 
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context that provides a secure date in LH IIIB Final.954 The second (I.87) comes from the well 
deposit in Casemate 14. The deposit was first dated by Kilian to LH IIIB Middle, but 
Stockhammer has recently argued for a redating of the deposit to LH IIIB Developed and 
Final.955 Aside from these two, Kilian mentions another two vessels that may also represent 
imports (my Cat. I.84 and I.99).956 The first comes from the fill of the corridor around the 
Great Megaron at the Upper Citadel, dating to LH IIIB Developed or earlier.957 The second 
vessel was found in an LH IIIB Developed context in the Lower Citadel. Kilian describes the 
amphora as leastways made in Tiryns under Italian supervision, which leaves room for an 
alternative interpretation as a possible import.958 Overall, the four HBW specimens identified 
as imports by Kilian do not seem to predate the pottery phase LH IIIB:2 Late. 
 
Table XXIX. Overview of catalog entries for possible HBW imports of Palatial date in Catalog I. 
Cat . Artifact type Site Context Reliable? Dating Remarks 
I.84 Vessel with 

protruding rim 
Tiryns Upper Citadel 

Corridor 
No LH IIIB Developed 

(or earlier) 
Possible 
import 

I.87 Beaker Tiryns Lower Citadel;  
well Casemate 14 

Yes LH IIIB 
Developed-Final  

Import 

I.91 Bellied jar with 
funnel neck 

Tiryns Lower Citadel; Room 
120, Building VII 

Yes LH IIIB (end) Import 

I.99 Amphora Tiryns Lower Citadel; 
 

Yes LH IIIB Developed Possible 
import 

 
Turning now to the locally produced HBW, there is tentative evidence to suggest that 

locally produced HBW first appears in the Argolid during the pottery phase LH IIIB:2 Early. 
In the Lower Citadel of Tiryns, there is at least one sherd reported from LH IIIB Middle,959 
while small amounts belonging to the beginning of this phase (= phase VII) have been noted 
for the area of the Cult Center at Mycenae. In addition, at least 24 specimens can be attributed 
to the end of LH IIIB:2 Early (= start of phase VIII).960 In LH IIIB:2 Late the HBW increases 
at both sites. At the Tiryns Lower Citadel, the locally produced HBW first truly appears in LH 
IIIB Developed (21 specimens) and increases slightly in LH IIIB Final (25 specimens).961 At 
the Mycenae Cult Center, a rise to 57 specimens can be observed for the same period (= later 
part of phase VIII).962 To this may be added that at Midea fragments of several HBW vessels 

                                                 
954 Kilian 2007, 21. 
955 Kilian 2007, 31; Stockhammer 2008, 51; French/Stockhammer 2009, 201. 
956 Kilian 2007, 32, 46, 77. 
957 In the overview of imports Kilian does not mention this vessel, but in his subsequent discussion he denotes it 
as a possible LH IIIB Middle import from Italy, see Kilian 2007, 77. 
958 Kilian 2007, 46. 
959 Kilian 2007, 95 (cat. no. 165). Kilian also reports cat. no. 299 (my Catalog I.87), but this comes from the 
redated deposit in Casemate 14. For this reason, one specimen is deducted from the number of specimens 
reported in Rahmstorf 2011, 329, Fig. 5, which leaves one certain LH IIIB:2 Early specimen.  
960 French 1989 originally reported the first HBW as coming from phase VIII, but see now Romanos 2011a, 183 
for HBW from phase VII three specimens) as outside (unspecified). See also n. 
962 below, for the 24 specimens of phase VIII belonging to LH IIIB:2 Early. 
961 Rahmstorf 2011, 329, Fig. 5 lists 21 specimens, including the vessel from outside the citadel walls (  316). 
As it is unclear whether Rahmstorf also counts my 
Developed and found 20 specimens for the Lower Citadel, excluding the vessel from outside the walls and I.84. 
To this may be added my I.87, as it has been redated to LH IIIB Developed or Final. This means that the total 
number for the Lower Citadel still amounts to 21. 
962 Romanos 2011b, 8, Fig. 1.4, 110, Fig. 4.7.b, her Excel file 4.1. Romanos lists 81 specimens for phase VIII 
(see her Fig. 4.7.b), which she equates to LH IIIB:2 Late (see her Fig. 1.4). As noted in § 2.8  Table I, however, 
phase VIII already starts in LH IIIB:2 Early. According to French/Stockhammer 2009, 182, Tab. 3, the material 
attributed to the first infill after the destruction at the end of phase VII (= deposits with phase designation 0805) 
technically still belongs to LH IIIB:2 Early. Of the 81 specimens certainly belonging to phase VIII, 24 are 
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have been found in the LH IIIB:2 Late destruction layers in the southwest part of the 
acropolis.963 This suggests that at Midea HBW appears later than at Tiryns and Mycenae, but 
also already in the Palatial period.  

Returning to Tiryns and Mycenae, the chronological distribution of locally produced HBW 
appears to be comparable. For both sites, there are some early LH IIIB:2 Early specimens, but 
it is only in LH IIIB:2 Late that we are dealing with a larger body of material (45-57 
specimens per site). This larger body of material can be analyzed in order to establish the 
character of the locally produced HBW assemblage in the Argolid during the Palatial period. 
According to Kilian, at Tiryns southern Italian parallels can be observed for ca. 84% of the 
total assemblage found in the Lower Citadel between LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Late.964 Yet 
already from LH IIIB:2 Late onwards, there is tentative evidence to suggest the adoption of 
Mycenaean shapes in HBW, in the form of a single rounded lid965 and multiple cooking 
stands with a cylindrical base (see Figure 32).966 The stands are of particular interest, as they 
have recently sparked debate in the 
literature. First, Kilian argues that 
there are no Italian parallels for 
these stands and considers them as 
an adaptation of Mycenaean 
stands.967 In contrast, Stockhammer 
argues that both Mycenaean and 
Italian stand-types have contributed 
to the development of HBW stands.968 Finally, Rahmstorf considers the Tirynthian stands as a 
combination of so-called  perforated stands with an attached vessel on top found 
in the Balkans and northern Greece  and tube-shaped stands, among which he considers 
examples from LH IIIA  B Mycenaean painted pottery, Italy, the Carpathian basin and the 
northern and northwestern Balkans.969 This discussion highlights that depending on the 

observer, the HBW stands can be 
regarded as both different and 

970 In that sense, they 
 

Aside from these possible 

Kilian also identifies a number of other 
shapes in the Lower Citadel at Tiryns. 
First of all, he mentions one vessel 
with barbotine decoration, typical of 
northwestern Greek pottery.971 
Secondly, he draws attention to two 

                                                                                                                                                         
attributed to these 0805  Excel spreadsheet 4.1). For this reason, only 57 specimens are 
counted he  
963 See Morgan 2007-2008a; 2008-2009; 2009-2010a. For the suggestion that the material of the southwest part 
of the acropolis, dated to the end of LH IIIB:2, indeed corresponds to the phase identified as LH IIIB:2 Late at 
Mycenae and Tiryns, see French/Stockhammer 2009, 221 and Romanos 2011a, 43. 
964 Kilian 2007, 54. This includes the imports. 
965 See, however, Lis 2011, 227 for a critical note regarding the identification of the fragments as lids and the 
fact that lids are also rare in the Mycenaean repertoire.  
966 Kilian 2007, 52. 
967 Kilian 2007, 27-28. 
968 Stockhammer 2008, 151 and n. 640. 
969 Rahmstorf 2011, 318. 
970 See Feldman 2006, 63 for using this term in the context of cultural hybridity.   
971 Kilian 2007, 55. 

Figure 33. Anthropomorphic HBW figurine from Tiryns (adapted 
from Rahmstorf 2011, 327, Fig. 1). 

Figure 32. HBW cooking stand of LH IIIB Final date, Lower Citadel 
(adapted from Kilian 2007, Taf. 22). 
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vessels with T-shaped rims, a feature that he regards as a new development.972 Finally, Kilian 
also identifies a HBW anthropomorphic figurine (see Figure 33), found in the same LH IIIB 
Final context as import I.91. It appears to be a novel creation, since there are no parallels for 
this piece in the Italian peninsula, nor in the Mycenaean world.973 At Mycenae, in contrast, 
Romanos has not identified any influences from northwestern Greek pottery, nor entirely new 
shapes for the Palatial period. She does highlight two cups or dippers belonging to phase VIII 
that do not find good parallels in the HBW corpora elsewhere. She suggests that these 
specimens are instead derived from cups or dippers that are more characteristic of Mycenaean 
ceramics.974  

So far, we can note that already in the phase after its arrival the locally produced HBW in 
the Argolid is showing signs of dynamic development. A small number of individual 

instead, can be attributed to various alternative sources of origin or to no source at all. Let us 
now turn to the artifact classes that may be related to the locally produced HBW, in order to 
determine to what extent they show similar developments.  

The most important category of evidence that is often associated in the literature with HBW 
is Grey Ware. In the Argolid, it appears to be a highly localized phenomenon, because so far 
it has only been reported from Tiryns. As was already briefly noted in § 4.4.2, in the Aegean 
Grey Ware is sometimes regarded as a fine, wheel-made version of HBW, whereas in Italy it 
is considered to be derived from the last Aegean occurrences of Grey Minyan in the LH I   
IIIA period. At Tiryns, the evidence seems to support this Aegean origin. Marco Bettelli 
reports that the first Grey Ware at the site belongs to LH IIIA, which is well before the first 
HBW appears elsewhere in the Argolid.975 Moreover, regarding the character of the Grey 
Ware at Tiryns, Claudia Belardelli notes that during LH IIIB the assemblage is entirely 

-handled cups, and pitchers.976 For 
this reason, there is no evidence to postulate that during the Palatial period, Grey Ware is 
related to or influenced by HBW in any shape or form. In other classes of Mycenaean pottery, 
the evidence for a relationship with HBW is also slim during the Palatial period. At Tiryns, 
Kilian regards one Mycenaean wheel-made cooking pot from a LH IIIB Developed context as 
bearing influence from HBW in the form of an applied cordon with impressions (diagonal 
slashes).977 In the Postpalatial period, these applied cordons become more frequently visible, 
not only on Mycenaean cooking pottery but also on some Pictorial kraters.978 It should be 
noted that the LH IIIB Developed specimen appears to be rather different from its LH IIIC 
Middle counterparts.979 Otherwise, neither in Tiryns nor at Mycenae or any of the other sites, 
there are indications for the influence of HBW on the local Mycenaean pottery in LH IIIB. 

Summing up, the data indicate that HBW first arrived in the Argolid in LH IIIB:2 Early. In 
the subsequent phase, the available evidence for its presence becomes more substantial and 
also points to interactions with the local repertoire of the Argolid. When we apply the cultural 
hybridity model, we may argue that the process of cultural hybridization started almost 
immediately after the first appearance of HBW in the Argolid. Even though the locally 

Late it is affected by new developments such as the adoption of Mycenaean shapes or the 
creation of both new 
                                                 
972 Kilian 2007, 55-56. 
973 Kilian 2007. 44-45. 
974 Romanos 2011a, 202. 
975 Bettelli 1999, 466. 
976 Belardelli 1999, 458. 
977 Kilian 1988b, Fig. 6.11. 
978 Kilian 1988b, e.g. Fig. 6.4 and 6.9; Stockhammer 2008, 269. 
979 Kilian 1988b, compare Fig. 6.11 with e.g. Fig. 6.4, 6.7, or 6.9. 
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including Italy, the Balkans, and the Mycenaean world. Similar changes cannot be observed 
in the local Mycenaean material culture of the Argolid. According to Kilian, in LH IIIB the 
locally produced HBW attests to acculturation and the start of integration.980 Although as was 
discussed in § 2.2 the cultural hybridity model sets out to critique unilateral models such as 
acculturation, this might actually be an appropriate perspective for the early phase of culture 
contact in this particular case. Or perhaps better put, the overall evidence seems to imply that 
the process of cultural hybridization was initially rather one-sided and reserved mainly to the 
HBW. What this means in human terms will be addressed in the discussion section 4.6.5; first, 
we need to turn to the development of HBW and related classes of artifacts in the Postpalatial 
period, before moving to the analysis of the contexts in which these types occur (§ 4.6.4).  
 
Table XXX. Overview of catalog entries for possible HBW imports of Postpalatial date in Catalog I. 
Cat . Artifact type Site Context Reliable? Dating Remarks 
I.92 Carinated vessel Tiryns Lower Citadel; 

Earthquake debris 
No LH IIIC Early (or 

older) 
Import 

I.95 Ax-shaped handle  Tiryns Lower Citadel;  
SW corner 

Yes LH IIIC Early Import 

 
b) Regional Distribution: Postpalatial Period 
For the Postpalatial period, the evidence for imported HBW at Tiryns is limited to two 
specimens in the Lower Citadel (see Table XXX).981 One carinated vessel (I.92) identified as 
an Italian import has been assigned an LH IIIC Early date, but it may be older due to its 
particular stratigraphic position.982 This leaves room for a date within the Palatial period. The 
same may be the case for the ax-shaped handle (I.95). It was found in the southwest corner of 
the Lower Citadel, an area which was the subject of heavy disturbance and leveling activity in 
LH IIIC Early. It has been attributed to LH IIIC Early, but could also be LH IIIB:2 Late.983 
The ax-shaped handle probably also belongs to a carinated vessel and has been attributed an 
Italian origin by Kilian as well. For the later parts of LH IIIC, no HBW imports can be 
identified. Turning now to the locally produced HBW, as can be seen from the blue line of 
Graph I, the amount in the Lower Citadel reaches its peak during LH IIIC Early. Against the 
120 specimens noted for this phase, the numbers for the Palatial period pale in comparison 
(46 specimens for LH IIIB:2 Late in total).984 At the same time, however, it should be noted 
that even at this moment in time the locally produced HBW only represents between ca. 1-3% 
of the total pottery assemblage in the Lower Citadel. During LH IIIC Middle:1, the number of 
specimens drops to 35, after which it rises again and stabilizes for LH IIIC Middle:2 (67 
specimens) and Late (72 specimens).985 A brief mention should be made here of 27 specimens 

                                                 
980 Kilian 2007, 52. 
981 Bettelli (2009, 100) suggests that the relatively large number of  (closed jars) in the overall Tiryns Lower 
Citadel HBW corpus compared to corpora in Chania and Dimini might point to further imports. In absence of a 
detailed archaeometric study, this possibility cannot be confirmed nor excluded. However, as Bettelli readily 
admits, this does not need to mean the jars were necessarily imported from far-flung localities such as Italy.  
982 Kilian 2007, 33. 
983 For the disturbances and leveling during LH IIIC Early in the southwestern corner of the Lower Citadel, see 
Rahmstorf 2011, 316-317.  
984 Rahmstorf 2011, 329, Fig. 5 reports 148 specimens, but as it becomes clear from the text  317) this also 
includes sherds that cannot be precisely dated or sherds from the Lower Town. Rahmstorf erroneously states the 
sherds come from the Lower Town North-East; a comparison with the Tiryns grid system reveals that this should 
be North-West. A cross- catalog found 27 specimens from the Lower Town North-West and 
one specimen only designated as Lower Town North belonging to LH IIIC Early. These have been deducted 

 
985 Rahmstorf 2011, 329, Fig. 5. As Lis (2011, 228) points out, Kilian 2007 mentions two different percentages 
of the share of HBW in the total assemblage. On page 46 he notes 1% and on page 51 less than 3%. 
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of HBW in the Lower Town North-West, also cataloged by Kilian. These all belong to LH 
IIIC Early;986 the habitation area appears to have no later phases of use.987   

In the northeastern part of the Lower Town (red line in Graph I), locally produced HBW is 
also already present in the first phase of the settlement in LH IIIC Early. Stockhammer counts 
116 sherds; for the sake of clarity, this number is arbitrarily plotted in Graph 1 at the end of 
LH IIIC Early:1 instead of somewhere halfway between LH IIIC Early:1-2 (see Table 
XXX).988 Moving to the remainder of LH IIIC Early:2, a conspicuous lack of HBW can be 
noted. Only 10 sherds are listed; Stockhammer suggests that they might represent kick ups 
from Phase 1.989 In LH IIIC Middle:1, the number of HBW is on the rise. At least 33 sherds 
are certainly from this phase, which alone represents 9.8% of the total pottery assemblage of 
LH IIIC Middle:1.990 The number of HBW sherds increases to 61 in the subsequent phase. 
Although it is not entirely clear when this phase ends, it has been plotted at LH IIIC 
Middle:2.991 Finally, five sherds may be attributed to the final phase. As the amount of pottery 
for this phase, in general, is rather small, it is difficult to determine its chronology precisely. It 
likely belongs to LH IIIC Late but whether it already begins in LH IIIC Middle:2 and whether 
it continues into SM is not possible to determine.992  
 

 

 
Moving to Mycenae (the green line in Graph I), we can witness an initial decrease of HBW 

in LH IIIC Early:1. From 57 specimens in LH IIIB:2 Late, the number of HBW drops to 35. 
However, in LH IIIC Early:2 the number of specimens rises to 78. Romanos makes no 
                                                 
986 See e.g. Kilian 2007, cat. nos. 6, 28, 60, 71, and 38. See also n. 984 above and § 4.6.2. 
987 See Jung 2006, 191 in reference to a LH IIIC Early fibula (my I.96) from the Lower Town North-West. 
988 Min. no. of vessels identified is 35. Another five vessels may also belong to this phase or to Phase 2. See 
Stockhammer 2008, 150-151, 156-157, Abb. 74. 
989 Min. no. of vessels identified is four. Another seven vessels are listed as belonging to Phase 2 or younger. See 
Stockhammer 2008, 189, 195-196, Abb. 74. 
990 Min. no. of vessels identified is eight. Another 47 vessels may also belong to this phase or are younger. See 
Stockhammer 2008, 203, 215, 218, Abb. 74. 
991 Min. no. of vessels identified is 14. Another 21 vessels may also belong to Phase 4 or are younger. 
Stockhammer 2008, 235, 240-241. Abb. 74. 
992 Stockhammer 2008, 244-245. 
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distinction between the earlier and later parts of LH IIIC Middle; for the entire phase a total of 
84 specimens are listed. For LH IIIC Late/Final, a steep decrease in the amount of locally 
produced HBW can be observed (19 specimens).993 In part, this may be a result of the heavy 
erosion on site since LH IIIC Middle.994 In both Tiryns Lower Citadel and at Mycenae, HBW 
appears to be a long-lived phenomenon. In contrast to many other sites in the Aegean, it 
already starts in LH IIIB:2 Early and continues to be present in the later phases of LH IIIC.995 
Unfortunately, due to the problems relating to HDP (see § 4.4.2), it cannot be established 
precisely when the HBW phenomenon dies out on either site.996 

When we compare the trend lines in Graph I, it can be observed that the peak in the Lower 
Citadel finds its counterpart in the Lower Town during LH IIIC Early:1. The drop during the 
second part of the phase in the Lower Town is followed by a drop in the Lower Citadel in LH 
IIIC Middle:1. At Mycenae, after a decrease at the beginning of this phase, the amount of 
HBW rises beyond LH IIIB:2 Late levels in LH IIIC Early:2. From this moment onwards, the 
graph remains rather stable throughout LH IIIC Middle. The two Tirynthian areas show a 
different pattern. In LH IIIC Middle:1, the number of HBW is on the rise again in the Lower 
Town and continues to do so in LH IIIC Middle:2. A similar rise can also be noted in the 
Lower Citadel in LH IIIC Middle:2. In LH IIIC Late the two areas seem to follow a different 
path: while the Lower Citadel still has an abundance of material, this is not the case for the 
Lower Town. The latter probably has to do with the small amount of pottery that can be 
attributed to this phase in general. A bias in the evidence is probably also responsible for the 
steep decrease in LH IIIC Late witnessed at Mycenae. What follows from Graph I, is that the 
trend lines between Tiryns Lower Citadel and Tiryns Lower Town North-East are 
comparable, whereas Mycenae follows a different trajectory. In addition, Graph I suggests 
that for LH IIIC Late, the evidence for HBW is not reliable for the Tiryns Lower Town and 
Mycenae, due to the steep drops in material witnessed in these two areas. In order to fully 
complete the picture of locally produced HBW in the Argolid during the Postpalatial period, it 
requires mentioning that the three HBW specimens identified at Asine reportedly also belong 
to LH IIIC Middle  Late. This is not at odds with the general trends.  

Now that we have looked at the chronological distribution of locally produced HBW during 
the Postpalatial period, it is time to examine the character of the three corpora. For the Lower 
Citadel, Kilian observes that throughout the Postpalatial period the o not 
show many signs of development. Kilian states that forms that are typical of the Italian FBA, 
a period that can be synchronized with LH IIIC Middle:2 to SM (see § 2.8  Table II), are 
entirely missing from Tiryns.997 Jung, however, has pointed out that two carinated cups with 
pronounced concave upper body, from LH IIIC Middle:2 and LH IIIC Middle:2  SM 
contexts respectively, have parallels in the FBA 1-2 layers of Torre Mordillo in Apulia.998 

Citadel seem to fit with the repertoire of the RBA in southern Italy, a period that is 
contemporary to LH IIIB:1  LH IIIC Middle:2 (see § 2.8  Table II). According to Kilian, 
this means that we cannot distinguish c
peninsula on the HBW assemblage in the Lower Citadel.999 
the assemblage does not show much development, does not mean that the HBW remains 
entirely static over time. Throughout the Postpalatial period, Kilian identifies various 

                                                 
993 Romanos 2011b, 8, Fig. 1.4. 
994 French 2011, x; Romanos 2011a, 189-191.  
995 Lis 2009a, 150. 
996 Romanos 2011a, 190; Lis 2011, 228. 
997 Kilian 2007, 55. 
998 Jung 2005, 481, Pl. CVI, e-f. Bettelli and Belardelli (2007, Pl. CXV, 4-6) discuss a third specimen. 
999 Kilian 2007, 54.  
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Mycenaean shapes, including two-handled cooking pots, tubs and a hydria for LH IIIC Early, 
a ring base for LH IIIC Middle, and a bellied handled cup and an amphora for LH IIIC Late. 
Finally, Kilian observes a tendency for HBW vessels to become increasingly thin-walled, a 
feature which he also considers an influence from Mycenaean wheel-made pottery.1000 

Moving now to the Grey Ware, an interesting change in the corpus may be observed in 
comparison to the preceding period. According to Belardelli, the shapes occurring in the 
Tirynthian Grey Ware during LH IIIC are not only derived from Aegean wheel-made pottery 
as in the preceding period but also show influence from Italian .1001 In this sense, it 
now becomes comparable to the  that is present contemporaneously in 
Italy.1002 Whether the increasing hybridization of this ceramic class is the result of increasing 
Italo-Aegean connections or rather attests to a more localized process is difficult to determine. 
At Tiryns, it may be related to the fact that at least from LH IIIC Early onwards, it is 
frequently found in the same contexts as HBW  Belardelli and Bettelli propose that HBW 

ty in the Aegean.1003 In 
connection to this, Stockhammer points out that there is a correlation between HBW and Grey 
Ware carinated cups in the Lower Citadel, a pattern which he sees mirrored in the Lower 
Town North-East with Mycenaean monochrome carinated cups instead. At the same time, he 
notes that HBW carinated cups are rare in Tiryns. Stockhammer interprets this distribution 
pattern as evidence for a mode of production in which Mycenaean potters are producing for 
HBW consumers, leading HBW consumers to abandon their own household mode of 
production of HBW carinated cups.1004 The wider social implications of these distribution 
patterns will be considered below; in the meantime, it should be pointed out that 

rinated cups originally derive from 
HBW  an idea that as we will see further below is no longer universally accepted. 

In the Postpalatial period, there is more convincing evidence to suggest an impact of HBW 
on the local Mycenaean pottery. With the possible exception of the carinated cup (see below), 
HBW shapes mainly occur in the local repertoire from LH IIIC Middle:1 onwards. The 
presence of applied cordons with diagonal slashes below the rim on Mycenaean cooking pots 
was already tentatively identified for the Palatial period; from LH IIIC Middle onwards more 
convincing examples are known. In addition, Mycenaean cooking pots now at times bear 
horned pseudo-handles, which Kilian also regards as a HBW influence.1005 More remarkable 
is the presence of the aforementioned applied cordon on large Pictorial kraters of LH IIIC 
Middle. Pictorial kraters are considered the hallmark of LH IIIC Middle elites, which makes 

Stockhammer suggests it reflects either the interest of the elite in the new and exotic or the 
1006 however, as Kilian points out, by LH IIIC 

Middle HBW has been around for generations and can no longer be considered a foreign 
ware .1007 For this reason, the presence of the applied cordon on Pictorial kraters more likely 
signals that HBW has lost much of its foreign connotations and has become part and parcel of 
the local Tirynthian material culture. Other influences are even more debatable. For example, 

painted cups, Aegean HBW, and Grey Ware and Italian  and Grey Ware actually 
represents the oft- ry. Instead, he finds the theory put 
                                                 
1000 Kilian 2007, 52. 
1001 Belardelli 1999, 458. 
1002 Bettelli 1999, 467; Belardelli/Bettelli 2007, 483. 
1003 Belardelli/Bettelli 2007, 484. 
1004 Stockhammer 2008, 267-268. 
1005 Kilian 2007, 53-54. 
1006 Stockhammer 2008, 269. 
1007  
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the ceramic production, stemming from animal protomes on contemporary metal vessels.1008 
The carinated cup is more notorious for h

discussion. Its appearance in the Mycenaean pottery of LH IIIC Early has traditionally been 
considered an influence from HBW. Yet some recent studies question the directionality of the 
exchange from HBW to Mycenaean pottery. Kilian, for example, points out that in the Lower 
Citadel carinated cups first appear in the Mycenaean pottery and HBW in LH IIIC Early, 
whereas there are already specimens in the local Grey Ware at the beginning of LH IIIB:2 
Late. In addition, the shape is also present in   
Ware. Finally, carinated cups have been part of Italian tradition. In fact, it is one of 

, as noted above, 
Kilian considers one carinated vessel among his Italian imports (I.92).1009 Ultimately, 
however, the questions of whether the carinated cup is originally Aegean or Italian and in 
which ceramic class it appears first, are not as important as the observations that a) this shape 
clearly gains in popularity from LH IIIC Early onwards in both regions, and that b) it occurs 
in virtually all ceramic classes used in Italy and the Aegean. Overall, the carinated cup seems 
to indicate that the process of 
hybridization is not only restricted to the 
small-scale cultural encounters between 
Italian immigrants and Aegean 
communities witnessed at the local 
level, but also at the scale of the 
interregional Italo-Aegean network.  

In between these two scales, we find 
the regional level. Whereas the previous 
comments have been based primarily on 
the data from Tiryns, it should be noted 
that some of the phenomena related to 
locally produced HBW can be also found 
at other sites in the Argolid. Mycenaean 
painted carinated cups with horned protomes, for example, are also reported without further 
details from Asine and Mycenae.1010 In addition, there are two more phenomena that have not 
yet been discussed: figurines and clay spools. HBW figurines are so far only reported from 
Tiryns. Besides the LH IIIB Final figurine noted above, four animal-shaped figurines are 
reported from the Lower Citadel at Tiryns which only appear during LH IIIC Middle:1 (see 
Figure 34). This rather late appearance could indicate that these figurines are not related to 
HBW, as the arrival of the latter already occurs in the Palatial and early Postpalatial period. 
However, here it needs to be mentioned that recently more figurines have been identified at 
Tiryns by Vetters during her dissertation research. In addition, she discusses similar figures 
found in Italy, other parts of the Aegean, and the eastern Mediterranean.1011 As her work is 
not yet published, it is unclear whether any of the new Tirynthian figurines that are 
contemporary to the appearance of the HBW or what the presence of similar items elsewhere 
might entail. Therefore, no conclusive comments can be made regarding the relationship 
between HBW pots and figurines characterized by the same type of fabric.  

                                                 
1008 Kilian 2007, 53. See also e.g. Matthäus 1980b, 276 and n. 23; Evely  2006, 225, n. 81. 
1009 See e.g. Belardelli/Bettelli 2007, 482. 
1010 Evely 2006, 225, n. 81. 
1011 See e.g. Rahmstorf 2011, 319-320 and the abstract of a conference paper available online, Vetters 2010, of 
which a final version has not appeared in the conference proceedings (= Schallin/Tournavitou 2015). 
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In contrast to the localized phenomenon of the figurines, clay spools do have a regional 
appearance. They have been reported from Tiryns, Mycenae, and Asine, but for the latter two 
sites, not much can be retrieved in the present literature.1012 Rahmstorf has recently compared 
the distribution of locally produced HBW and clay spools at Tiryns and has noted that the 
spools appear much later, from LH IIIC Middle onwards. They are most numerous in LH IIIC 
Late. From this, he concludes that it is unlikely that HBW and the spools are related.1013 It 
should be noted, however, that Rahmstorf discusses one group of spools which he describes 

5).1014 As we will see in § 
4.6.4.b, Stockhammer attributes HBW previously thought to be associated with Room 127 to 
what seems to be the same layer,1015 which could indicate a contextual relationship. One 
question that Rahmstorf does not discuss is whether the appearance of the clay spools may be 

related to the HBW figurines 
mentioned above. On the one hand, 
the more limited regional 
distribution of the figurines in 
comparison to the spools could 
indicate that these items are not 
related. On the other hand, spools 
and figurines do appear in the 
Argolid around the same time. In 
order to clarify this issue, let us 
now look at the spools more in 
detail.  

In the Aegean, clay spools are 
relatively common in EH and MH 
but disappear in LH I. When they 
resurface in LH IIIC Middle, they 

appear roughly contemporary at several sites across the Aegean, the eastern Mediterranean, 
and the Italian and south-
between larger, straighter, , and more 

phenomenon, involving the spread of a new type of textile production, and, perhaps, textile 
products.1016 Aside from the Tiryns material, the present data do not allow us to determine 

.1017 However, their rapid 
diffusion over a large area within a relatively short time attests to the persisting 
interconnectivity between the Aegean, Italy, the Balkans, and the eastern Mediterranean 
during the later part of the Postpalatial period. For several of these areas, similar HBW 
figurines have also been noted but the state of publication does not allow us to determine 
whether they appear at the same time as the spools in these regions and whether they occur in 
the same contexts at a local level.  

                                                 
1012 Rahmstorf 2003, 400 and n. 36. 
1013 Rahmstorf 2011. 
1014 Rahmstorf 2003, 410, caption Fig. 6. 
1015 Stockhammer 2008, 294,  
1016 Rahmstorf (2003; 2011) tentatively connects the spread of the spools with the introduction of the woolen 

and evidence for a deterioration of the climate around 1150 BC. While he insists that the larger spools 
were used as loomweights, he does not exclude the possibility that smaller spools were used in tablet weaving, a 
new weaving technology that became increasingly popular in Early Iron Age Italy. See Gleba 2008. 
1017 Rahmstorf 2003, 403-405; 2011, 321-322. 
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To conclude, a number of important changes can be observed when comparing the regional 
distribution of HBW between the Palatial and Postpalatial periods. First of all, whereas the 
HBW assemblages at Tiryns and Mycenae are roughly comparable in LH IIIB:2 Late, from 
LH IIIC Early:1 onwards they start to follow different trajectories. This becomes particularly 
evident from opposite trends visible for LH IIIC Early and Middle; for LH IIIC Late the data 
is not of sufficient quality to actually draw conclusions. Secondly, it can be noted that while 
the start of the process of hybridization in the Palatial period was relatively one-sided, this is 
no longer the case in the Postpalatial period. The growth of both the impact of Mycenaean 
pottery on the HBW and  indicates a more dialectical hybridization compared to the 

 
which imply a break in the interactions with the Italian peninsula on the local level, and the 
type of hybridization and co-evolution witnessed in the Grey Ware, carinated cups, clay 
spools, and perhaps also the HBW figurines, which attest to continued Italo-Aegean 
connections on an interregional level. Now that we have a clear understanding of the different 
processes of hybridization involved in the development of HBW and possibly related types of 
artifacts, it is time to turn to the contextual analysis.  
 
4.6.4. Contextual Analysis of HBW and Possibly Related Classes of Artifacts 
Throughout their presence in the Argolid, HBW and related classes of artifacts are only found 

discussed, 
which are frequently found in graves as well. This section will focus mainly on the contextual 
analysis of HBW, since possibly related classes of artifacts such as Grey Ware or clay spools 
are often not sufficiently published to allow for a comparative study. For the Palatial period, 
the HBW is first analyzed separately, before turning to the question of whether HBW is found 

HBW and the bronzes are indeed related, as posited by certain interpretative models (see § 
4.5.6). First, the Tiryns Lower Citadel and Mycenae Cult Center are discussed for the Palatial 
period.  Next, these same two areas are analyzed for the Postpalatial period before turning to 
the Tiryns Lower Town North-East. This area is analyzed separately in the third subsection, 
as current reconstructions of its social history necessarily lead to a wider consideration of the 
human factors behind HBW  a topic that is further addressed in § 4.6.5.  
 
a) Palatial Period: Tiryns Lower Citadel and Mycenae Cult Center 
As was observed in the previous section, the first larger corpora of HBW appear in LH IIIB:2 

ng to 
the preceding phase. It needs to be stressed here that for the Palatial period we are dealing 
with only a small body of material, which consists at both sites mainly of single pot sherds 
and the occasional nearly complete vessel. As was explained in § 4.6.2, in this context I prefer 

are attributed to a single subphase of LH IIIB:2 Late (see below). In contrast, the 46 
specimens in the Tiryns Lower Citadel belonging to LH IIIB:2 Late are spread out over two 
subphases, which makes for an even more sobering picture.  

Rahmstorf has recently published distribution maps of the HBW inventoried by Kilian. 
From these maps, it can be gleaned that this material is distributed unevenly over the Lower 
Citadel (see my Figure 30  black checkerboard pattern). Less than 10 specimens are found in 
the high-status buildings on the western side of the Lower Citadel, whereas the majority of 
finds clusters respectively in the southeastern corner during LH IIIB Developed (Southeast 
Area) and in the southwestern corner in LH IIIB Final (Southwest Area).1018 Most of the 

                                                 
1018 Rahmstorf 2011, 328, Figs. 2-3. 
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possible imports (see § 4.6.3.a and blue squares in my Figure 30) are among those specimens 
found on the west side of the Lower Citadel. Yet as Kilian points out, HBW is in these cases 
limited to spaces associated with service and open-air hearths used for cooking. For example, 
the imported bellied jar I.91 and the anthropomorphic figurine (see § 4.6.3.a) were found in 
room 120 of Building A (formerly Building VII), which is attributed service and craft-related 
functions.1019 The possibly imported amphora I.99 from the  is a more problematic 
case. The , a narrow courtyard situated between the shrine in Casemate 7 and the so-
called House of the Priestess  (Building VI), has yielded many cult-related finds. It is, 

locally produced HBW vessel of the same date was found in the cult deposit outside the 
citadel walls (see § 4.5.5.a). Another possibility  according to Kilian  is that the amphora is 
related to the service areas of Building A (formerly Building I), as it was found next to an 
open-air hearth that may have been used by the servants of this complex. Overall, Kilian 
argues that during the Palatial period, the use of HBW cannot be attributed to an elite lifestyle 
and instead reflects a simpler, modest way of life.1020 

How are we to characterize this way of life further? For Kilian, the finds described above 

).1021 
of remarkable finds from well-understood contexts, we need to recall that the majority of 
HBW was not found on the west side of the Lower Citadel but rather in the south. 
Unfortunately, the scarce architectural remains in the Southeast Area are poorly understood, 
while the concentration of HBW in the Southwest Area is not associated with any 
architecture. Yet this concentration is of particular interest because Rahmstorf questions the 
LH IIIB Final date assigned by Kilian. Instead, he holds that it may be the result of leveling 
activities during LH IIIC Early. This could be a plausible explanation, considering that there 
have been many disturbances in this area as a result of the destructions at the end of LH IIIB:2 
Early and LH IIIB:2 Late. In addition, there is a join between one of the sherds from LX II 45 
attributed to LH IIIB Final and a sherd from a similar concentration of HBW located only two 
excavation squares to the north in LX II 43 that has been dated to LH IIIC Early.1022 This 
means that observed clustering of HBW could be wholly the result of secondary activities in 
this part of the Lower Citadel, which effectively renders this material meaningless for 
determining the contextual and social associations of HBW.  

The Mycenae Cult Center material is plagued by a similar fate. Aside from one specimen 
from the  Ramp Area, all HBW clusters in three areas: the Temple Complex, 
the Room with the Fresco Complex and the Service Areas.1023 In the two complexes, HBW 
was present in small amounts in a number of excavation units of almost every room.1024 The 
Room with the Fresco Complex was destroyed in LH IIIB:2 Early. After this first destruction, 
the complex was backfilled at the end of LH IIIB:2 Early, upon which it was destroyed again 
in LH IIIB:2 Late. HBW was found in both the initial backfill (24 specimens) and second 
destruction fill (21 specimens).1025 This material is likely secondary in nature, considering that 
the complex was no longer in use after the first destruction and it is unclear whether the 
surface created by the backfill had any function.1026 The Temple Complex, in contrast, was 
                                                 
1019 Kilian 2007, 44, 50. 
1020 Kilian 2007, 50-51. 
1021 Kilian 2007, 80. 
1022 Rahmstorf 2011, 316-317. For the disturbances, see also French/Stockhammer 2009, 183, Tab. 4. 
1023 Romanos 2011a, 181.  
1024 Romanos 2011a, 183-185. 
1025 Romanos 2011a, 183-184; her Excel file 4.1. The 24 specimens are LH IIIB:2 Early, while the 21 specimens 
are part of the 57 specimens belonging to LH IIIB:2 Late. 
1026 Wardle 2003, 322. 
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still in use during LH IIIB:2 Late. After its initial destruction in LH IIIB:2 Early, the contents 
of both the side chamber IX and the main room 18 were cleared and sealed in room 19 and the 
alcove of room 18. Most of the HBW that Romanos studied belongs to the phase of reuse 
after the initial destruction and to the second destruction in LH IIIB:2 Late. The floor deposits 
from this phase have been contaminated and most of the HBW comes from destruction debris 
and fills (32 specimens).1027 Finally, the HBW in the Service Areas was discovered mainly in 
Passage 34 (four specimens), which was blocked after the first destruction in LH IIIB:2 Early 
and filled in with debris in LH IIIB:2 Late.1028 All in all, in LH IIIB Mycenae, HBW is found 
in nonspecific, secondary contexts, such as destruction debris and fills. This makes it difficult 
to determine its precise function and use. Its presence in the area of the Cult Center might be 
meaningful1029 but is hard to evaluate due to the lack of published data on the presence or 
absence of HBW outside this area of the Mycenae settlement. 

So far, it becomes clear that there are a number of important communalities in terms of the 
contexts in which HBW is present in Tiryns and Mycenae during the Palatial period. First of 
all, we can observe that at both sites the amount of HBW in most contexts is rather small and 
that concentrations of the material are likely secondary in nature. Second, it can be noted that 
HBW is largely lacking from structures associated with the elite. Instead, it is mostly found in 
spaces reserved for service, craft, and cult, although the connection with cult appears to be 
more pronounced at Mycenae. Whether this is the result of a bias in the dataset or actually 
reflects a difference between these two sites is difficult to determine at present. 

Now that we have established an overview of HBW contexts in the Argolid during the 
Palatial period
bronzes. For the Palatial period, it was established that the bronzes mainly comprise weapons, 
tools, and fibulae. Of these, the weapons and tools are often difficult to interpret contextually, 
but when there is sufficient data available they seem to have elite connotations. This provides 
a contrast with the HBW, which appears to shy away from elite spaces with only very few 
exceptions. Indeed, the only cases where there is even a general spatial overlap between the 
occurrence of HBW and weapons and tools in the Palatial period are the spearhead I.88 in the 
Tiryns Lower Citadel and the ivory hilt plates I.51 in the Mycenae Cult Center. In both 
instances, the association falls apart at a more detailed level of analysis. No HBW was found 
in the vicinity of the spearhead (see Figure 30). In addition, the ivory hilt plates were found in 
the floor deposits of side chamber 32 of the Room of the Fresco Complex, while the HBW 
from this complex is secondary in nature. In contrast to the weapons and tools, fibulae seem 
to have a stronger association with HBW. Firstly, both fibulae and HBW cannot be clearly 
tied to elite practices, but suggest a more humble lifestyle. Secondly, fibulae more frequently 
demonstrate a general spatial overlap with HBW. At Tiryns, nearly all LH IIIB fibulae (three 
out of four) were found in Lower Citadel areas that have also yielded HBW.1030 At Mycenae, 
there is only a correlation for the two fibulae from the Cult Center; the six other fibulae of 
possible LH IIIB date come from the tombs or other parts of the site, where no HBW was 

                                                 
1027 Romanos 2011a, 184-185 and her Excel file 4.1. Romanos did not have access to the material belonging to 
the first destruction but notes that no HBW is mentioned from these deposits in the publication. This could 
indicate that HBW was not present in the Temple Complex during its first phase of use. The 32 specimens listed 
are all part of the 57 specimens counted for LH IIIB:2 Late. 
1028 Romanos 2011a, 185-186. 
1029 As remarked by Romanos 2011a, 219. 
1030 The only exception is my I.85 which was found between the wall of the Western Staircase and NW corner of 
the palace terrace. This fibula was likely part of the palatial destruction debris, which has not yielded any HBW. 
See Kilian 2007, 51 for the lack of HBW in the palatial debris (Epichosis deposit). See my Tables XX and XXI 
for the fibulae. 
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found.1031 However, as we shall see, in each case when there is a general spatial overlap at 
Tiryns and Mycenae between HBW and fibulae, the contexts do not allow us to posit a direct 
relationship.  

The first instance that needs to be discussed is fibula I.93. One may recall from § 4.5.5.a 
that this fibula has been attributed to the LH IIIB Middle Terrace House but actually stems 
from a mixed deposit found at a level above the building  with finds ranging from LH IIIB 
Middle to LH IIIC Early. The Terrace House is located in excavation square LX II 43,1032 
which has yielded the LH IIIC Early HBW that Rahmstorf links to the LH IIIB Final HBW in 
LX II 45 (Southwest Area). Although the leveling activities cast doubt on the attribution of 
the fibula to the Terrace House, at the same time the fibulae cannot be clearly connected to 
any of the HBW due to the secondary nature of the material. Similar problems hamper the 
Mycenae fibulae. Fibula I.52 (see § 4.5.5.a), was found in a unit belonging to the debris of the 
final destruction of the Temple Complex. This secondary context reportedly contained HBW 
but the unit was not seen by Romanos, which means the presence of HBW is not confirmed. 
In contrast, Romanos reports that fibula I.53 from Small Court 35 was certainly found in the 
same unit as one fragment of HBW. The unit is considered a floor deposit which would make 
it a primary context, but contamination from the fill above cannot be excluded.1033 Finally, 
once more at the Tiryns Lower Citadel, one of the fibulae (I.90) from room 10 of Building A 
might be contemporary to the abovementioned imported jar and locally produced figurine of 
LH IIIB Final date, found in room 120 at the other end of the complex.1034 Otherwise, the 
complex is free of HBW except for one locally produced LH IIIB Final sherd from room 9 
and even more tentatively, the possibly imported amphora I.99 found in the .1035  

The preceding analysis clarifies that we cannot posit a direct link between HBW and fibulae 
during the Palatial period. There is an indirect relationship, however, as HBW and fibulae are 
often found in the same habitation areas and can both be associated with more modest means 
of life. The lifestyle aspect holds the key to unraveling the discrepancy witnessed between the 
spatial overlap at site level and the lack of a direct association at the contextual level. As the 
case of Building A at the Tiryns Lower Citadel illustrates, during the Palatial period the use of 
HBW at times took place in the same spatial and social spheres as the use of fibulae  in this 
case, the craft or service areas associated with Building A. In other words, people using HBW 
and people wearing fibulae may have lived and/or worked in close proximity to one another, 
perhaps even in the same complex, but this does not mean that these groups are necessarily 
one and the same. This is particularly evident at Mycenae, where most of the possible LH IIIB 
fibulae were found in contexts outside the Cult Center that have not yielded HBW. 

 
 

After the destruction of the palaces, there are a number of subtle changes in the distribution of 
HBW. For the Lower Citadel of Tiryns, Kilian observes that HBW is present both before and 
after the reorganization of the settlement in LH IIIC Early when it reaches its peak with 120 
specimens. After a brief decrease to 35 specimens in LH IIIC Middle:1, the amount of HBW 
stabilizes to 67-72 specimens for the later Postpalatial period. Despite its larger scale, the LH 
IIIC distribution of HBW appears to be similar to that of the Palatial period. As Kilian points 
out, it still cannot be linked to an elevated status and seems to be mostly present in living and 
                                                 
1031 Of course, we need to recall here that the tombs and several of the other parts of the Mycenae settlement 
were the subject of older excavations, where perhaps no attention was paid to HBW. Yet this still means that this 
evidence cannot be used to posit a relationship between HBW and fibulae. See my Tables XX and XXI for the 
fibulae. 
1032 Brysbaert/Vetters 2013, 187, Fig. 4. 
1033 Romanos 2011a, 185-186, 237 and n. 273, her Excel file 4.1. 
1034 See e.g. Rahmstorf 2008, 252 and Brysbaert/Vetters 2013, 190-192. 
1035 Kilian 2007, 50-51; Rahmstorf 2011, 316-318; Stockhammer 2010, 115-16, Fig. 7. 
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working quarters. There are, however, a few notable differences. Firstly, HBW can no longer 
be associated with the cult spaces of this period, rooms 117, 110 and 110a. Secondly, HBW 
appears to be more evenly distributed in the LH IIIC settlement. Kilian infers from this that 
HBW is fully integrated into and perhaps even inseparable from the Mycenaean Postpalatial 
lifestyle.1036 This picture is confirmed by the contextual analysis of Rahmstorf in LH IIIC 
Early and his brief overview of LH IIIC Middle and Late. According to Rahmstorf, HBW 
sherds turn up in almost every LH IIIC Early area that has been excavated at Tiryns, with the 
exception of cult space room 117 and Building VIa, the successor of the House of the 
Priestess (see my Figure 30  purple checkerboard pattern).1037 Kilian considers the absence 
of HBW from this high-status building in LH IIIC Early particularly significant in terms of 
HBW not being associated with the elite,1038 but as Rahmstorf points out, this entire structure 
is free from any finds belonging to this phase due to a clearing in LH IIIC Middle.1039 
Therefore, not much can be inferred from the absence of HBW in this context.  

Although HBW is more evenly distributed during LH IIIC, there are two concentrations in 
LX II 43. One of these dates to LH IIIC Early; as was already noted above, it may be related 
to the LH IIIB Final concentration from LX II 45.Within LH IIIC Early, the area of LX II 43 
goes through a series of rapid changes that seem to be only partly understood.1040 As a result, 
it is not possible to attribute the HBW dating to LH IIIC Early to a clear context. The second 
concentration of HBW in LX II 43 was reported by Belardelli and Bettelli as belonging to the 
use of the high-status building known as Room 127.1041 According to Stockhammer, however, 
most of the HBW was found underneath the floor of the room, which means that it must 
predate its construction at the beginning of LH IIIC Middle:2.1042 As noted above, Rahmstorf 
discusses a group of clay spools from beneath Room 127, but it remains to be seen whether 
this group is related to the HBW.1043 To what extent there is HBW that can be attributed to the 

1044 
Kilian mentions a HBW cooking stand that he considers part of the inventory of Room 127, 
but does not discuss its presence in detail.1045 Belardelli and Bettelli also report a 
concentration of Grey Ware associated with the same building, which Stockhammer does not 
seem to question. A close reading of their analysis makes it clear that most material was  

                                                 
1036 Kilian 2007, 51. 
1037 Rahmstorf 2011, 317, 329, Fig. 4. 
1038 Kilian 2007, 51. 
1039 Rahmstorf 2011, 317. 
1040 At some point after the end of LH IIIB, rooms 74-77 and a kiln are built. Their construction is of relatively 
poor quality, which makes them difficult to place in time. Rahmstorf considers them part of the so-called 

 that occurred right after the destruction of the palaces, while Tobias Mühlenbruch assigns 
them to the restructuring of the settlement towards the end of LH IIIC Early. After a brief period of use, the 
rooms are destroyed and in their place, Courtyard 2 is created. This still occurs within LH IIIC Early, which 
makes it difficult to determine whether the HBW should be attributed to the use of rooms 74-77, Courtyard 2 or 
perhaps both. See further Mühlenbruch 2007, 245 and Rahmstorf 2008, 274 for the changes in this area. 
1041 Room 127 is the largest structure in the Lower Citadel. For this reason, it is often regarded as a 
representative space attributed to a group of Postpalatial Tirynthian elites. See e.g. Stockhammer 2008, 328.  
1042 Stockhammer 2008, 294, n. 1034. 
1043 Rahmstorf 2003, 401.  
1044 He does, however, draw attention to the discovery in room 127 of a closed vessel decorated with 
narrow bands of equal width, imported from Achaia. Previous discoveries of such vessels outside Achaia include 
two stirrup jars from Argos that have both been dated to LH IIIC Late. The specimen from room 127 dates to LH 
IIIC Middle:2; in addition, there is a LH IIIC Middle:1 specimen from the Lower Town North-East. As these 
banded vessels are identified as imports, Stockhammer argues that they attest to a close connection between the 
Argolid and Achaia from LH IIIC Middle:1 onwards, which is interesting in view of the available evidence for 
Italo-Aegean network dynamics in this region (see further Chapter 5). For more on the banded Achaian vessels, 
see Mountjoy 1990, 267-270; Stockhammer 2008, 64, 92, 250. 
1045 Kilian 2007, 28. 
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actually found in the courtyards around Room 127. Only five Grey Ware sherds come from 
inside the building, four of which were discovered in close proximity to one another and 
perhaps represent a single vessel.1046 Five sherds of Grey Ware and one HBW cooking stand 
form hardly a firm basis upon which to draw further conclusions. 

At Mycenae, the contexts of HBW are equally difficult to interpret. In LH IIIC Early:1, two 
new complexes and a courtyard are built on top of the ruins of the old Cult Center. There are 
no secure indications of cult continuity; both the West Complex and South Complex likely 
represent nonelite living quarters.1047 The amount of HBW present in LH IIIC Early:1 is 
rather small (35 specimens) and mainly comes from collapse deposits and fills. According to 
Romanos, it may be the case that much of this material is residual from LH IIIB:2 Late.1048 
Similar problems occur for the material of the remaining phases of LH IIIC. After LH IIIC 
Early:1 comes to an end by another destruction, new buildings are erected in the area of the 
Cult Center in LH IIIC Early:2. HBW appears again mainly in fills of destroyed buildings.1049 
For LH IIIC Middle, most of the material comes from wash levels. In addition, material found 
in the Hellenistic terraces has been attributed to this phase. Units assigned to LH IIIC Middle 
contain HBW, which indicates it was still abundantly present at the time. In one terrace, 194 
sherds of HBW were found, but unfortunately, their original context is lost.1050 Finally, a 
deposit found over room 16 (LH IIIC Early:2) is attributed to LH IIIC Late. Among this 
deposit are 19 fragments of HBW, but as this deposit is mixed even their attribution to LH 
IIIC Late is uncertain.1051 

In comparison to the preceding period, we witness both continuity and change in the HBW 
contexts during the Postpalatial period. On the one hand, at both the Tiryns Lower Citadel and 
the area of the former Cult Center at Mycenae, HBW continues to be present in spite of major 
restructuring activities during LH IIIC Early. On the other hand, in both areas, HBW can no 
longer be clearly associated with spaces reserved for cult activities. In addition, we witness an 
increase in the amount of HBW present compared to the Palatial era. At Tiryns, this increase 
is coupled with a wider distribution of the material, not only within the Lower Citadel but also 
 as we will see below  through its presence in several areas of the Lower Town settlement. 

Kilian interprets this as evidence of the increased integration of HBW  the preceding 
period.1052 As argued in § 4.6.3.b, the same can be inferred from the increased hybridization 
of both HBW and Mycenaean-type pottery over the course of LH IIIC. Besides these 
important changes, however, HBW continues to appear in the same kind of contexts as in the 
Palatial period. In both the Tiryns Lower Citadel and the Mycenae Cult Center, HBW appears 
in many respects to represent a ceramic assemblage used in every-day life.  

Before turning to the Tiryns Lower Town North-East, we need to examine the possible links 
between HBW and the bronzes during the Postpalatial period. As was noted in § 4.5.2, there 
are only a few weapons and tools that can be safely assigned a Postpalatial date. These are the 
two Naue II type swords from the Tiryns Treasure and the helmet buried with the Tiryns 
warrior. In both of these cases, the contexts convey elite connotations, which is again far 

                                                 
1046 Belardelli/Bettelli 1999; Stockhammer 2008, 294, n. 1034. 
1047 Room xxxii of the West Complex has been attributed a cultic function by its excavator based on the presence 
of an unbaked clay basin, a hearth and a structure interpreted as an altar; similar features are noted for room 
xxxiii. Stockhammer rightly questions this cultic interpretation. Instead, he proposes that the rooms represent 
non-elite living quarters, based on the evidence for cooking and storage activities in room xxxiv. A similar 
function can be attributed to the South Complex. See Stockhammer 2008, 315; French 2011, 15; Romanos 
2011a, 186-187. 
1048 Romanos 2011a, 187. 
1049 Romanos 2011a, 188-189. 
1050 Romanos 2011a, 189-190. 
1051 Romanos 2011a, 190-191. 
1052 Kilian 2007, 51. 
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removed from the contextual associations of Postpalatial HBW. Indeed, neither context shows 
any relationship with HBW. For the majority of ornaments, we cannot postulate a connection 
either. Only four out of 11 LH IIIC Early fibulae show a general spatial overlap with HBW, 
while this is completely lacking for both later fibulae and the new types of ornaments, such as 
long pins and spiraled finger rings, appearing from LH IIIC Late onwards. All three fibulae 
that can be attributed to LH IIIC Early from Tiryns demonstrate some kind of connection with 
HBW, whereas for Mycenae only one of the six fibulae possibly belonging to LH IIIC Early 
qualifies.1053 This situation reminds us of LH IIIB:2 Late, where the connection between 
fibulae and HBW was also stronger at Tiryns than at Mycenae. However, as was also the case 
for their Palatial counterparts, a close examination of the contexts of the Postpalatial fibulae 
indicates that their connection with HBW is rather weak. 

In the Tiryns Lower Citadel (see also my Figure 30), fibula I.94 stems from the same area of 
the HBW concentration in LX II 43. As the area is the subject of disturbances, leveling and 
rapid architectural changes in LH IIIC Early, we cannot connect the fibula to the HBW.1054 
The second Tirynthian fibula is I.96. It comes from the Lower Town North-West and is 
contemporary to the 27 HBW specimens from the same area.1055 However, as the area is not 
published in detail it is not yet possible to determine whether they are related or not. Fibula 
I.100 was found in the deposits outside the western Lower Citadel wall at Tiryns, which are 
related to the shrine in Casemate 7. It has been attributed to LH IIIC Early levels, while a 
HBW vessel from the same deposit is assigned a LH IIIB Developed date. This makes for a 
rather tentative connection. Finally, fibula I.54 from the South Complex in the area of the 
former Cult Center at Mycenae should also be considered. We may recall (see § 4.5.5.a) that 
the fibula either belongs to the LH IIIC Early:1 floor deposit of room xxiv or to the earlier 
terracing below this floor. At present, no HBW is attributed to the floor deposit but Romanos 
notes three certain HBW sherds from the terracing below it. In addition, at least six more 
sherds come from the upper fill of room xxi at the end of LH IIIC Early:1.1056 The secondary 
nature of the HBW, together with the lack of a clear date for I.54 makes for yet another weak 
spatiotemporal correlation between fibulae and HBW.  

What becomes clear from the above is that, compared to the Palatial period, the link 

Early, there are a number of fibulae that show a general spatial overlap with HBW, but upon 
closer inspection, the correlation falls apart. This situation reminds strongly of LH IIIB:2 
Late, which provides support for the conclusion already reached for the fibulae separately that 
the phases between LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Early form a unity that can be contrasted to 
the phases LH IIIC Late and SM. In § 4.5.6, the question was explored whether this unity can 

Based on the typochronology this was considered unlikely for the group as a whole, but  
admittedly  for the four fibulae for which there is a tentative link with HBW this possibility 
cannot be ruled out completely, due to the disturbed and secondary nature of their contexts. 
Provided that these fibulae and the HBW do belong to LH IIIC Early, the similarity with the 
LH IIIB:2 Late situation allows us to postulate a similar explanation for their weak 
spatiotemporal correlation. We are likely still dealing with groups of people operating at a 
similar level in society and interacting in their daily lives. At Mycenae, the evidence once 
more suggests that these groups did not overlap completely. While at Tiryns, so far it seems to 

                                                 
1053 See my Table XXII. 
1054 This situation recalls the case of fibula I.93, which was found in the same area and has not been precisely 
dated. As a result, it could belong to LH IIIC Early as well. See discussion in the previous subsection. 
1055 See § 4.6.3.b for these specimens, which cannot be discussed contextually, as they have not been published 
more in detail.  
1056 Romanos 2011a, 187 and n. 201; her Excel file 4.1. 
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be the case that wherever we find HBW, we find fibulae  we will now move to an area of the 
settlement where so far, no fibulae have been reported.  

 

For the Tirynthian Lower Town North-East, Stockhammer provides a detailed examination of 
the contexts in which HBW is present. In the first phase of the settlement, encompassing LH 
IIIC Early:1 and the beginning of LH IIIC Early:2, HBW is found mainly in rubbish piles. 
One of these piles can be related to a built feature, the sherd-plastered hearth 175/00. In part, 
the hearth was also plastered with HBW sherds. Aside from HBW, the rubbish piles also 
contain Mycenaean wheel-turned pottery, including fine, monochrome carinated cups.1057  
During the second part of LH IIIC Early:2, room 8/00 in the west and 1-2/00 in the south are 
created around a central court. These buildings are only in use for a short period of time 
before they are destroyed at the end of LH IIIC Early:2. Due to its size and architectural 
features (columns, large building blocks), room 8/00 is considered a representative space, 
comparable to the Postpalatial megara (see § 4.2.3) identified in other areas of Tiryns and at 
Midea. Stockhammer highlights the absence of HBW from this higher-status building, which 
seems to be consistent with the picture obtained from the Tirynthian Lower Citadel during LH 
IIIC Early (see above).1058  

At the beginning of LH IIIC Middle:1, the picture in the Lower Town North-East changes 
again. After the fire that ended the previous phase, room 8/00 is not rebuilt. In contrast, room 
1-2/00 continues to exist and is now accompanied by room 6-7/00 in the north. Stockhammer 
suggests that these buildings may form a unity because they are connected through a narrow 
entrance. In one of the spaces of room 6-7/00, a hearth and two clay bins are located. All of 
the HBW sherds attributed securely to this phase come from the sherd plaster of this hearth; in 
addition, there is HBW that either belongs to this phase or the next, which concentrates in the 
room with the hearth. No HBW was found in room 1-2/00, which did yield Mycenaean 
cooking pots. Monochrome carinated cups show the same distribution as HBW.1059 During 
LH IIIC Middle:2, Room 1-2/00 was still in use but room 6-7/00 was replaced by room 4/00, 
which was moved more to the back. Four larger hearths succeed each other through time; in 
addition, there is a smaller hearth. Underneath the sherds of the smaller hearth, a ritually 
deposited fragment of an armor scale was found. This practice has been connected to the Near 
East, more specifically to the Levant.1060 Again, HBW is not found inside room 1-2/00, but it 
is also absent from the other structure and the hearths. There is, however, a concentration of 
HBW found east of the hearths, which Stockhammer connects to the use of these hearths.1061 
Finally, although HBW appears to be present in LH IIIC Late, its small quantity does not 
allow for a meaningful analysis, which is further hampered by the disturbed architecture.1062 

Stockhammer argues that the waxing and waning of HBW in the Lower Town North-East is 
not a matter of preservation. Indeed, the monochrome carinated cups seem to follow a similar 
trajectory. For this reason, he maintains that there is a meaningful sequence of HBW and 
carinated cups that initially co-occurred in LH IIIC Early:1 to 2, was subsequently both absent 
from room 8/00 towards the end of LH IIIC Early:2 and then reappeared together again in a 
concentrated fashion in LH IIIC Middle:1. According to Stockhammer, the absence of HBW 
during phase 2 reflects a conscious rejection on the part of the elites in this building. When 
the material reappears in the subsequent phase, he argues that a clear spatial separation is 

                                                 
1057 Stockhammer 2008, 90, 150-159. 
1058 Stockhammer 2008, 160-161. 
1059 Stockhammer 2008, 196-198, 203, 218. 
1060 Stockhammer 2008, 221. For the armor scale, see also Maran 2004. 
1061 Stockhammer 2008, 221, 241. 
1062 Stockhammer 2008, 232-245. 
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maintained between the users of HBW and other users within the same complex, with room 1-
2/00 perhaps representing the quarters of the owners and room 6-7/00 representing the 

1-2/00 a representative status because it contained less 
built features than 6-7/00 and used the walls of its predecessor from phase 2. According to 
Stockhammer, the strict boundaries that were maintained in phase 3 loosened up in LH IIIC 
Middle:2, when the users of HBW used the same hearth as the users of Mycenaean cooking 
pots. He sees a similar more inclusive atmosphere reflected in the increased presence of HBW 
features in Mycenaean pottery (see § 4.6.3.b).1063  

narrative, there are several underlying assumptions that need to be addressed. The model 
assumes that a) the presence of both HBW cooking pots and Mycenaean cooking pots 
indicates the existence of two clearly distinct ethnic identities, that b) this distinction is 
already present in LH IIIC Early and continues to exist all the way into LH IIIC Middle:2, and 

 to the HBW users and, hence, employ a strategy of active 
y 

in the realm of coarse ware cooking pots; as was noted above, when it comes to fine ware the 

latial period, the 
combination of HBW and another type of fine wa  
served as an for Italian immigrants in the Aegean (see § 4.6.3.b). Ethnicity has 
proven to be both an elusive and problematic concept in prehistoric archaeology when there 
are no written sources that can communicate the emic perspective.1064 What is more, there is a 
tendency in the archaeology of culture contact to focus on ethnic identities at the expense of 
other forms of identity.1065 If the combination of HBW and certain fine wares is meant to 

-East not expressing 
their ethnicity in the same way as the HBW users in the Lower Citadel? Even more so, why 
are HBW users not using th  

 of HBW users that leads to an increased ethnic awareness.1066 However, while it is 
true that ethnicity is considered relational and situational,1067 a situation where HBW users are 

although the concentration of HBW in one particular space during LH IIIC Middle:1 is 
undeniable,  reconstruction hinges on the issue of whether there is indeed a 
link between the two buildings and, more importantly, whether one was subordinate to the 

-2/00 is another elite 
building is relevant. However, all of these matters seem difficult to determine due to the 
partial preservation of the architecture in phase 3.1068 Moreover, there is nothing exceptional 
mentioned about the inventory of 1-2/00 that seems to warrant such an interpretation.1069 If 
anything, Stockhammer mentions that the ceramics of phase 3 are poorer in quality than those 
found in the preceding phase.1070 For this reason, the possibility that we are dealing with two 
                                                 
1063 Stockhammer 2008, 218, 286-294. 
1064 For the importance of written sources, see e.g. Yntema 2009, 146 and n. 6 with references. 
1065 See e.g. Pappa 2013. While this paper points out that this tendency is mainly a result of 
recent concerns with postcolonial concepts such as hybridity, I would argue that it is equally the result of a lack 
of regard for these concepts in favor of traditional colonialist ethnographies. 
1066 Stockhammer 2008, 289. 
1067 Eriksen 2002, 58. 
1068 Stockhammer 2008, 198. 
1069  
1070 Stockhammer 2008, 198.  
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independent households living side by side, with one household cooking in HBW 

also puts a different spin on the absence of HBW from room 8/00 in the preceding phase. If 
we interpret the users of t

of phase 2 is not more meaningful than that it signals that elites of the Lower Town did not 
interact much with individuals who did not hold a similar social status. To put it differently, 
these elites and the HBW users simply operated in different social networks and were not 
actively shunned by virtue of their status as ethnic minorities.  

In contras -East 
seem to have interacted frequently. This is particularly attested for phase 1 and 4, where HBW 

 both in the construction of the open-air hearths and in the 
waste piles accumulating next to them.1071 The fact that this kind of interaction is not as 
evident in phase 3 may have to do with the fact there are no open-air hearths assigned to this 
period; the only hearth that is mentioned by Stockhammer is the one incorporating HBW 
sherds and located within room 6-7/00.1072 Whether there were indeed no open-air hearths 
present is difficult to ascertain; Stockhammer reports older pieces used for the hearths 
attributed to phase 4, as well as having difficulty distinguishing between older fragments and 
rubbish of phase 4.1073 Therefore, it seems possible that one or perhaps several of the four 
open-air hearths that were attributed in the post-excavation analysis to phase 4, actually 
belong to phase 3 instead. Whatever the case may be, the fact remains that during phase 3 the 
users of HBW and Mycenaean cooking pots were living in close proximity to one another in 
the Lower Town North-East. Although there is no evidence suggesting direct and frequent 
interaction, there is also no evidence to support a difference in status between these two 
groups or an active policy of segregation. Overall, we get a picture of coexistence between 
HBW users and other local groups, an existence that seems to have been briefly disrupted by 
the appearance of an elite structure in phase 2. After this short-lived anomaly, life continued 
on a similar basis for the remainder of LH IIIC. 

Once we remove the positional inferiority of HBW users, we also remove the impetus for 
the creation of a distinct  identity and its persistence throughout the Postpalatial period. 
Indeed, if HBW associated with identity at all, it does not necessarily need to have been an 
ethnic identity. It is plausible that the use HBW was associated with distinct cooking practices 
that were introduced with the first Italian immigrants in the Palatial period. The persistence of 
such a cultural tradition could help explain why HBW continues to be present during the 
Postpalatial period until LH IIIC Late but needs not to have had any ethnic connotations. The 

of Grey Ware from the Lower Town in favor of monochrome cups could have signaled a 
difference in social rather than ethnic identity. Perhaps the inhabitants of the Lower Citadel 
were more affluent than their Lower Town neighbors, which allowed HBW users in the 
Citadel to have access to a type of pottery of higher quality and with a longer local pedigree 
(mimicking MH pottery), while the HBW users in the Lower Town could only afford cheaper 
fine ware imitations of HBW. Aside from social status, however, this distinction could as 
easily have meant something entirely different, such as distinct neighborhood affiliations or 
simply a more conservative taste on the part of those using cups akin to HBW. Whatever the 
case, it becomes clear from the above that  as in the case of the bronzes  simple ethnic 
equations do not suffice for the HBW. 

                                                 
1071 Stockhammer 2008, 286-287. 
1072 Stockhammer 2008, 203. 
1073 Stockhammer 2008, 221. 
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For the analysis of the HBW, it was necessary to shift the focus from the interregional 
dimension to the local dynamics of Italo-Aegean interactions. Yet before moving to a 
discussion of these local dynamics, it is important to consider in what ways HBW contributes 
to our understanding of interregional networks. In § 4.5.6, modes of transfer and exchange 
partners were introduced as complementary angles from which to approach the study of 
interregional networks, together with the organization of the exchange (see § 4.7). Compared 

interregional networks pertaining to the HBW are relatively straightforward. It is generally 
accepted that, at the time of its arrival in the Argolid in LH IIIB:2 Early and LH IIIB:2 Late, 
HBW represents smalls groups of immigrants originating from southern Italy. Therefore, we 
can regard the HBW as attesting to the existence of an interregional network in the Palatial 
period, for which we can identify Italy as the single partner in the exchange with the Argolid 
and the mobility of people as the dominant mode of transfer. Aside from a handful of imports 
in LH IIIB:2 Late and possibly LH IIIC Early, the majority of HBW in the Argolid is 
produced locally. This means that  as in the case of the bronzes  we need to consider 
whether contacts persisted or were severed after HBW first arrives.    

Parallels from historic times suggest that when immigrants relocate, they usually continue to 
keep in touch with their community of origin. As a result of these ties between the old and 
new homeland, new groups of immigrants tend to follow in the footsteps of those who have 
gone before them.1074 While the evidence is not fine-grained enough to trace such a process in 
detail, we have three pieces of evidence that help us frame the discussion. First of all, we need 
to consider that the amount of HBW rises considerably during LH IIIC Early at both Tiryns 
and Mycenae. Second, we do not have any HBW imports after LH IIIC Early and it is 
possible that the LH IIIC Early specimens are, in fact, kick ups from the Palatial period. 
Finally, it is clear from typological studies of the HBW in the Tiryns Lower Citadel that there 
is no major influx of stylistic features related to Italian of the FBA, which makes it 
unlikely that new groups of HBW immigrants arrived after LH IIIC Middle:2. Together, this 
evidence shows continuity in the immigrant network from the Palatial to the early Postpalatial 
period, after which this network ceased to function. Yet as was concluded in § 4.6.3.b, while 
the static HBW seems to indicate a break in the Italo-Aegean network  possibly after LH 
IIIC Early and certainly by LH IIIC Middle:2  the Grey Ware, carinated cups, and spools 
indicate a continuation of contacts. This apparent paradox is explained in the closing sections 
(see § 4.7) when we consider the organization of interregional networks at different scales; in 
the meantime, let us turn to the local dynamics of Italo-Aegean interactions as attested by the 
HBW found in the Late Bronze Age Argolid. 

In the Palatial period, HBW first appears in small amounts and is confined to the Tiryns 
Lower Citadel and Mycenae Cult Center. In these two habitation areas, the development of 
this ceramic class seems to follow a similar trajectory. Immediately after its arrival, HBW 
demonstrates signs of hybridization, both under influence from the local Mycenaean 
repertoire and other sources. Mycenaean wares, in contrast, do not seem to have been affected 
by the hybridization process. The limited contextual information available for the Palatial 
period indicates that HBW is never found in elite contexts, has tentative associations with 
craft, service and cult and only displays a weak connection with the violin-bow fibulae. For 

, neither the contexts nor social spheres show overlap with 
the HBW. In the Postpalatial period, the HBW phenomenon seems to expand and diversify. 
At both Tiryns and Mycenae, the amount of HBW rises considerably, but only at Tiryns, this 
expansion of material is also reflected spatially with its spread to the Lower Town. In 

                                                 
1074 See Jung 2009c, 147 with references. 
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addition, both sites seem to follow different trajectories regarding the waxing and waning of 
the amount of HBW through time. This indicates that the HBW has become more localized 
and has separated from its extraregional roots. Yet despite these local differences, the HBW at 
Tiryns and Mycenae also shows comparable developments. Particularly notable is the more 
dialectical hybridization, in which HBW, G
been equally involved. What does not seem to change at both sites is the nonelite status of 

 
When we consider these developments in terms of people, we can note that the Italian 

immigrants first arrived in small groups in LH IIIB:2 Early and Late, followed perhaps by 
additional groups in LH IIIC Early. Based on the current evidence, it seems as if the 
immigrants initially were only interested in or only allowed access to specific habitation 
areas, before they settled more widely. However, the lack of contextual information does not 
allow us to determine the rationale behind this particular distribution pattern. For similar 
reasons, it is not possible to clarify what kind of activities these immigrants pursued beyond 
tentative associations such as craft, service and  possibly  cult. What is clear is that the 
immigrants did not hold elite status in either the Palatial or Postpalatial period. Yet this does 
not mean that they were actively marginalized; in contrast, both the typology of the HBW and 
its contexts provide ample evidence of interaction with the local population. It is clear that 
people of various backgrounds were living and working in close proximity and  during 
Postpalatial times  were cooking using the same hearths. A consideration of this interaction 
through the process of hybridization highlights two stages. In the Palatial period, the 
immigrants were more open to hybridization than the local population, while in the 
Postpalatial period the process became more two-sided. This demarcates the Postpalatial 
period as a time of heightened hybridity, as a result of increased Italo-Aegean interaction at 
the micro scale. This process culminates with the HBW plastic decoration on prized Pictorial 
kraters  clear testimony that the pottery and its users had lost their foreign connotations and 
had become part and parcel of the Postpalatial material culture.    

The preceding reconstruction of Italo-Aegean interaction on the local level may be 
considered limited in scope in comparison to previous interpretative models. However, this is 
only true in so far that it presents observations that are stripped away from some deeply 
ingrained assumptions that are not actually supported by the evidence. On the basis of only a 
handful of sherds, Kilian provides an ethnically-charged perspective on Italian immigrants as 
lower-status foreign guest-workers (see § 4.6.4.a).1075 
have pointed out that this interpretation is colored by the anachronistic model of non-citizen 
guest workers in post-war Germany, which  perhaps not coincidentally  also included 
immigrants of Italian origin.1076 ts (see 
§ 4.6.4.b). Even more than Kilian, he stresses the supposedly inferior status of the HBW users 

 the Mycenaeans, which they seem to beget merely because of their origin outside the 
boundaries of the Mycenaean world.1077 Tied to this origins thinking is the notion of 

 
1078 It is not hard to see how an 

emphasis on origins and directionality stems from center-periphery thinking. By placing 
Mycenaean culture at the center of the model, it is made positionally superior to the cultures 
                                                 
1075 Kilian 2007, 80.   
1076 . 2012, 298. It should be noted that the idea of guest workers is not entirely anachronistic in the 
Mycenaean world. In the Linear B tablets, non-local toponymics are used to describe various personnel, such as 
the oft-cited groups of female workers from the eastern Aegean and Ionian coast at Pylos. These women are 
usually interpreted as lower-status dependent laborers or slaves, but  
held a similar status. See e.g. Palaima 1991, 279-280, Nikoloudis 2006, 43-48 and Olsen 2014, 109-114. 
1077 Stockhammer 2008, 289-294. 
1078 Iacono 2013, 60, 69 (quote on p. 60). 
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elements have no means to penetrate the cultural boundaries of the center.1079 
Yet a reconsideration of the evidence in the Argolid points to the opposite, namely a culture 

open to newcomers and their cultural practices and ideas. This openness involved the 
integration of foreigners and the foreign into local Mycenaean society, but not at the expense 
of cultural diversity. In this case, integration clearly does not equal assimilation. Instead, local 
groups in the Argolid seem to have embraced cultural diversity, by not only allowing the 
persistence of (once) foreign cultural practices but by also adopting them in their material 
culture. When we compare the hybridization related to the HBW (and also the Grey Ware and 

zes, it is clear 
that they comprise two different processes. These processes, moreover, take place on different 

interregional network dynamics (macro scale), while the hybridization of the HBW is a highly 
localized phenomenon (micro scale). In addition, whereas the bronzes have no clear place of 
origin and can be considered hybrid from the start, HBW has clear origins and is only 
subjected to hybridization after its arrival in the Argolid. Yet despite these differences, as we 
have seen in section § 4.5.6, the same kind of thinking in terms of origins and directionality 
has dominated previous consideration of the bronzes. It is, therefore, hardly surprising that 
this mindset has led to an even more pervasive assumption, namely that the HBW and the 
bronzes must be related, by virtue of the fact that they are attributed a common origin. From 
this first assertion, a series of implicit inferences are then made which also appeal to the 
notion of directionality, with little regard to the evidence at hand. 

This problem can be best explained by the brief consideration of three examples. The first 
case comprises an interpretative model that only considers the evidence from a coarse-grained 
level of analysis. Jung and his colleagues claim that their analysis proves the relationship 
between HBW and the bronzes beyond assumptions,1080 but a close consideration of their 
argument reveals only assumptions and no proof. They start by postulating that because the 
HBW clearly originates in southern Italy and that  of the bronzes can be connected to the 
Italian peninsula as well, this must mean that these categories of evidence are related and that 
their appearance requires a unified explanation. This assertion is then considered to be 
supported by the generic spatial and temporal overlap that can be observed in the distribution 
of HBW and the bronzes; both classes of evidence appear around the same time in the 
Aegean, are found in the same regions and  sometimes  at the same sites, most notably in 
the palatial centers. Finally, when these generic observations are paired with the evidence for 
local production of the bronzes, this leads to a reinstatement of the mercenary/craftsmen 
model, with HBW representing the domestic pottery of Italian mercenaries or craftsmen who 

1081 Co-
occurrence, however, is not proof of a causal connection, nor is the presence in a palatial site 
commensurable with a palatial monopoly (see § 4.3.4). For this reason, it is necessary to 
consider the evidence at a more detailed level of analysis. 

There are only two recent analyses that consider this problem at a more detailed level. The 
first is Romanos, who provides an in-depth discussion not only of the mercenaries/craftsmen 
model but also of other interpretative models pertaining to the status and occupation of HBW 
users. She dismisses the model of palace-hired mercenaries, based on the indirect nature of 

funerary contexts. Instead, she favors the foreign craftsmen model, based on her detailed 
                                                 
1079 Similar observations have been made by e.g. Malkin 2003b, 56-57, 60; 2004, 358-359. He connects center-
periphery thinking to arborism , or thinking in terms of roots, trees, and genealogies.  
1080 Jung/Mehofer 2013, 184. 
1081 Jung 2009c; Jung/Mehofer 2013. For a similar type of reasoning, see Belardelli/Bettelli 1999; Bettelli 1999. 
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analysis of the HBW at Mycenae and more generic observations at other Aegean sites.1082 
However, whereas Romanos does consider her material at a more detailed level, the 

in § 4.6.4, for the Argolid she mentions a possible HBW crucible and the co-occurrence of 
HBW with stone and bronze tools in craft-related areas.1083 The so-
from a post-Mycenaean context and its identification is far from certain. In addition, Romanos 
does not discuss which contexts and which tools she considers to be craft-related, thereby 
making her argument unverifiable.1084 Therefore, even when the problem is examined at a 
more detailed level, there is ultimately no evidence to support the craftsmen model.  

This issue has led Iacono to reconsider the relationship between HBW and bronzes from a 
different perspective. He makes the excellent point that the correlation between these two 
categories of evidence witnessed at the regional level breaks down at a more detailed level of 
analysis. He observes that while HBW and bronzes both concentrate in the regions of the 
Argolid, Achaia, and Crete, at a contextual level HBW is usually found along the coast and in 
settlement contexts, whereas the bronzes are found inland and in graves and sanctuaries as 
well.1085 Yet despite these important conclusions showing that there is no evidence for a link 
between the bronzes and HBW, Iacono ultimately presents a model that does assume a 
relationship. Instead of considering foreign mercenaries or craftsmen, he theorizes that both 

Mediterranean and the Aegean.1086 This is a good example demonstrating just how pervasive 
the concepts of origins and directionality are in archaeological thought. It is perhaps no 
coincidence that Iacono appeals to WST when discussing his case  a theoretical perspective 
built around the concept of center-periphery interaction (see § 1.2). Even though he turns this 
model topsy-turvy by questioning the notion of directionality and by arguing for a temporary 
reversal of core and periphery (see § 3.5),1087 ultimately Iacono is not able to break free from 

-periphery model.  
However, when we abandon center-periphery thinking, it becomes clear that there is no 

ground for postulating a relationship between the bronzes and the HBW.1088 As the evidence 
from Tiryns and Mycenae demonstrates, at the level of individual contexts HBW only has a 
weak connection with the fibulae, but this can be explained by similarities in social status 
rather than cause and effect. The lack of a clear connection between these two categories of 

del 
of an indirect relationship in the realm of bronze trade is not a viable alternative, as it is 
evident from the discussion of the bronzes that the exchange of finished goods was not among 
the dominant modes of transfer (see § 4.5.6). Yet how are we to deal with the fact that we 
have two highly distinct phenomena, which seem to have no relationship whatsoever at the 
local level of analysis, but do appear to indicate the existence of interregional connections at 
the global level of analysis? In order to answer this important question, it is time to turn to the 
final section of this chapter to discuss the organization of Palatial and Postpalatial Italo-
Aegean and Balkan network. 

 
                                                 
1082 Romanos 2011a, 242-244, 246, 248-255, esp. 253-255. 
1083 Romanos 2011a, 254. 
1084 For the crucible, see Romanos 2011a, 202. For the bronze and stone tools indicating craft-related areas, she 
only refers to her Excel file 4.1, which details contextual information of the units which contained her HBW 
sample. The Excel file includes information on small finds and the list of small finds includes bronze and stone 
tools, but these finds are never discussed in the main text within the context of craft-related activities.   
1085 Iacono 2013, 64-65. 
1086 Iacono 2013, 65-66.  
1087 Iacono 2013, 68. 
1088 Recently, Molloy (2016, 346) has also made the excellent point that we should not  conflate the two.  
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Part IV: Discussion 
 

4.7.1. Palatial and Postpalatial Networks in the Argolid: An Introduction 
Now that the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations in the Argolid has been analyzed, it is time 

and HBW, in order to reconstruct the Postpalatial networks of the Argolid. The second step is 
to confront the Palatial and Postpalatial networks in the Argolid. The purpose of these two 

to what extent the hypothesis of nonpalatial hubs is applicable to the Argolid. In the 
discussion of the bronzes and the HBW, modes of transfer and exchange partners were 
already brought to the fore in the process of network reconstruction. This section considers 
the organization of the exchange as the third angle from which to approach this task. In 
contrast to § 4.3, the present section focuses on the regional and local level, as the evidence 
discussed informs mainly about these two analytical scales. As we have seen throughout the 
chapter, the data from the Argolid also offer insight into the interregional scale. This level of 
analysis is, therefore, also briefly considered here. It is addressed in more detail in Chapter 7, 
in which the Argolid is compared to other case studies. In order to conclude the present 
chapter, the section ends with a discussion of the results.  

Before turning to the organization of Postpalatial networks, a brief summary of the 
discussion of the bronzes and HBW is at place. It was found that the bronzes attest to the 
convergence of regional networks in the Aegean, Italy and the Balkans which involved, for 
the most part, the exchange of ideas rather than the exchange of goods. These interregional 
ideas influenced both local production (metallurgical koinè) and local consumption (in the 
form of altered cultural practices) and were perhaps fueled by mechanisms of elite mobility. 
HBW, in contrast, indicates a brief initial phase involving the mobility of Italian people at the 
interregional level, and a subsequent longer phase of continued Italo-Aegean interactions at 
the local level. The discrepancies noted between the modes of transfer and exchange partners 

-
- Yet for lack of a better alternative, in this section, I use these 

terms as shorthand for what is more accurately described as an intricate, multi-scalar web of 
interrelations between the Aegean, Italy and the Balkans. As we will see below, this web 
forms a whole greater than the sum of its parts, which  depending on the scale of analysis  
allows us to reconstruct one or more networks at the same time.   
 
4.7.2. A Postpalatial Network? Italo-Aegean Relations at the Regional Level 
In section § 4.4, possible evidence for Italo-Aegean relations was examined briefly through a 
coarse-grained lens. What became clear from this initial survey of the data is that although in 
the Argolid this evidence is partially Postpalatial in date, a substantial number of objects is 
already present during the Palatial period. Although this observation in itself is certainly not 
new,1089 
interregional networks. More specifically, when we examine the evidence in the Argolid of 
Italo-Aegean connections in the Postpalatial period, do we have to envisage them as the result 
of new types of external relations and the emergence of new types of networks, or do they fit 
a pattern of continuity across the often supposed Palatial-Postpalatial divide? At first sight, 
the data are suggestive of this second scenario, with the number of catalog entries rising 
slightly from LH IIIB to LH IIIB  IIIC and LH IIIC. Yet closer scrutiny of the three larger 
categories in the evidence  weapons and tools, ornaments and HBW  reveals that not all 
types of objects demonstrate the same chronological development. 
                                                 
1089 See e.g. Jung 2009c, Jung/Mehofer 2013, 176-177. 
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As was already observed in § 4.5.6, weapons and tools have a different temporal distribution 
than ornaments (see also Figure 36). While the weapons and tools can be placed mainly in the 
Palatial period, the ornaments  with the exception of fibulae  appear relatively late in the 
Postpalatial period, in LH IIIC Late and SM. The picture that emerges for the fibulae is one of 
both continuity and change. On the one hand, fibulae are represented throughout the period 
under study and, most importantly, across the Palatial-Postpalatial divide. On the other hand, 
two stages in their chronological patterning can be recognized which appear distinct from one 
and other. Phase 1 is characterized by the violin-bow fibulae and falls between LH IIIB:2 Late 
and LH IIIC Early, whereas Phase 2 begins with the appearance of the bow fibulae in LH IIIC 
Late and continues into SM. Is it happenstance that the first of these two phases coincides 
chronologically with the weapons and tools, while the other phase is contemporary to the 
emergence of the other ornament types? In order to answer this question, let us now turn to 

 
With respect to their spatial distribution, weapons and tools seem mostly confined to the 

palatial centers. Of these, Mycenae seems to be the primary hub. The site has produced a 
more diverse range of objects than Tiryns and also frequently yields the most specimens of a 
type. For the fibulae of the first phase, we can note that as in the case of the weapons and 
tools, the majority of finds is concentrated at Mycenae and Tiryns. Yet here it should be noted 
that there are several attestations of fibulae from other settlements, many of which cannot be 
dated  they show that overall, fibulae are more widely dispersed than weapons and tools. For 
fibulae of the second phase, we can note that their distribution is mainly restricted to Mycenae 
and Argos. The rise of Argos in Postpalatial period is mirrored in the spatial distribution of 
other types of ornaments. Long pins and spiral rings are also only found in Mycenae and 
Argos, while only wheels find a wider distribution that, besides the aforementioned two sites, 
includes Tiryns and Modi. Overall, the data do seem to suggest a correlation between early 
fibulae and weapons/tools, and late fibulae and other ornaments, such as pins and rings. 

So far, it is possible to identify two distinct phases in the network dynamics of the Argolid, 
 of 

evidence  the HBW  fit into this picture? As was already discussed in § 4.6.5, HBW first 
appears in the Argolid in LH IIIB:2 Early. It becomes more numerous in LH IIIB:2 Late and 
continues to be present until LH IIIC Late. Yet despite this longevity, it was argued that HBW 
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only attests to network dynamics at the regional scale for a short period of time. Although the 
start of this period in LH IIIB:2 Early seems secure, it is difficult to clearly demarcate its end. 
As tentative imports are still attested for LH IIIC Early, LH IIIC Early also sees a rise in the 
amount of HBW and the Italian RBA does not reach into LH IIIC Late, we may place the cut-
off point in LH IIIC Middle. This suggests that chronologically, HBW fits the first stage of 
network dynamics identified for the bronzes. Also spatially the HBW fits this pattern, with 
Tiryns and Mycenae as its two hubs.  

When we consider the classes of artifacts possibly related to HBW, we see that they develop 
rather differently. For the Grey Ware, it is evident that its typology starts to run parallel to 

 in southern Italy from LH IIIC Early onwards. During this same phase, the 
carinated cup develops and appears in both the Aegean and Italy. These phenomena seem to 
have a dynamic of their own, which is partly also reflected by the fact that Grey Ware is only 
found in the Tiryns Lower Citadel. In contrast to the localized HBW, the developments seen 
in the Grey Ware and carinated cups, therefore, seem to form the emerging properties of 
interregional network dynamics. Their emergence can be placed in stage 1 of these dynamics, 
but it is unclear to what extent they continue to be present in stage 2. Stage 2, however, does 
see the appearance of the clay spools as yet another class of artifacts that previous research 
considered possibly related to HBW. It is clear that with their first occurrence in LH IIIC 
Middle and their main occurrence in LH IIIC Late and SM, these spools belong to stage 2 of 
the network dynamics. The spools have a similar spatial distribution as wheel-shaped objects 
in the sense that they have a wider occurrence than the fibulae and long pins but  in contrast 
to the bronzes  they are only found in settlements. No clay spools have been reported from 

can also be associated with the appearance of HBW animal-shaped figurines at Tiryns, but 
whether this phenomenon stands on its own or is related to the clay spools and/or other types 
of objects circulating during stage 2 cannot yet be determined.  

When confronting the weapons and tools, ornaments, HBW and possibly related classes of 
artifacts in the 
the sense of a single network which is exclusively Postpalatial in origin. Indeed, a substantial 
amount of evidence is already present in the Palatial period and the evidence does not show 
uniform developments over time. Instead, it is more fruitful to consider the evidence in terms 

around LH IIIB:2 Early and possibly ends in LH IIIC Middle, but can be witnessed in the data 
more clearly in the period between LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Early. This period is 
characterized by the first appearance of evidence for Italo-Aegean relations in the Argolid, in 

ols, fibulae, HBW and the hybridization of the Grey 
Ware and carinated cups. The evidence during this period is concentrated mainly at Mycenae 
and Tiryns, which may, therefore, be identified as the two regional hubs for this stage. The 
fact that this period encompasses both the phases immediately before and after the fall of the 
palaces is particularly significant from a network perspective. As a working hypothesis, it was 

Italo-
present analysis indicates that this was not the case. Instead, the evidence points to a change 
towards the end of the Postpalatial period. This marks stage 2 of the network dynamics 
witnessed in the data, in the period encompassing LH IIIC Late and SM. During this period, 
we see new forms of fibulae appearing in the Argolid, as well as the introduction of other 

 pins and spiral rings, and the clay spools. In 
addition, we see Tiryns relinquish its status as a hub in favor of Argos. 

The aforementioned bipartite reconstruction of the network of Italo-Aegean relations in the 
Argolid raises a number of key follow-up questions that cannot be answered at the regional 
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scale of analysis. First and foremost, if the Italo-Aegean network at stage 1 continues largely 
unchanged across the Palatial-Postpalatial divide, who is maintaining the network? Although 
we can in a way spe
in the data must indicate that either the palaces did not play a role in the Italo-Aegean network 
at all or alternatively, that they were at least not the sole players in this network. Secondly, 
does the correlation observed between weapons and tools, early fibulae and HBW in a broad 
chronological and spatial sense show that they are all part of a single network that can be 
observed at multiple analytical scales, or do we need to factor in network multiplexity and 
consider them part of separate network communities at the local level? Conversely, does the 
separation into two stages of network dynamics at the regional level equate to the rise and fall 
of two distinct network structures at the interregional level, or do they actually represent two 
consecutive stages of the same Italo-Aegean network  with the ornaments, clay spools and 
perhaps the figurines of stage 2 representing an intensification of culture contact (see also § 
4.5.6)? It may not be possible to answer these questions based only on the evidence from the 
Argolid, but they are important to keep in mind when switching scales.  
 

In the previous subsection, two stages of Italo-Aegean network dynamics in the Argolid were 
identified. At the regional level of analysis, these stages appear to have been clearly separated 
from one another in time, as well as in terms of material attributes and network topology. This 
section will investigate the first of these two stages, to see if it holds any relevance at the local 
level and if analysis at the local scale can help to shed light on some of the questions raised 
earlier. The analysis at this level will focus mainly on the weapons and tools, violin-bow 
fibulae and HBW, as the classes of artifacts possibly related to HBW (Grey Ware, carinated 
cups) do not allow for analysis at the local level. In § 4.7.4, stage 2 will be discussed.  

For stage 1, weapons and tools are mainly present in settlement contexts. Spearheads form 
an exception, as they are found frequently in graves. For those weapons and tools represented 
in the settlements, in most cases, not much can be inferred about their use or cultural meaning 
because we do not have any detailed contextual information available. It is possible, however, 
to make a number of observations. First of all, at Mycenae weapons and tools are not entirely 
equally dispersed over the settlement. In the NW Quarter and the area of the Cult Center, they 
appear relatively more frequently than in other areas. In Tiryns, the current state of the 
evidence does not allow us to appoint a specific area of the settlement; the two Naue II type 
swords come from the Tiryns Treasure (Lower Town), the spearhead comes from the Lower 
Citadel and for the Peschiera dagger the find context is unknown. Second of all, in both 
settlements, 
It is likely that both the Tsountas hoard(s) and Tiryns Treasure belong to stage 1, although this 
cannot be ascertained.1090 A close reading of the deposits suggests that they can be associated 
with elites. This aspect will be discussed in more detail below, but for now, it suffices to state 
that for the Tsountas hoard(s) it is not possible to say whether or not these elites belonged to 
the palatial system, while the Tiryns Treasure elites postdate the palatial system.  

Moving now to the early fibulae, for both LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Early all specimens 
belong to the violin-bow type. With the exception of a few problematic grave finds, these 
fibulae are mainly present in settlement contexts. At the Cult Center of Mycenae, violin-bow 
fibulae have been found in both LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Early contexts. In addition, the 
NW Quarter has yielded several specimens which  according to typochronology  can be 
attributed to stage 1. Incidentally, these two areas have also yielded several weapons and 
                                                 
1090 A LH IIIB:2 Late date has been persuasively argued by Jung and Mehofer (2005-2006, 124-125) for the 
Tsountas hoard(s), but this is not universally accepted. In contrast, the Tiryns Treasure cannot be dated more 
precisely than LH IIIC. 
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tools. At Tiryns, violin-bow fibulae tend to cluster in one particular area, the western side of 
the Lower Citadel. LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Early specimens are found in relatively close 
proximity; the spearhead also comes from this side of the Lower Citadel. At both Mycenae 
and Tiryns, we have good contexts for fibulae but these are difficult to interpret. For example, 
some fibulae appear in cult-related spaces, but their contexts are too ambiguous to postulate a 
direct connection with cult. At Tiryns, moreover, at least two specimens were found inside the 
service and workshop areas of an elite building. Overall, however, the contexts of the violin-
bow fibulae do not indicate a relationship with elites. In contrast, the fact that they were more 
numerous than weapons and tools suggests that they circulated in wider social circles. At the 
same time, the fact that violin-bow fibulae tend to cluster in certain parts of the site could 
imply that they were not adopted on a large scale or only by certain social groups.  

The distribution of HBW shows both similarities and differences to that of the fibulae. At 
Tiryns, a concentration can be noted for the Lower Citadel during the full duration of stage 1, 
which is complemented by the appearance of a second group of HBW in the Lower Town 
North-East in LH IIIC Early. In the latter area, the material demonstrates that HBW was used 

of the site. At the Lower Citadel, some HBW may be associated with activities in the shrine of 
Casemate 7. In addition, HBW is occasionally found in elite buildings, in spaces interpreted 
as workshops or kitchens. Otherwise, there is no association between HBW and elite practices 
and contexts; it appears to be a ware used in everyday life. At Mycenae, all HBW known to 
date comes from the Cult Center. No HBW is reported from the NW Quarter, but it is possible 
that it was not recognized in the earlier excavations. In the Cult Center, HBW is present both 
before and after the series of destructions in this area. As contexts are all destruction deposits, 
it is difficult to infer much about its use; indeed, as we will see below, it is not even clear to 
what extent the Cult Center was still functioning at the time the first HBW appears.  

The comparison between weapons and tools, violin-bow fibulae and HBW at the local level 
of analysis indicates their general spatial overlap. This overlap identifies the NW Quarter and 
Cult Center at Mycenae and the Lower Citadel at Tiryns within their respective settlements as 
relatively more connected to the Italo-Aegean network at stage 1 than other habitation areas. 

Tiryns cannot be identified directly as local hubs, based on the absence of evidence. Although 
it is tempting to infer from this that this means that the palaces were not involved in the Italo-
Aegean network and that instead, the network was maintained solely by different agents, the 
absence of evidence is not necessarily evidence for absence. In addition, we may question 
whether there is a relationship between the local hubs that can be identified  i.e. the Cult 
Center and Northwest Quarter at Mycenae and the Lower Citadel at Tiryns  and the palaces. 
In the following, therefore, I take a closer look at these two issues. To begin with the first 
issue, it is likely that the history of research has affected the distribution pattern on the local 
level. As already pointed out, the Lower Citadel and the Cult Center are among the best-
researched areas within Tiryns and Mycenae, respectively. In contrast, the palaces were 
targeted by early excavators, who did not always record the precise find spots of bronzes and 
likely ignored any HBW, if present. As a result, we are left with a partial and distorted picture 
 the areas currently identified as local hubs may have been less pronounced in reality and 

there may have been other local hubs, including perhaps even the palaces, for which all 
evidence is now lost. If we focus on the evidence that we do have at hand, the second issue 
that needs to be addressed relates to the question of whether or not any of the local hubs that 
have been identified had a relationship with the palaces. 

The first local hub that merits discussion is the Cult Center at Mycenae. Although Susan 
Lupack has demonstrated that Mycenaean sanctuaries were economically independent 
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agents,1091 some kind of special relationship is often assumed to have existed between the Cult 
Center and the palace. Naturally, this topic is much debated, with interpretations ranging from 
an independent Cult Center that cooperated with the palace on an equal level,1092 to a Cult 
Center that was either gradually1093 or always1094 incorporated in the palatial system. How 
relevant these issues are for the present discussion depends on yet another hotly debated issue, 
namely until when the Cult Center actually functioned as a cult center. A commonly held 
view is that the main phase during which the Cult Center was in use was LH IIIB:2 Early. At 
the end of this phase, it was destroyed, repaired and used at a reduced scale until LH IIIB:2 
Late, when it was destroyed again and reused as an area for habitation.1095 Some, however, 
have reported tentative evidence for cult continuity in LH IIIC Early,1096 although this has 
since been disputed.1097 In addition, Ken Wardle presents an argument in which the Cult 
Center already goes out of use after the first destruction in LH IIIB:2 Early.1098 The latter 
view, in particular, has consequences for identifying the Mycenaean religious sector as a local 
hub in the Italo-Aegean network, as most of our evidence dates to LH IIIB:2 Late and later. 
Therefore, it is, in theory, possible that all of our material belongs to a new phase of use of the 
area, which has nothing to do with its former cultic function. Until the history of the Cult 
Center is clarified in future publications, it is thus impossible to specify the nature of the local 
hub located in this area.    

For the NW Quarter at Mycenae, the task at hand seems to be equally challenging. As was 
already noted above, the status and function of this area are unclear. Much of the evidence 
was obliterated in the early excavations by Tsountas. Later digs by George Mylonas and 
Spyros Iakovidis did not yield much evidence to help clarify its status. What can be noted, is 
that the architecture preserved in the Quarter likely represents storerooms located at basement 
level, that the three fibulae from this area were found inside these rooms, and that the 
weapons and tools from the Tsountas hoard(s) were likely deposited in a ceremony of elite 
display at the time of their construction. It is possible, therefore, to draw comparisons with the 
Lower Citadel at Tiryns in LH IIIB:2, where we have multi-storey corridor buildings 
attributed to elites, with basement rooms for storage, service and craft activities. These rooms 
have yielded violin-bow fibulae and HBW. While it is true that the Lower Citadel has been 
the subject of extensive modern excavation, it should be noted that it is still in the process of 
being published. This makes it difficult to arrive at definite conclusions about the area. In 
preliminary reports, members of the Tiryns team propose that the elites of the Lower Citadel 
were part of a strict hierarchical palatial system in LH IIIB:2. After the destructions, these 
former palatial officials restructured the area in LH IIIC Early and gave rise to a new class of 
competing elite groups.1099 This interpretation, however, has recently been disputed by 
Nakassis. As was already discussed, Nakassis convincingly argues that Mycenaean elites were 
independent multitaskers who performed tasks both within and outside palatial purview.1100 
This means that social and economic status during the Palatial period were less rigidly defined 
than previously assumed, which, in turn, allows for greater continuity with the Postpalatial 

                                                 
1091 Lupack 2007; 2011.  
1092 Lupack 2007. 
1093 Jazwa in prep.  
1094 Albers 2004. 
1095 See e.g. Iakovidis 2004.  
1096 E.g. Albers 2004, 114 and nn. 14-15 with references; Romanos 2011a, 188, nn. 202 and 204 with references. 
1097 Stockhammer 2008, 315. 
1098 Wardle 2003, 320-323. 
1099 Mühlenbruch 2007, 244, 247-248; Stockhammer 2009, 167. 
1100 Nakassis 2008; 2013.  
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period. For this reason, Nakassis argues with respect to Tiryns that the competing elite groups 
identified for the Postpalatial period were already present during the Palatial period.1101  

squares 
well with some of the evidence discussed so far. Firstly, if we extend this model to Mycenae, 
it can help explain the scenario reconstructed for the NW Quarter where strategies of elite 
display traditionally envisaged for the Postpalatial period may already be identified during the 
Palatial period. Moreover, if elite groups in the Argolid remained a stable factor across the 
Palatial-Postpalatial divide, this makes them potential candidates for the role of nonpalatial 
hubs that maintained the network while the palaces were destroyed. A degree of continuity in 
the network structure squares well with the observation that in the Argolid, the period from 
ca. LH IIIB:2 Early/Late to LH IIIC Early/Middle appears to form one continuous stage in the 
Italo-Aegean network. Furthermore, it is evident that elite groups indeed played a role in this 

eapons and tools in 
the Tsountas hoard(s) and Tiryns Treasure. As was noted in § 4.5.6, the latter deposit further 
shows that  at least in Postpalatial times  these elite groups were widely connected and had 
access to interregional networks in the eastern Mediterranean as well. Whether this means that 
they were also hubs in these networks is beyond the scope of the current analysis. In terms of 
network theory, this is likely, however, as already existing hubs attract new links more 
quickly than other node  

Before continuing this train of thought, however, it is crucial to retrace our steps and reflect 
on the path already trodden. First, a number of habitation areas in Tiryns and Mycenae were 
identified as local hubs in the Italo-Aegean network of stage 1. Next, some of these hubs were 
characterized as hotspots for elite activity. Subsequently, the convincing case was put forward 
for continuity between Palatial and Postpalatial elite groups, which makes these groups prime 
candidates for the part of nonpalatial hubs persisting across the Palatial-Postpalatial divide. It 
is tempting to close this circle of inference off by adding another two steps. If the elites are 
nonpalatial hubs and if such areas as the Tiryns Lower Citadel and Mycenae NW Quarter are 
both loci for elites AND local hubs in the Italo-Aegean network, this must mean that these 
elite groups ARE the local hubs  albeit at . From this, 
it then follows that these elite groups should be associated with ALL of the evidence for Italo-
Aegean relations in the Argolid during stage 1.  

Yet it is exactly these final steps of inference that need to be avoided. First of all, they 
would effectively maintain the center-periphery model by merely substituting the palaces by 
local elites. More importantly, this type of reasoning reflects neither the evidence at hand nor 
the effect of scale on the network structure. To start off with the evidence, while it is true that 
the weapons and tools can be connected to elite activities, this is not the case for the HBW 
and fibulae. Even though at Tiryns, both categories of evidence show a degree of clustering in 
the Lower Citadel, the HBW and fibulae cannot be directly tied to the elites active in this area. 
Instead, this material can be associated with nonelite groups in Palatial and early Postpalatial 
Tirynthian society; something similar can be inferred from the HBW and fibulae found at 
other sites. From this, it follows that zooming in on the local hubs identified at settlement 
level reveals a more complex web of agents including both elite and nonelite components. 
This situation reminds us of the issue faced at the regional scale. Just as the palatial site is not 
commensurable with the palace, so is an area of elite activity not commensurable with the 
elite. In § 4.6.4, it was shown that the same kind of deconstruction can be applied at an even 
smaller scale. Although the HBW and fibulae show a weak correlation at the settlement level, 
this correlation breaks down when we consider specific contexts in detail. From this, we have 
concluded that even though these two categories of evidence both point to nonelite groups, 

                                                 
1101 Nakassis 2014. 



 

173 
 

this does not mean that these groups are necessarily one and the same. What follows from this 
is that the issue of scale is of immense importance when trying to reconstruct the organization 
of complex networks.   

The reason for this is the principle that in networks and other complex systems, the whole is 
greater than the sum of its parts. When trying to approach network reconstruction from the top 
down, therefore, we should not stop at the whole observed at a given scale but consider 
instead what complex interactions between individual nodes lurk behind this bigger whole. 
Conversely, when we approach our data only from the bottom up, we will never be able to see 
beyond the idiosyncratic and chaotic nature of interactions on the ground and learn that these 
interactions mount up to a network structure at the higher level of analysis. Yet the concept of 
network multiplexity allows us to unify these two approaches. As was already explained in § 
2.3 and 4.3.4, multiplexity involves the overlapping of network communities. This means that 
at a large enough scale, relatively separate networks conflate into a bigger whole. Therefore, 
when we examine networks at the macro level it may appear as though we are observing the 
dynamics of one large network while zooming in shows that we are in actuality dealing with 
several smaller networks. This abstract idea is perhaps best explained by the analogy of social 
media.1102 At the local scale, Facebook and Academia involve separate network communities, 
each with their own function and scope. Individual nodes can simultaneously participate in 
both Facebook and Academia and may even be linked to the same nodes within each of them, 
but this does not mean that Facebook and Academia are one and the same. When we step 
back to the macro scale, both Facebook and Academia no longer appear separate network 

 
How can we use the concept of network multiplexity to reconstruct the organization of the 

Italo-Aegean network at stage 1? When we approach this question from the bottom up, we 
can argue that the weapons and tools, violin-bow fibulae and HBW each represent distinct 
network communities within certain areas of the Tiryns and Mycenae settlements. Within this 
configuration, the network of weapons and tools can be designat

between these various networks could be rather substantial (e.g. elites versus nonelites), the 
physical distance was relatively small. Indeed, the users of HBW and fibulae seem to have 
been active, at times, in structures associated with elites. Due to this physical proximity, it is 
not always straightforward to separate different network communities on the ground. This is 
even more challenging in cases where both social and physical distance is small, as in the case 
of the HBW and violin-bow fibulae. When we approach the task of network reconstruction 
from a top-down perspective it is, thus, not surprising that these different networks become 
conflated into a bigger whole. In contrast, when we approach this task from the bottom up, 
one could say that the local hubs identified at the level of the settlement form an 

 (see § 2.3) of the co-occurrence of various network communities in a confined 
physical space.  

So far, the discussion of the local level has necessarily presented a synchron
view of what was, in reality, a diachronic process. As noted in § 4.6.5, the development of the 
HBW can be considered static in the sense that it does not show influence of FBA  
types. This provides a stark contrast with in particular the fibulae, which show influences 
going back and forth over a much longer period of time (see § 4.5.4.a). According to Kilian, 
the observed diff

1103 In a similar vein, we 
can consider the paradox between the HBW and possibly related classes of artifacts, such as 
                                                 
1102 It should be noted that network multiplexity also plays an important role in non-social networks, such as the 
network of European air transportation. See Cardillo  2013. 
1103 Kilian 2007, 79. 
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Grey Ware, the carinated cups and clay spools. These too indicate more dynamic 
developments that attest to continued Postpalatial connections, while the static HBW indicates 
a break. When we apply the concept of multiplexity to these apparent paradoxes, we can 
argue that while at the macro scale they appear to attest to the existence of one continuous 
Italo-Aegean network persisting across the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition, at the micro 
scale they constitute rather different subnetworks with their own spatiotemporal dynamics. 
While the HBW network comprises a network of people, the exchange of new types of bronze 

cups) and the transfer of craft knowledge (clay spools) may be considered first and foremost a 
network of ideas. From this, it follows that the discrepancy between the static HBW and the 
dynamic other artifact classes should be understood primarily diachronically as a cessation of 
the network of people and a continuation of the network of ideas.  

Returning to the synchronous picture, if we consider these network communities further, it 
becomes clear they are not organized in the same way. As was noted in § 4.5.6, the weapons 
and tools are characterized by a more restricted use compared to the ornaments. Not only are 
they less widely distributed, they are also much fewer in number. When we take into account 
that the weapons and tools represent a network community that comprised of elite individuals, 
it is possible that this restricted use is not happenstance. Instead, what can be read into this is 
a deliberate attempt by elite groups to limit access to new and foreign knowledge. It seems 
that such an endeavor could have only been accomplished by controlling both the production 

tools, it is not difficult to imagine how this degree of control would have been achieved more 
readily than for the ornaments. Relative to a fibula, for example, a Naue II type sword 
requires a larger quantity of bronze; in addition, while a fibula is only made of bronze, the 
Naue II type sword and its decoration form a more complex composite of ivory and bronze. 
It would not be possible for everyone to procure the ivory used for the handle inlays or 
pommel spur. Such a restriction could help explain why the majority of the weapons and tools 
only have a limited impact on local practices (see § 4.5.6). Aside from elites, it is possible that 
other institutions 
in the weapons and tools network, although this is difficult to substantiate.  

When we compare the weapons and tools network to that of the violin-bow fibulae, it is 
evident that the latter was far less institutionalized. The wider distribution and higher number 
of fibulae, in general, do not give the impression of a tightly controlled network. In addition, 
the contexts of the violin-bow fibulae, in particular, indicate this network operated at a lower, 
nonelite level of society, as the evidence does not seem to indicate any association with elites. 
Yet at the same time, the clustering of violin-bow fibulae in certain areas of Tiryns and 
Mycenae could indicate that this network had some limitations. It is possible that the new 
style of dress they were associated with was not immediately embraced at a large scale or was 
the prerogative of certain social groups. In this way, it may have served as a means of 
distinction. It is difficult to further ascertain the cultural meaning of the fibulae or to identify 
the social groups that used these artifacts. The tentative contextual associations between the 
violin-bow fibulae and cult-related areas in Tiryns and Mycenae could indicate a link with 
religious personnel, but this need not be the case. Both the Tiryns shrine and the Cult Center 
of Mycenae were located within areas used for habitation. To be more specific, the Tiryns 
shrine was surrounded by noncultic structures, whereas it is unclear whether the Cult Center 
was still used for cult or had a domestic function when the fibulae were deposited.  

When comparing the bronze networks to the network of the HBW, we need to consider two 
different mechanisms. Like the bronzes, the HBW can be approached from the perspective of 
something brought into local communities from the outside. However, because the mode of 
transfer behind the HBW involves the mobility of people, we also need to take into account 
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the community of Italian immigrants. During the first part of stage 1, we can observe a certain 
confinement in terms of the small amount of HBW present and its clustering in certain parts 

-
What this means i -
that there were only a few Italian immigrants in this first phase. When we turn this perspective 
around by not considering the adaptation of local society to the Italian immigrants but the 
adaptation of immigrants to their new surroundings, the HBW network can be considered 
relatively open. The immediate hybridization of the HBW gives the impression of a group of 
people eager to adopt new ideas. When the HBW becomes more widely available at Mycenae 
and Tiryns in the later part of stage 1, we start to see this kind of openness to new ideas 
working into the opposite direction as well. Perhaps, by this time local Mycenaean society 
had become more accustomed to having immigrants from the West within their midst.  

Now that we have come to these insights, it is time to draw the analysis of stage 1 to a close. 
At the regional level, it was already established that the continuation of stage 1 of the Italo-
Aegean network across the Palatial-Postpalatial divide implies that the palaces were either not 
involved as hubs at all or at least not the only hubs. Analysis at the local level confirms this 
observation. While the present evidence does not allow us to determine whether the palaces 
played a role in the network during the Palatial period or not, the Cult Center and NW Quarter 
in Mycenae and the Lower Citadel at Tiryns could be identified as local hubs during the entire 
course of stage 1. At the level of the settlement, these local hubs can be regarded as the 
nonpalatial hubs that allowed the Italo-Aegean network at stage 1 to survive the destruction of 
the palaces. Yet when we zoom in, it becomes clear that these hubs form networks of their 
own, consisting of an array of interacting network communities. Within these subnetworks, 
elite groups can be identified as a contributing factor of continuity and agency, but this does 
not mean that they should be equated to the nonpalatial hubs. It is clear that beside elites, 
nonelite agents also played an important role. As a result, we need to attribute the robustness 
of the Italo-Aegean network at stage 1 locally not to one principal group in society, but rather 
to a multiplexity of interacting agents and overlapping network structures. The relative 
openness or restrictedness of these subnetworks dictated significantly the degree of impact 
that Italo-Aegean relations had on the material culture and cultural practices of the Argolid.  

For the previous stage in the network, it was possible to identify a number of local hubs and 
network communities. An important question that arises is how these hubs and communities 
fare after LH IIIC Early. To put it differently, do we witness continuity or change in the way 
in which the Italo-Aegean network is organized in the later Postpalatial period? Although it is 
difficult to capture LH IIIC Middle in the Argolid, we can answer this question more clearly 
for the period between LH IIIC Late and SM, which was identified in § 4.7.2 as stage 2 in the 

-Aegean relations for this 

ornaments, as information on the distribution and contexts of the clay spools is insufficient to 
allow for an analysis at the local level. In addition, this section does not consider the HBW, as 
it is clear it no longer informs about interregional network dynamics. 

In stage 2, most of the ornaments  including bow fibulae  are found exclusively in grave 
contexts. This provides a contrast to the more settlement-oriented distribution of the previous 
stage, which indicates a change in depositional practices.1104 Wheel-shaped objects constitute 

that are chiefly found in settlements. Unfortunately, in most cases the find context of the 
                                                 
1104 Murray (2013, 460-461) suggests that this change indicates a change in the organization of external relations, 
with settlement contexts reflecting the involvement of institutions and graves the involvement of individuals. 



 

176 
 

wheels is unknown, which means that we cannot examine their distribution at the local level. 
There are some exceptions, however. One of the wheels found at Modi can be attributed to a 
floor deposit in a larger building complex, but post-excavation studies are required to 
establish the function of this complex. In addition, it is clear that one wheel-
and one wheel-shaped pendant were found in the area of the former Cult Center at Mycenae. 
It should be noted that during this period, a number of graves are located in this area as well. 
Two of these have y
the only local hub from stage 1 that still demonstrates a degree of clustering of evidence for 
Italo-Aegean relations. It is, however, unlikely that this spatial continuity indicates a point of 
stability in the network structure. Both the function of the area and the types of contexts rather 
point to a substantial transformation or break. 

The most significant change compared to stage 1, however, is the rise of Argos in the Italo-
Aegean network. Within Argos, the Deiras cemetery can be considered a local hub, as it has 
yielded more finds and a more diverse spectrum than the tumulus at the Kadzavelou plot. The 
identification of Mycenae and Argos as regional hubs and the clustering of material in certain 
areas within these sites can be considered a parallelism with the network structure of stage 1, 
in the sense that both networks depend on two regional hubs in which we are able to identify 
local hubs. However, in contrast to stage 1, it is more difficult to point out specific network 
communities. In part, this is probably due to the nature of the evidence. In contrast to the 
heterogeneity of find categories attesting to Italo-Aegean and Balkan connections during stage 
1 (weapons and tools, fibulae, HBW), the ornaments of stage 2 form a single group. Within 
this single group, 

otherwise a poorly furnished grave context. In this sense, they can be regarded as slightly 
wealthier than graves with other finds, but their wealth is certainly not extravagant. In 

raves. The 
combination of these ornaments makes these graves stand out as relatively wealthy within 
their respective cemeteries, but as the differences are rather small and the circumstances 
locally contingent for each cemetery, it is not clear whether the 
ornaments should be attributed to late Postpalatial elite groups. 

In fact, in the late Postpalatial Argolid, it is difficult to identify elite groups at all. There 
appears to be a hiatus between the Tiryns Treasure  which presumably belongs to stage 1  
and the Tiryns warrior of the SM  PG transition. The Tiryns warrior demarcates the very end 
of the period under study. This raises the question whether his burial assemblage needs to be 

etwork dynamics or whether it marks the 
beginning of a new stage. Although the helmet clearly did not circulate in the same network 

nts, it may be viewed as an object that still attests to 
connections with the egions. Yet at the same time, it should be recalled that the 
Tiryns warrior has been linked to a series of wealthy warrior burials dating to the Early Iron 
Age. Crielaard argues that these burials attest to the emergence of new local elites and the 
formation of a regional network encompassing the eastern Mediterranean. This network was 
interlinked with other regional networks and other emerging local elites further afield.1105 
Therefore, it seems that the burial of the Tiryns warrior represents a crossroads in 
network dynamics, where old and new ways come together. In this sense, it should not be 
treated as part of the Italo-Aegean network of stage 2 proper but rather as a transitional 
phenomenon, situated between stage 2 and a new chapter in Mediterranean connectivity. 

Returning to stage 2, the difficulty of identifying elites in late LH IIIC means that the 

                                                 
1105 Crielaard 1998. 
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 a single network community within each site, 
in which a larger part of the population participated than the elite-based network of weapons 
and tools of stage 1. If we consider each site as its own network community, it becomes 
possible to understand the different patterns which can be observed at the regional and local 
scale. At Argos, for example, we see more diversity within the burials of the Deiras cemetery 
than within the burials inside the tumulus at the Kadzavelou plot. In addition, these two 
cemeteries demonstrate that local communities at Argos sought to distinguish themselves 
from one another at the local level. With the Deiras cemetery, we observe a continuation of or 
return to an established burial ground, which involved the use of preexisting architecture and 
proven practices such as inhumation and secondary burial. The Kadzavelou tumulus, in 
contrast, occupies a new area, employs a distinct form of tomb architecture and involves the 
radically different funerary practice of cremation. This sets the burial group responsible for 

According to Thomatos, the differences in practice are so substantial that we might question 
whether we are dealing with the arrival of new groups 

there are no indications that this is the case.1106 

practices. Although the ornaments and the particularities of the cremations point to the Italian 

perhaps even the tumulus as a tomb form can be tied to local practices. The combination of 
these elements was interpreted as an attempt to carve out a different cultural identity  
other local groups. While some of these groups try to set themselves apart from other groups, 
at the same time they are also showing similar types of behavior. First of all, we see that the 

areas. In addition, we can understand the occurrence of several tumuli in a small area or the 

as attempts of these local network communities to seek alliances within the region. The 
rase coined by Morris,1107 or 

smaller analytical scale, we see this experimentation reflected in the various types of long 
dress pins that are present in the Deiras cemetery, as already noted by Dickinson.1108  

So far, we have observed several characteristics about the organization of the Italo-Aegean 
network at stage 2. While the basic structure of the network can be compared to that of stage 1 
in the sense that we can distinguish regional hubs and clustering within these hubs, at the 
same time the components of the network have changed. Instead of a network structure being 
composed of different elite and nonelite network communities within each site, we are now 
witnessing a more simple structure involving one network community per site. Yet this 
simplicity does not mean that we are not dealing with complex patterns on the ground. We 
can observe experimentation and differentiation within each community, as well as between 
communities. At the same time, however, some of these communities also seek to forge ties 
that supersede the site. From a socioeconomic and political perspective, we observe a fluid 
organization of society that is reflected in the Italo-Aegean network. In comparison to in 
particular the network of weapons and tools at stage 1, the network of ornaments during stage 
2 is far less institutionalized, in the sense that we no longer witness the effects of institutions 
restricting access. This not only helps us understand why it is not possible to clearly identify 
                                                 
1106 Thomatos 2006, 252. 
1107 Morris 2000, 201. 
1108 Dickinson 2006, 163. 
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elite groups during this period, it also helps explain another important pattern in the evidence 
for Italo-Aegean relations. 

As was noted in § 4.6.5, there is an important difference between the weapons and tools of 
stage 1 and the ornaments of stage 2. In general, the weapons and tools only seem to have a 
limited impact on local practices. They are frequently incorporated as single items within 
existing means of deposition. This means that practices of consumption were not altered  
only the form of the object. Although it can be argued that the Naue II type sword forms an 
exception in the sense that it likely affected local practices of sword fighting, it is clear that 
even Naue II type swords were incorporated into the local material culture as single objects 
which co-
had a more substantial impact. In a number of cases, it is evident that they were not merely 

utionalized nature of 
the Italo-Aegean network of stage 2, this phenomenon can be explained by the following 

groups, leads to a wider distribution of ornaments among local communities in the Argolid. 
Next, this allows for these ornaments to obtain more complex conceptual associations. In turn, 
these associations bring about changed local practices and material culture, such as a different 
style of dress or new f
means used by local communities to maintain or dissolve cultural boundaries. In this sense, 
they play a key role in the late Postpalatial Argolid.  
 
4.7.5. Confronting Palatial and Postpalatial Networks in the Argolid  
At the start of this chapter, the reasons were listed for choosing the Argolid as the primary 
case study of this research. The region is well-investigated, offers some of the first evidence 
for Italo-Aegean connections, is often used as the basis for more generalized models about the 
Mycenaean world and is thought to have been impacted considerably by the LH IIIB:2 Late 
destructions. Concerning the latter, it is often assumed more specifically that the 12th-century 
crisis formed 
in § 4.4.5, Cline is one of the scholars who makes a case for this. Based on the decline of 

in LH IIIC, he argues that the destruction of the palaces in the Argolid must have 

problematic about this view is that it is based on ideas that no longer can be upheld (see 
Chapter 3), such as the notions that the palaces were the only hubs in interregional networks, 
that there was a strict divide between the palatial and nonpalatial sector, and that the Palatial-
Postpalatial transition involved a major sociopolitical and economic break. In addition, this 
point of view ignores part of the 
connections. Yet as the preceding analysis shows, when we also take into account the 
evidence for Italo-Aegean and Balkan connections it becomes clear that the Argolid was still 
participating in interregional networks during LH IIIC. What is more, we can witness 
continuity from LH IIIB:2 Late to LH IIIC Early, which indicates that the palatial destructions 
did not impact the dynamics of these interregional networks.  

It is possible to point out a number of different moments in time where we can observe 
important dynamics in Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks. As a detailed analysis of the 

interlocking of various regional networks between the Aegean and Italy, Italy and the 
Balkans, and the Balkans and Italy. When this interlocking occurs precisely is difficult to 
pinpoint within the scope of this research, but it is clear that the material correlates of this 
process start appearing in the Argolid from LH IIIB:2 Early onwards. At the same time, the 
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we can distinguish two stages in Italo-Aegean and Balkan network dynamics. Stage 1 starts in 
LH IIIB:2 Early, becomes more pronounced in LH IIIB:2 Late and continues into LH IIIC 
Early and possibly LH IIIC Middle, whereas stage 2 encompasses LH IIIC Late and SM. This 
means that for these connections at least, we can observe two important changes in network 
dynamics that respectively predate and postdate the palatial destructions. When we also 

As was noted in § 4.3, in LH IIIB the Argolid becomes the most important Aegean player in 
networks in the eastern Mediterranean. Yet in LH IIIC, we can observe a shift in emphasis 

4.4.5). This raises the question whether this shift can be explained by a difference in 
 

Most research into eastern networks focuses on the Palatial data. Conversely, the majority of 
studies concerning Mycenaean external relations during the Palatial era focus on . 
However, the export of Mycenaean pottery already makes it clear that during the Palatial 
period, the Argolid was also connected to Italy and the Balkans. In addition, the data collected 
by Burns, Cline, and Murray demonstrate that still reached the Argolid in LH IIIC, 
albeit in smaller numbers (see § 4.3).1109 For this reason, a comparison between eastern and 
western networks does not strictly amount to a comparison between the Palatial and 
Postpalatial period. Rather, it is evident that during the Palatial period the Argolid participated 
in various interregional networks. To the eastern networks of both common and more 
prestigious and the Mediterranean-wide network of Mycenaean pottery may now be 
added the Italo-
tools, fibulae and HBW. For the purpose of this discussion, however, it is necessary to 
simplify this complex web of relations. Therefore, in what follows, the networks discussed for 
the Palatial period  

tial period, even though stage 1 of the 

organization of networks during the Palatial period determines whether they would be robust 
enough to survive the palatial destructions of 1200 BC.  

importance for reconstructing the organization. If one would only focus on the regional scale, 
one could be misguided to the conclusion that we are dealing with a single network in which 

zoom in at the local level it becomes clear that we are dealing with distinct network 
communities that seem to converge at local, nonpalatial hubs such as the Cult Center at 
Mycenae and the Tiryns Lower Citadel. Whether the palaces also formed local hubs cannot be 
established on the basis of the present data; what is clear, however, is that we are dealing with 
both networks of ideas and networks of people. At an even smaller scale, the various network 
communities are made up of elite and nonelite agents. We can observe that the elite network 
of weapons and tools was probably a more restricted network, in which elites functioned as 
gatekeepers. As a result, the weapons and tools had a more limited impact on local practices 
than the ornaments, which circulated more widely. Compared to the bronzes, the HBW 

aspects of local ceramic style 
- om LH IIIC Early onwards.  

                                                 
1109 Murray (2013, e.g. 145) puts forward the interesting thesis that this decline in the number of imports is 
directly related to a population decline in the Postpalatial period.  



 

180 
 

during the Palatial period, a number of significant similarities can be observed. First of all, at 
a regional level of analysis, we can again identify Mycenae and Tiryns as the main hubs in the 
network. Second
multiplexity of overlapping network communities at the local scale. The House of the Oil 
Merchant Group, in particular, attests to the overlapping of these network structures, with 
more and less conspicuous  
and possibly even the Italian winged-ax mold (see § 4.3.5). In this sense, the Group can be 
regarded as a local nonpalatial hub, in a similar fashion as the Mycenae Cult Center, Mycenae 

 were comparable 
in terms of their structure. At the smallest analytical scale, both comprised a multiplexity of 
interacting agents and overlapping network communities, which at a lower resolution cluster 
in local hubs. The only differences are that a) for 

However, the structu

reason, a difference in the regional organization of these network structures cannot explain the 
 

 
outside our region. For example, it is possible that the regional networks of exchange partners 
in the eastern Mediterranean were more greatly affected by the 12th-century crisis compared 
to those in the Argolid. This would mean that despite local robustness in our region, at the 
global level the network was perhaps struggling to retain connectivity. In contrast, exchange 

have had more robust local network structures that helped in maintaining the global 
connectivity of these networks. Another possi
networks was a conscious choice on behalf of individual agents. It is clear that in the late 
Palatial period, local elites in the Argolid were among the first groups within the Aegean to 
open themselves up to northern and western connections, as attested by the fact that the 

 to arrive in the Aegean. This need not imply that their agency involved taking an 
active role to initiate these contacts; it could have also simply involved not rejecting the new 
possibilities offered by the initiatives of external partners. Whatever the case may be, it is 
plausible that as an offshoot of this elite connectivity other networks also emerged, as a result 
of which nonelites also became more connected (fibulae) and Italian immigrants found their 
way to the Argolid (HBW).  

Extraregional network organization or conscious choice might also explain the shift in 
network dynamics we ca
of stage 2 still shares structural similarities with the network of stage 1. At a regional level, it 
is once more possible to identify hubs, which at a local level comprise of a more intricate web 
of interacting groups. Yet in comparison with the preceding stage, there are more profound 

and, as a result, allows for a wider 
spread of cultural innovations. This change or break in network dynamics could indicate a 
shift in the organization of local groups, but as it is accompanied by the occurrence of 
different types of objects in the Argolid it is also possible that extraregional dynamics were 
involved. Indeed, the transformation from stage 1 to stage 2 may also be the result of an 
intensification of culture contact or of a change occurring elsewhere which then spread 
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through the network. It is difficult to establish which one of these scenarios is the more likely 
purely on the basis of the evidence from the Argolid. The same holds true for the robustness 

he 
organization of Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks during the Late Bronze Age  Iron Age 
transition, we need to examine what role other regions played in these networks and whether 
they followed a similar or divergent trajectory to the Argolid. For this reason, the following 
chapters will respectively look into the Aegean region of Achaia and the southern part of the 
Italian peninsula. 
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Chapter 5. Achaia 
 
                        Part I: Archaeological Background 
 
5.1. Introduction 
Achaia provides an excellent point of 
comparison with the Argolid, both for 
complementary and contrastive purposes. 
What this region has in common with our 
first study region, is that it too has yielded 
some of the earliest and most plentiful 
evidence for connections with Italy and the 
Balkans in the Aegean.1110 Additionally, 

Italo-Aegean relations, due to its proximity 
to southern Italy and its favorable position 
along the Corinthian Gulf. Some authors 
maintain that it acted as a kind of funnel 
that directed goods, ideas and perhaps also 
people from Italy to other parts of the Greek 
mainland or the wider Aegean.1111 Against 
this background, the region has recently 
even 
Griechenlands 1112 The possibility that 

-Aegean 
and Balkan network was configured at the interregional level. More specifically, it raises the 

robustness should in part be sought outside the Argolid (see § 4.7.5). Here, however, we also 
need to consider whether different network dynamics were perhaps at stake. 

To date, no palaces have been excavated in Achaia and the area is generally attributed a 
1113 This makes Achaia a fundamentally different region from the Argolid 

in terms of potential hubs. In addition, the absence of palace centers implies that the 12th-
century crisis did not impact the region in the same way as it affected other parts of the Greek 
mainland. It has even been suggested that Achaia benefitted from the problems in the palatial 
regions.1114 Therefore, different network dynamics are to be suspected between Achaia and 
the Argolid. In order to facilitate a comparison between these regions, this chapter is laid out 

boundaries, historical trajectories and Palatial networks. As most of the categories of evidence 
for Italo-Aegean and Balkan relations attested in Achaia were introduced in Chapter 4, Part II 
does not first start with the material but instead begins directly with the analysis of the 

BW. Compared to the previous chapter, the emphasis in the analysis 
lies less on individual objects and more on broader types, as this level of detail is not 
necessary for comparative study. Part III presents a reconstruction of Postpalatial networks, a 
comparison between Palatial and Postpalatial networks and concluding comments. 

                                                 
1110 Iacono 2013, 64 and Fig. 5.2. 
1111 See e.g. Eder 2003; 2006; Eder/Jung 2005; Deger-Jalkotzy 2006; Giannopoulos 2008. 
1112 Transl Giannopoulos 2008, 246. 
1113 See e.g. Deger-Jalkotzy 1991, 20; Eder 2003, 38; Giannopoulos 2008, 96. 
1114 Eder 2003, 37-38; Moschos 2009b, 346, 348. 

Figure 37. The modern definition of Achaia (after: 
http://www.maps-of-greece.com/ahaia-map.htm). 
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5.2.1. Definition of the Study Area: Natural Microregions and Cultural Koinai 
Situated in the northwestern Peloponnese, Achaia is bordered by the Gulf of Patras in the 
northwest and the Gulf of Corinth in the northeast. It has immediate access to both the Ionian 
and Adriatic Seas to its west. On land, the region shares its modern boundaries with Elis in the 
southwest, Arcadia in the southeast, and the Corinthia in the east (see Figure 37). In several 
publications, Achaia is divided into a number of microregions (see Figure 38).1115 The Dyme 
area encompasses the southwestern part of Achaia. It consists for a large part of the 
eponymous plain.1116 The river Peiros constitutes the northern border with the adjacent Patras 
region, while to the east the Erymanthos range close to Drosia forms a natural boundary with 
the so-called Central area . The Central area is characterized by its many hills and mountains, 
including the region around Kalavryta and Mount Chelmos in the southeast. This mountain 
not only separates the Central area from eastern Achaia but also demarcates where in 
Antiquity the territory of Arcadia began.1117 To the northwest of the Central area, the 
Panachaikon range separates the Patras region from eastern Achaia. Finally, south of the 
Central area lies a microregion which is usually not considered in studies on Mycenaean 
Achaia, as so far no Late Bronze Age habitation has been documented from this extremely 
mountainous and inhospitable region.1118 

In fact, little is also known about the Central area. A concentration of sites is located in the 
north of the region, but the site distribution around Kalavryta is sparse and recent research is 
virtually lacking for the area.1119 In contrast, the majority of Mycenaean finds comes from the 
Patras region in the northwest of Achaia. As Theodoros Giannopoulos shows, this distribution 
pattern is connected to modern population densities. The Patras region is the most densely 
populated region in Achaia today, whereas the central and southern parts have become 
increasingly depopulated. As a result, building activities and the rescue excavations stemming 
from these activities tend to concentrate in the Patras region, resulting in a higher recovery 
rate for Mycenaean sites in this region. Similar issues haunt eastern Achaia as well.1120 In 
addition, this region is problematic because it may not have formed a cultural unity with 
western Achaia (the Dyme area, Patras region, and Central area). In the Homeric epics, 

a reflection of the Bronze Age situation and argue that the area was culturally and perhaps 
also politically more related to the Corinthia and Argolid.1121 Confirmation for this hypothesis 
is sought in the analysis of eastern Achaian pottery, which bears closer affinities to 
northeastern Peloponnesian material from Middle Helladic all the way into the Geometric 
era,1122 and in the topography of Achaia, in which the Panachaikon range (ca. 1927 meters 
above sea level) is presented as a serious impediment for east-west communications.1123  

                                                 
1115 Papadopoulos 1979, 23-39; Giannopoulos 2008, 23-94. 
1116 Moschos 2002, 19-20. 
1117 Giannopoulos 2008, 3. 
1118 The region is, for example, left completely empty in a recent map covering the 101 sites known from Achaia. 
See Moschos 2007, 17.  
1119 Moschos 2002, 17; see also the map in Moschos 2007, 17. 
1120 Giannopoulos 2008, 18-22. 
1121  of Ships  ( 2.573-575), the eastern Achaian poleis of Aigion, Helike (near Nikoleïka), 
and Hyperasia (Aigeira) es that are now in the 
Corinthia. See e.g. Vermeule 1960b, 19; Papadopoulos 1979, 177, 184; Moschos 2002, 19 and nn. 10-11; 2009b, 
345-346 and nn. 3-7; Petropoulos 2007, 264; Giannopoulos 2008, 11. 
1122 Kontorli-Papadopoulou 2003, 47; Petropoulos 2007, 264-265; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2010. 
1123 See e.g. Papadopoulos 1979, 182; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2010, 130. 



Figure 38. Map of Achaia with sites mentioned in text and the various microregions designated. The dots represent 
Mycenaean sites in general and the squares sites with LH IIIC warrior burials (adapted from Giannopoulos 2008, 
289, Tab. 1). 
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Homer also serves as an inspiration for the argument that (parts of) Achaia formed a cultural 
and perhaps political unity with the Ionian Islands and adjacent areas, such as Elis.1124 Yet in 
modern literature, there are several, often conflicting reports regarding the date and definition 
of this unity. In his seminal work on Mycenaean Achaia, Thanasis Papadopoulos first 

clearly in the LH IIIB  C pottery of southwestern Achaia and neighboring regions.1125 In 

evidence such as LH II  III tomb architecture and nonceramic small finds and by referencing 
material from eastern Achaia and Derveni in the Corinthia.1126 
broad and culturally all-encompassing koinè does not appear to be much addressed in more 
recent literature. When cited, it is often confused with a number of  but similarly-
named koinai which are more narrow in their chronological and (material) cultural scope, 

 II pottery1127 and 
1128 The great 

discrepancy that can be noted between these regional koinai makes it evident that their 
definition is highly contentious.1129 Therefore, I abstain from using ceramic similarities as the 
sole basis for defining the study area. But what of geography, the epics and broader cultural 
similarities  the other lines of inquiry used in previous research to define the study area? 

As far as geography is concerned, the many imports from western Achaia into eastern 
Achaia demonstrate that Mount Panachaikon was not as impenetrable a boundary as it is at 
times portrayed.1130 It thus makes for a weak defining feature. Along similar lines, political 
affiliations in Homer should hold no meaning for defining the study area in Mycenaean times, 
as it is questionable whether the epics are representative of Bronze Age society.1131 This 

Although often overlooked, his study of not just pottery but also tomb architecture and the 
distribution of specific types of glass beads, amber beads and bronze artifacts potentially 

                                                 
1124 In the  of Ships  (  2.615-644), the (Classical) western Achaian polis of Olenos is included in the 
contingent of Elis. See Giannopoulos 2008, 11-12. 
1125  
1126 Papadopoulos 1995. Originally, Papadopoulos (1979, 182) regards northeastern Achaia as separated from the 
koinè, due to its affiliations with the Argolid. However, in subsequent work (1991a) he emphasizes that while 
eastern Achaia follows a different cultural trajectory, it actually also participated in the koinè. 
1127 McDonald . 1983, 70, 321; Coulson 1986. Deger-Jalkotzy 1991 and Souyoudzoglou-Haywood 1999 
both use this Early Iron Age koinè to emphasize continuity between LH IIIC and the Early Iron Age in western 
Greece. This is probably facilitated by the fact that 
chronologically and is variously reported as containing SM, SM  PG transitional or even late LH IIIC material, 
see Dickinson 2006, 18-  
1128 Mountjoy 1990; 1999, 54-55. For example, Moschos variously reports the Western Mainland koinè as 
already being into full swing at the beginning of the Mycenaean period (2007, 7), which seems to point to 
Papadopoulos (but without explicit reference), or during LH IIIC (2009b, 346 and n. 5), following Mountjoy 
(1999) but also citing Papadopoulos (1979; 1991a; 1995; 1996), Deger-Jalkotzy (1991), and Souyoudzoglou-
Haywood (1999) among others. Eder (2003, 43 and n. 45) also cites Mountjoy alongside Papadopoulos and 
Souyoudzoglou-Haywood but specifically references the LH IIIC Late pottery koinè. Probably adding to the 
confusion is the fact that Deger-Jalkotzy, Souyoudzoglou-Haywood, and Mountjoy 
for citing parallels for specific vessel shapes and decoration types they discuss but do not address how their ideas 
of a LH IIIC Late pottery koinè complement or contrast his idea of a broader LH IIIB  C koinè.  
1129 Even more so are the implications drawn from the identification of these koinai. While Papadopoulos  (1979, 
182) is still cautious whether the observed cultural unity represents a political unity, Moschos (e.g. 2002, 15-17; 
2009b, 346) presents the koiné was not only integrated culturally but also 
politically. As John K. Papadopoulos (2004) has remarked, however, 

. 
1130 See e.g. Moschos 2009b, 346 and n. 6 with further references. 
1131 Cf. Crielaard 1995, who argues for a late 8th or even early 7th century BC date for the Homeric world.   
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1132 (see also § 4.2.1) upon which to define our 
study area. Ye
example, how far into modern Elis, Arcadia and across the Corinthian Gulf should we venture 

ime or 
should we envisage one predefined region for the whole of LH IIIB and LH IIIC?  

Since these questions remain to be addressed and are beyond the scope of the present study, 
the following sections take the region that overlaps with modern Achaia as the  admittedly 
arbitrary  main unit of analysis. Within this region, the microregions defined on the basis of 
natural boundaries are compared, in order to examine whether intraregional differences can be 
noted in the organization and development of Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks through 
time.  
 

The region of Achaia has a different research history than the Argolid. In the Argolid, 
research is traditionally focused on a number of key sites, targeted by large-scale and long-
term excavations, such as Mycenae and Tiryns. This allows for a detailed picture of these 

about the rest of the region. In Achaia, in contrast, the 
archaeological data are far more dispersed but thereby also patchier, with small-scale, short-
term rescue excavations representing the norm.1133 To date, this particular research strategy 
has resulted in the discovery of ca. 100 Mycenaean sites, the majority of which involve single 
chamber tombs or larger chamber tomb cemeteries (see Figure 38).1134 This makes for a rich 
yet challenging dataset from which to derive a historical narrative, due to the often disturbed 
and secondary nature of tomb materials. The settlement evidence in Achaia is no less 
challenging, however. Some sites are still in the process of excavation,1135 while most others 
await final publication.1136 As a result, it is not yet possible to provide a detailed account of 
their settlement history. In addition, the settlement sites known from Achaia are represented 
unevenly over the region. So far, zero Mycenaean settlements have been excavated in the 
Central area, only one in the Dyme area and two in eastern Achaia, while settlement remains 
have been unearthed in at least five different localities in the Patras region.1137 

Despite these caveats, the current state of research does allow us to present a coarse-grained 
overview. To start off with the Palatial period, besides Aigeira in eastern Achaia, all of the LH 
III settlement sites in Achaia that so far have been excavated have produced LH IIIA  B 
material. Of these, Teichos Dymaion in the Dyme area is the most impressive, with its circuit 
walls rivaling those of the citadels in the Argolid. Indeed, it has often been suggested that the 
walls of Teichos Dymaion are related to the LH IIIB building programs in the Argolid and 
should be attributed to this era, but recently Giannopoulos has questioned this assumption. He 
puts forward the hypothesis that the walls were built in LH IIIC in a deliberate attempt to 

Postpalatial circumstances.1138 As for what lies inside the walls, the remains at Teichos 
Dymaion have been much disturbed by later usage of the acropolis, all the way up to the 
Second World War. Only a few scanty house remains dating to the LH IIIB  C transition 
                                                 
1132 Relaki 2004, 171-172. 
1133 Giannopoulos 2008, 17-22.  
1134 Moschos 2007, 14; Giannopoulos 2008, 17; Rizio 2010, 11. 
1135 Such as Petroto-Mygdalia in the Patras region. For preliminary reports, see e.g. Morgan 2009-2010b, 60. 
1136 Such as Teichos Dymaion in the Dyme area (see e.g. Papadopoulos 1979, 46; Giannopoulos 2008, 27-28), 
the settlement at Agia Kyriaki (Kato Synchaina) and Bortzi hill associated with the Voudeni cemetery in the 
Patras region (see e.g. Giannopoulos 2008, 66; Moschos 2009b, 347 with references), and the settlement of 
Pagona in the Patras region (see e.g. Giannopoulos 2008, 61-63 and Moschos ). 
1137 See the catalogs of sites in Moschos 2007; Giannopoulos 2008, 23-94.  
1138 Giannopoulos 2008, 25-26, 28, 251. 
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have been reported. In addition, settlement remains at Gerbesi have been interpreted as 
ecified.1139 

An important issue relating to Teichos Dymaion is whether it comprises the administrative 
center of a larger area. This question mostly hinges on the fact that so far no other citadel with 
Cyclopean masonry has been uncovered in Achaia and, therefore, it must have had a special 
status. As a result, it has often been claimed that Teichos Dymaion held sway over a larger 
territory.1140 Naturally, this raises the question of whether a citadel site always equals an 
important political center or can perhaps also represent a specialized fortress (as suggested for 
the citadel at Gla in Boeotia).1141 Provided, however, that Teichos Dymaion was such a 
center, how should we envisage its status  other sites? In the Dyme area, there are 
indications that there were several more settlements of higher and lesser order. This is implied 
by uninvestigated settlement remains at the site of Vouchomata to the west of the modern 
town of Kato Achaia,1142 as well as by the various cemetery sites that are dispersed over the 
area. Several of these cemeteries were already in use in the Palatial period, such as 
Agiovlastika,1143 Spaliareïka,1144 Mitopolis,1145 Portes,1146 and Drosia. The latter represents an 
extensive cemetery of at least 100 chamber tombs, but due to its disturbed character, not much 
is known about this likely important contemporary of Teichos Dymaion.1147 As for the other 
cemeteries, the funerary wealth represented in some of them already during the Palatial period 
also seems to hint at their relatively high status.1148 All in all, we get the impression that 
besides possibly Teichos Dymaion, there were several important centers in the Dyme area.  

We get an even stronger picture from the Patras region, from which several settlement sites 
are known with LH IIIA  B material. At Agia Kyriaki (Kato Synchaina) and Bortzi hill, 
traces of a settlement have been found that can be associated with the important cemetery of 
Voudeni.1149 Pagona near Patras,1150 Chalandritsa-Stavros,1151 Petroto-Mygdalia1152 and 
Katarraktis1153 have also produced settlement remains dating to the Palatial period, in most 
cases accompanied by one or more cemetery sites. At the same time, the Patras region has 
                                                 
1139 Papadopoulos 1979, 46-47 (Teichos Dymaion); Giannopoulos 2008, 26 (Teichos Dymaion), 28-29 (Gerbesi). 
1140 In older literature, Teichos Dymaion is presented as the administrative center of western Achaia and possibly 
the site of an unexcavated palace. Sometimes, it is paired with Aigeira as its counterpart in eastern Achaia. See 
e.g. Bintliff 1977, 16, Fig. 4; Papadopoulos 1979, 47; 1991a, 36. 
1141 The latter is suggested, for example, by Moschos 2009b, 347 and nn. 10-11; Arena 2015, 11. 
1142 Giannopoulos 2008, 29. 
1143 Giannopoulos 2008, 29-30.  
1144 Petropoulos 2000; Giannopoulos 2008, 99-124. 
1145 Giannopoulos 2008, 36-38; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010.  
1146 Giannopoulos 2008, 34-36. 
1147 Giannopoulos 2008, 38.  
1148 For example, tombs 4 and 5 at Spaliareïka contained LH IIIA  B imports from the Near East, while tomb 1 
at Mitopolis held a LH IIIA  B  cf. Part III of this chapter). See Kokkotaki 1991, 147-
148; Giannopoulos 2008, 104-106, 109 for the Spaliareïka tombs and Moschos 2009b, 350-351; 
Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, esp. 147 for the Mitopolis burial. 
1149 Giannopoulos 2008, 66; Moschos 2009b, 347 with references. 
1150 Pagona was probably associated with the chamber tomb cemetery at Odos Germanou (Germanou street) in 
Patras. See e.g. Giannopoulos 2008, 61-63; Moschos .  
1151 Chalandritsa-Stavros was probably associated with the chamber tomb cemetery Chalandritsa-Agios Vasilios. 
See e.g. Giannopoulos 2008, 39-41; Moschos ; Arena 2015, 12 with references.  
1152 Associated with the settlement at Mygdalia hill is the Petrotos tholos tomb of LH IIB  IIIA:1 date, as well 
as the chamber tomb cemetery at the winery of Achaia Klauss. See e.g. Giannopoulos 2008, 55-60; Papazoglou-
Manioudaki 2009, 502; Morgan 2009-2010b, 60.  
1153 At Drakotrypa, a MH building has yielded evidence of continued use until the end of LH IIIC, including LH 
IIIB pottery. LH IIIB sherds were also found in the megaron-type building at Agios Konstantinos, which too was 
already built in MH. LH IIIC chamber tombs and a related settlement are noted from Karela/Bouga but so far no 

reported for Agios Georgios. See 
e.g. Moschos 2007, 33-35; Giannopoulos 2008, 46-48; Arena 2015, 11-12. 
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yielded a large number of cemetery sites which were in use during Palatial times but cannot 
yet be associated with a particular settlement.1154 In some areas, the concentration of 
cemeteries is so dense that perhaps several belonged to the same unidentified settlement. This 
is, for example, the case in the area of Krini, where five chamber tomb cemeteries have been 
identified within a radius of ca. 2 km, of which at least three were already in use during the 
Palatial era.1155 Yet despite the fact that some cemeteries may have belonged to the same 
settlement, the sheer number of sites in the Patras region does give the impression of a 
multitude of centers. Alternatively, therefore, we may also consider a decentralized settlement 
pattern, such as a clan-based village structure as discussed by Giannopoulos.1156 Although the 
amount of data available for the Central area and eastern Achaia is far more sparse, several 
centers can be identified for these areas as well, such as the cemeteries of Vrysarion-Kato 
Goumenitsa,1157 Leontio-Agios Ioannis and Leontio-Vragniaka (Central area),1158 the Aigion 
settlement and its cemetery1159 and the cemetery of Nikoleïka (eastern Achaia).1160  

How do these various centers fare during the Postpalatial period? The settlement evidence 
indicates that Achaia did not escape the 1200 BC destructions. Teichos Dymaion, Pagona, 
Agia Kyriaki and Aigion are characterized by destruction layers that seem to belong to the LH 
IIIB  C transition.1161 The situation is not (yet) clear at Katarraktis and Mygdalia, but it is 
certain that Chalandritsa-Stavros was not destroyed and continued to be inhabited into the SM 
phase.1162 As for the other sites, preliminary reports indicate that Mygdalia was inhabited 
during most of the Postpalatial period but suffered destructions in LH IIIC Late.1163 Likewise, 
Teichos Dymaion, Pagona, and Agia Kyriaki continue to be inhabited after their destruction 
around 1200 BC, but a second destruction has so far only been reported for Teichos Dymaion. 
There are some indications that the site continued to be used after this destruction.1164  From 
the settlements in western Achaia we, therefore, obtain a picture of continuity across the 
Palatial  Postpalatial divide. This picture is reflected in the use of the cemeteries in the area. 
Most of the cemeteries in use during the Palatial period continue being used in Postpalatial 
times.1165 In addition, there are some tombs that bear no evidence of prior use which have 
yielded LH IIIC material, such as those at Kangadi in the Dyme area. As the contextual 
information for these tombs is lost, it is not clear whether they represent new establishments 
or tombs for which the earlier phases have been removed.1166 

                                                 
1154 This is, for example, the case for the cemeteries Rabadania/Spenzes and Laganidia at Kallithea. Some traces 
of settlement have been found in the vicinity of these sites but until they are excavated it cannot be confirmed 
whether they are contemporary with the cemeteries. See Giannopoulos 2008, 52-55. 
1155 Drimaleïka, Zoïtada, and Agios Konstantinos sites A and B were in use in the Palatial period. In addition, 
another cemetery is reported at the locality of Meligron but its date is not specified. See e.g. Moschos 2007, 23; 
Giannopoulos 2008,50-52, 208-213 and Kaskantiri 2012.  
1156 Giannopoulos 2008, 242-243, following the suggestion by Eder/Jung 2005, 491. 
1157 Giannopoulos 2008, 68-72. 
1158 Giannopoulos 2008, 67, 128-133. 
1159 Giannopoulos 2008, 75-81. 
1160 Petropoulos 2007; Giannopoulos 2008, 81-83. 
1161 For Teichos Dymaion, Pagona, Agia Kyriaki, see Moschos 2009b, 346-347. For the LH IIIA  B settlement 
and its destruction layer, see Giannopoulos 2008, 80.   
1162 See Moschos 2009b, 347 and n. 15 for the fact that Chalandritsa-Stavros was not destroyed at the end of LH 
IIIB or at the beginning of LH IIIC Early. For the Katarraktis sites and Mygdalia, preliminary reports mention no 
LH IIIB destruction, see e.g. Giannopoulos 2008, 46-48; Morgan 2009-2010b, 60. 
1163 Morgan . 
1164 Moschos 2009b, 363. 
1165 Judging from the catalogs of sites in Moschos 2007 and Giannopoulos 2008. 
1166 Another example is the Pournari tholos, also in the Dyme area, which has only yielded material from LH 
IIIC Middle and Late. Once again, further details are not available. See Giannopoulos 2008, 29, 204-205 for 
Kangadi and  34 for the Pournari tholos. 
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Moving to the Central area, the cemeteries at Vrysarion and Leontio all seem to continue to 
be used in LH IIIC. As in western Achaia, there is also evidence for the establishment of new 
cemeteries, for example, at the sites of Manesi-Vromoneri and Mikro Pontias.1167 In eastern 
Achaia, the picture appears to be different. There are no indications of continued habitation at 
Aigion, which could indicate it was abandoned after its destruction.1168 The fact that the 
associated cemetery at Psila Alona was only used until LH IIIC Early could support this 
conclusion.1169 During LH IIIC Early, a new settlement was established at Aigeira, a naturally 
defendable site with prior use in the EH and MH periods. Aigeira was fortified in LH IIIC 
Middle:2 by a rubble-and-earth filled stone wall. The scale of the Aigeira site does not 
indicate an important center, but so far no other LH IIIC settlement sites are known from the 
area.1170 Therefore, we need to consider the possibility that the abandonment of Aigion and 
the (re-)settlement of Aigeira are related. The picture that emerges for the rest of eastern 
Achaia is fragmentary but appears to be complementary to what happens in western Achaia. 
For example, in contrast to the possible switch between the settlements of Aigion and Aigeira, 
we can witness continuity for the cemetery of Nikoleïka in LH IIIC.1171 Additional LH IIIC 
material is reported from other chamber tombs, such as Chadzi-Trapeza and Achladies. These 
tombs were probably also already in use during the Palatial era, but as the inventories of these 
sites were mixed in the Patras Museum their precise history is uncertain.1172  

Recently, new excavations have started at Chadzi-Trapeza. The preliminary reports have 
revealed the remains of an Archaic temple with stratigraphic evidence of earlier depositions 
going back to SM  PG.1173 Among these earlier finds was a SM bow fibula (my III.65), 
which is taken as evidence of the earliest use of the cult site.1174 At the sanctuary of 
Rakita/Ano Mazaraki  at the border of eastern Achaia with the Central area  we encounter a 

among the Geometric votive deposit (my III.68  III.72).1175 The bottom of the votive deposit 
is dated stratigraphically to Middle Geometric,1176 which makes it unlikely that these objects 
were deposited in SM. Alternatively, therefore, we need to consider that the objects were 
perhaps still in circulation or in production during the Geometric period, or taken from 
Mycenaean chamber tombs. A seal stone belonging to the Mainland Popular Group attested at 
the site could also point in this direction.1177 In relation to this phenomenon, Borgna evokes 
the hero and ancestor cults of the Early Iron Age, which converted many of the (Mycenaean) 
goods still circulating into votives.1178 In any case, we seem to have in eastern Achaia two 
Iron Age sanctuaries with LH IIIC/SM finds. This situation brings to mind the Argive Heraion 
in the Argolid, where some of the violin-bow and bow fibulae stemming from the votive 
deposit have also been classified as LH IIIC/SM (see § 4.4.5). 

An important phenomenon in Achaia that is usually discussed for the LH IIIC phase is the 
rise of the so- 1179 In the literature, there appears to be discussion on 
whether a distinction should be made between warrior burials with swords and those with 
                                                 
1167 Giannopoulos 2008, 67-72, 128-133.  
1168 Giannopoulos 2008, 80.  
1169 Giannopoulos 2008, 79. 
1170 Giannopoulos 2008, 83-93. 
1171 Petropoulos 2007, esp. 264-265. 
1172 Giannopoulos 2008, 74-75. 
1173 Borgna 2013, 128. 
1174 Borgna 2013, 145. 
1175 See e.g. Moschos 2009a, 241 and n. 39; 2009b, 380-381, n. 158 with further references.  
1176 Petropoulos 2002, 150.  
1177 See Moschos 2009b, 379 and n. 148. 
1178 Borgna 2013, 145. 
1179 See e.g. Papadopoulos 1999; Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, esp. 167-176; Giannopoulos 2008; forthcoming; Senn 
2013. For the use of this term in the present thesis, see Chapter 4, n. 729.  
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spearheads or daggers and whether as a result, we can already recognize warrior burials in LH 
IIIB.1180 By LH IIIC Middle, however, a typical Achaian warrior burial is characterized by the 
deposition of at least one Naue II type sword, often accompanied by other bronze weaponry, 

typology.1181  terms of Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan networks will be analyzed further below (§ 5.4), but for now, the warrior burials need 
to be addressed for a different reason. There appears to be general agreement that these 
burials belong to local elites.1182 Therefore, de
burials, one can see the emergence of local elites occurring in LH IIIC or already in the (late) 
Palatial period. What further complicates this matter is that in the archaeology of Achaia, the 
question of social structure and political organization is intimately intertwined with the 
question to what extent this region was influenced by the rise of the palace polities in 
Messenia and the Argolid.  

with that of regions 
elsewhere in the Greek mainland. Local elites were competing with each other, building 
tholos tombs and carving out territories for themselves.1183 A commonly held view is that 

ial period, either directly or 
indirectly as a result of the emergence of the palaces elsewhere. Freed of the palatial yoke, 
this area could then flourish again in the course of LH IIIC, leading to the rise of the Achaian 

ore.1184 We are, thus, presented with a history of Achaia that is 
bookended by powerful local elites, with not much in between. A history that, moreover, 
appears to have been greatly influenced by now outmoded models which portray the Palatial 
period as a cul . Yet at the same 
time, we cannot deny that elites are difficult to grasp in LH IIIB Achaia,1185 especially when 
one adheres to the definition defended by some scholars that excludes certain warrior burials 
from the category of local elites.1186   

This problem has recently been addressed by Emiliano Arena. Arena starts from the position 
that it is unlikely that mainland palace polities such as Mycenae directly ruled over territories 
as far removed as Achaia. Through detailed analyses of the available settlement and cemetery 
evidence, he explains that elites can still be traced in some wealthy burials and larger building 
complexes in the settlements of LH IIIA.1187 Arena argues that local elites did not suddenly 
disappear but became archaeologically less visible in LH IIIB, perhaps as a result of changed 
funerary rituals  because the palaces elsewhere were monopolizing access to prestige goods 

 particularly .1188 Although this certainly is a plausible reconstruction, Arena does 
not provide an analysis that sufficiently demonstrates the presence and lack of  in 
order to support this hypothesis. Therefore, let us now turn to a discussion of the evidence for 

or to the destruction of the palaces, both as a means to consider 
. 

                                                 
1180 Papadopoulos 1999, 267; Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 158, 169; Giannopoulos 2008, 202. 
1181 Deger-Jalkotzy 2006,  157-161; Giannopoulos 2008, 240, Tab. 3. 
1182 E.g. Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 174-175; Giannopoulos 2008, 238-252. 
1183 Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2009. See also Kramer-Hajos 2016, 33-55 for an overview of the developments in 
the early Mycenaean period, with a particular focus on the Euboian Gulf.  
1184 Deger-Jalkotzy 1991, 20-21; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2009, 516-517; Kramer-Hajos 2016, 164.   
1185 Arena 2015, 23. It has been noted that more in general LH IIIB is difficult to grasp in Achaia, due to a dearth 
of stratigraphy that allows a precise definition of LH IIIB pottery. See e.g. Christakopolou-Somakou 2010, 146. 
1186 For example, the , and Mitopolis which Moschos considers as 
evidence for local elites (2009b, 350) are not included in other recent discussions of warrior burials in Achaia, 
such as Deger-Jalkotzy 2006; Giannopoulos 2008 and forthcoming, nor discussed by Arena 2015 in his 
search for the elusive LH IIIB elites. 
1187 Arena 2015, 1-14. 
1188 Arena 2015, 14-19. 
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lations Before 1200 BC 
In the previous chapter, a number of threads emerged in the 
relations during LH IIIA and LH IIIB. First of all, it was observed that the region participated 
in a multiplexity of overlapping networks, involving the import of  and the export of 
Mycenaean pottery. Second, it was observed that current research was skewed towards 
connections with the eastern Mediterranean and ignored the evidence for connections with 

HBW does indicate that these connections were already in place before the destruction of the 

items does cluster in the palatial sites, this does not mean that the palaces monopolized access 

Argolid, however, the present discussion does not start in LH IIIA but ventures further back in 
 namely that 

Achaian elites became less visible because they were cut off by the palaces from using 
 and other prestige goods   in the 

Palatial and Prepalatial periods.  
 

Table XXXI. Late Bronze Age imports in Achaia (adapted from Murray 2013, 557-572).1189 
No.  Date Site Find Context Origin 
1. LH IIIA  B Vrysarion Glass paste bead1190 Burial Egypt/Cyprus 
2. LH IIIA:1 Voudeni Seal stone Burial Crete1191 
3. LH IIIA:2  B Monodendri Mitanni cylinder seal Burial Syro-Palestine 
4. LH IIIA:2  B Monodendri Mitanni cylinder seal Burial Syro-Palestine 
5. LH IIIB Spaliareïka Salt vessel Burial  Syria or Egypt 
6. LH IIIC Portes Ceramic vessel Burial Cyprus 
7. LH IIIC Portes Ceramic bowl  Burial Cyprus 
8. LH IIIC Teichos Dymaion Iron knife Settlement Cyprus 
9. LH IIIC Teichos Dymaion Iron knife Settlement Cyprus 
10. LH IIIC Teichos Dymaion Lead six-spoked wheel Settlement Italy 
11. LH IIIA  C Monodendri Bronze ring with spiraled endings Burial Italy 
12. LH IIIC Early Klauss Bronze Scoglio del Tonno razor Burial Italy 
13. LH IIIC Early Klauss Bronze Peschiera knife Burial Italy 
14. LH IIIC Early Teichos Dymaion Bronze Peschiera dagger Settlement Italy 
15. LH IIIC Late Teichos Dymaion Bronze violin-bow fibula Settlement Italy 
 
5.3.2. Source Criticism 
Before beginning this analysis, however, a few notes are necessary regarding the state of the 

an isolated backwater during the entire Mycenaean period.1192 Papadopoulos, however, 
elations. He 

argues that similarities in material culture equal close and frequent ties, whereas imports 
indicate only the occasional exchange of goods. Therefore  based on similarities in tomb 
architecture, pottery, and artifacts  Papadopoulos sketches 
                                                 
1189 More detailed information added and/or corrections made after cross-checking with the references. E.g. no. 
14 is described as a bronze knife by Murray (2013, 570, 583, cat. no. 1553) whereas the reference more 
specifically notes a Peschiera dagger. Cf. Papadopoulos/Kontorli-Papadopoulou 2000, 144.  
1190 This object is erroneously described as a faience seal stone by Murray (2013, 571, 583, cat. no. 1578), 
whereas the reference reveals it is a large, barrel-shaped bead made of glass paste. Cf. Giannopoulos 2008, 70. 
1191 Murray inventories this object as an Egyptian import  probably since Giannopoulos (2008, 65 and n. 519) 
notes it bears the image of the Egyptian goddess Tawaret. However, he never identifies the stone as an Egyptian 
import. The seal stone is more commonly identified in the literature as an import from Crete, see Drakaki 2008, 
179 and n. 367 with further references. 
1192 Papadopoulos 1979, 182 with references. 
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connectedness from LH I  II to LH IIIA and LH IIIB.1193 However, when we consider the 
catalogs of imports in the Late Bronze Age Aegean, Achaia is not well represented at all. 
Cline only catalogs two objects for the entire region,1194 whereas the more recent inventory by 
Murray amounts to a total of 14 objects for the period between LH IIIA and LH IIIC (see 
Table XXXI). Of these, only five belong to the Palatial era, while the remaining items are 
assigned a Postpalatial date. It is tempting to read in this increase in the number of imports 

LH IIIC as a result of the destruction of the palaces. 
Yet here it is important to briefly consider what type of imports Murray inventories for 

Achaia in LH IIIC. Interestingly, over half of the objects are described as imports from Italy. 

to mainly have been produced locally in the Aegean. Among the items cataloged by Murray 
are a violin-bow fibula, a wheel-shaped ornament, and a spiraled ring  types which occur 
frequently in the Argolid but are omitted for this region from the same catalog. What follows 
from this is that while the evidence for the Argolid is skewed towards Palatial eastern 
connections, the Achaian data seems to be weighted in the opposite manner, namely towards 
Postpalatial western connections.  

After briefly evaluating the previous studies of 
radically different pictures. These differences seem to stem from different approaches to the 

- ia during the entire Late Bronze Age, while the handful of extra-
Aegean imports that Cline and Murray collect seem to take us back to an image of isolation 
until the rise of the Italian connection in LH IIIC. These contradictory reconstructions of 

 external relations call for a reevaluation of the available evidence. To this purpose, I 
establish two catalog Catalog II inventories all of 

. These classes of 
artifacts are inventoried separately in a more detailed, contextual catalog (Catalog III), which 
also includes items of LH IIIC  SM date. In the present section, the evidence collected in 
Catalog 
extensive analysis in Part II. This division follows the outline of the previous chapter and 
serves to facilitate comparisons between Achaia and the Argolid in Chapter 7. 
 
5.3.3. An intra- Prepalatial Connections 

ons is limited (see Table 
XXXII). Although in part this may reflect a relative isolation in comparison to later periods, it 
is also likely that this pattern is related to the restricted number of excavated LH I and LH II 
sites in Achaia.1195 Papadopoulos argues that during LH I and LH II connections existed with 
Aitolia, the Argolid, and Crete.1196 Although it is not inconceivable that the inhabitants of 
Achaia had relations with their neighbors, the Aitolian link is based solely on the perceived 
similarity between a group of five squat jars from Aigion and similar vessels in Aitolia.1197 
This appears to be a rather weak basis for postulating interrelations. For relations with the 
Argolid and Crete, we are on more solid ground. First of all, a hole-mouthed jar (my II.1) in 
Nikoleïka probably constitutes an import from the Argolid.1198 In addition, two seal stones 

                                                 
1193 Papadopoulos 1979, 177-182. 
1194 Cline 1994, 151 (cat. nos. 159 and 160). The objects are two Mitanni cylinder seals from Monodendri, which 
have been dated to LH IIIA:2. Murray (2013) also includes these items, see my Table XXXI, nos. 3 and 4.  
1195 Papadopoulos 1979, 172. 
1196 Papadopoulos 1979, 177-178, esp. 177-178 and 180; 1981a. 
1197 Papadopoulos 1979, 178.  
1198 Petropoulos 2007, 258. 
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which are, unfortunately, without an exact provenance comprise Cretan imports (my II.2; 
II.3).1199 As we will see below, there are more indications for relations with these regions. 
While Papadopoulos only sees connections with the eastern Mediterranean developing in LH 
III,1200 there is actually at least one eastern import in Achaia that predates this period. It 
consists of a large, barrel-shaped bead (my II.4) made of a dark-colored glass paste, and with 
white decoration. It was found in tomb 2 at the site of Vrysarion-Kato Goumenitsa and has 
been dated to LH IIB  LH IIIA:1 on the basis of its find context. According to Giannopoulos, 
the bead may constitute an import from Egypt, Cyprus or Syria.1201 He identifies a similar 
bead in tomb 1 at Spaliareïka-Lousikon (my II.5), of which the context is dated to LH IIIC 
Middle.1202 It is possible that the latter bead was deposited as an heirloom or was still 
circulating in LH IIIC as an antique.1203  

The most important body of evidence pertaining to Achaian external relations during this 
 was found near a retaining wall of 

Tholos B at Katarraktis-Rodia and is interpreted as the funerary assemblage of an elite warrior 
burial.1204 Among the finds is a Type A bronze sword (my II.6), which is believed to have 
originated from the same workshop that produced two of the swords found in shaft graves IV 
and V at Mycenae. On this ground, it is deemed an import from the Argolid. Bronze dagger 
II.7  decorated on both sides with three dolphins made in gold, silver and niello inlay  is 
also thought to have been imported from the Argolid, while a spearhead found in the Treasure 
finds close parallels in the shaft graves.1205 Besides weapons, the hoard also contained several 
metal vessels. A bronze cup (my II.9) is of interest as parallels for its shape can be found on 
the mainland, while its papyrus-shaped handle is Minoan. Another bronze cup (my II.8) 
reminds of Cypriot Base-ring ware type I and II in terms of its shape and wishbone handle, 
yet it has no exact metal parallels.1206 Perhaps for this reason, it is identified as a local product 
in the Patras Museum. Also displayed as a local product is silver bowl II.10, with embossed 
figure-of-eight-shields.1207 Again, no exact metal parallels are known for either its shape or 
decoration. The motif of the figure-of-eight shields can, however, be tied to Crete.1208 

Whereas the weapons seem to represent imports with clear-cut origins, the status of the 
metal vessels is more difficult to pin down. Although the suggestion for their local production 
cannot be excluded, there are currently no other LH I  II finds in Achaia indicating the 
presence of metalworkers or a workshop at the time. Therefore, Giannopoulos finds it more 
likely that the vessels are of non-local origin.1209 Whether or not imported, it is clear that 
multiple sources of inspiration come together in these vessels. In other words, they seem to be 

, and parts of the Greek 
mainland.1210 
contained imports from the Argolid is significant. At some point in time, these items were 
clearly collected and deposited together, which indicates that at least some individuals in 
Achaia were either part of or had access to the interregional networks that were responsible 

                                                 
1199 Papadopoulos 1979, 149; 225; 1981a, 409. 
1200 Papadopoulos 1979, 180 (Cyprus, Near East).  
1201 Giannopoulos 2008, 70. 
1202 Giannopoulos 2008, 194. 
1203 A 14th-century Mitanni seal in the LH IIIC Tiryns Treasure offers a similar case, see § 4.5.3.b. 
1204 Giannopoulos 2008, 41-46; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2009, 514.  
1205 Papadopoulos 1979, 177 (dagger); Giannopoulos 2008, 44, 46 (sword, dagger, spearhead).  
1206 -shaped handle); 1979, 152-153; 1985, 144-

-46 (both cups). 
1207 As established by the author during a visit to the Patras Museum in February 2014. 
1208 Papadopoulos 1979, 152; 1981, 409; Giannopoulos 2008, 45-46. 
1209 Giannopoulos 2008, 46. 
1210  
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for the creation of this shared cultural vocabulary. The other incidental imports dating to LH I 
and II, namely the hole-mouthed jar, the two seal stones and the barrel-shaped beads confirm 
this conclusion. They too predominantly give the impression of a network that is centered on 
the Aegean. While this intra-Aegean network was perhaps linked up with the eastern 
Mediterranean and Near East, there is no need to think that for Achaia was tied to these areas 

interlocking regional networks (see § 4.5.5.b; 4.5.6; 4.7.4) 

1211 without this region having any direct links with the East.  
 
Table XXXII. Regional distribution of imports in Achaia prior to 1200 BC (after my Catalog II). 
Site LH I  II LH IIIA LH IIIB 
Unknown 2 1 1 
Katarraktis 5 - - 
Vrysarion 1 14 - 
Voudeni - 2 4 
Klauss - - 3 
Patras - - 4 
Kallithea-Spenzes - - 9 
Krini-Drimaleïka - 1 - 
Monodendri - 7 - 
Mitopolis - 1 - 
Spaliareïka 1 1 - 
Teichos Dymaion - - 1 
Nikoleïka 1 - 1 
Aigion - - 1 
Total 10 27 24 

 
5.3.4. Opening Up the Mediterranean: Interregional Networks in LH IIIA 

ed for LH 
IIIA and LH IIIB. For comparative purposes, the present overview maintains these divisions. 
However, it should be noted that in Achaia LH IIIA:1 is still considered part of the Prepalatial 
period. In fact, it is often treated as an entity with LH IIB.1212 Besides the previously 
discussed tholos at Katarraktis with the Pharai Treasure, the LH IIB  LH IIIA:1 period has 
yielded a number of other tholoi in Achaia, including a second one at Katarraktis, one at 
Petroto-Mygdalia and one at Kallithea-Langanidia. The tholoi are commonly seen as evidence 
for the existence of local elites, due to the amount of energy expended on the construction of 
the funerary facilities.1213 Yet none of them seems to have contained an assemblage 
comparable in wealth to the Pharai Treasure.1214 During the same LH IIB  LH IIIA:1 period, 
chamber tombs also start to appear in Achaia. Arena links their introduction to local elites as 

                                                 
1211 Paraphrasing the title of Crielaard 1998.  
1212 See e.g. Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1999; 2009.   
1213 Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2009, 501. 
1214 Giannopoulos (2008, 42) reports that the second Katarraktis tholos was looted. In contrast, the Petroto tholos 
contained 115 ceramic vessels, a terracotta figurine, a gold hair spiral, a gold ring, golden pins, bronze knives, a 
stone pendant, a whetstone, amber beads and objects made of glass paste and faience. Although this is certainly 
not a poor burial assemblage, according to Papazoglou- s 
evident from the fact that only a portion of the ceramics was painted, there were no palace-style jars and the 
tomb did not contain any tinned vessels such as the contemporary monumental chamber tomb at Voudeni. This 
tomb is discussed further below. As for the Kallithea tholos, preliminary reports note that it contained the 
remains of at least 40 individuals, divided over several burial layers. The bottom layer also held the remains of a 
horse sacrifice, a cremation burial and a number of bronzes, including a pin, a knife, and tweezers. The published 
ceramics belong to LH IIB  IIIA, but the reports note use from LH I down to LH IIIC and perhaps PG. See 
Giannopoulos 2008, 53-54 and Papazoglou-Manioudaki 2009, 515, both with further references.  
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well.1215 
preliminary reports, this spacious tomb with its lengthy dromos and tall doorway is described 
as containing three bronze spearheads, two knives, a razor knife, a set of tweezers, a fibula, a 
terracotta figurine, tinned ceramic kylikes, a large number of beads of gold, carnelian and 
glass paste, gold sheet, undecorated gold roundels and two seal stones.1216 One of the seal 
stones (my II.25) has been identified as a Cretan import and is dated to LH IIIA:1. However, 
besides the fibula1217  which, unfortunately, is not described in detail nor dated  none of the 
other finds so far seem to hint at external relations. 

In contrast, some of the less monumental chamber tombs in LH IIIA do attest to evidence 
for external relations. Indeed, chamber tomb 27 at Voudeni, which contained the remains of a 

(my II.26).1218 More examples come from well-published tombs at Spaliareïka, Mitopolis, and 
Monodendri (my II.27, II.28, II.34 and II.35). For each of these cases, the associated finds 
seem to indicate relatively wealthy burials.1219 Tomb 1 at Monodendri provides a particular 
case in point. While the western part of its burial chamber was destroyed during road works, 
the eastern part of the burial chamber was found intact. It yielded secondary burial remains, 
together with 12 LH IIIA:2 ceramic vessels, including a piriform jar imported from Crete or 
one of the other Aegean islands (my II.29), two steatite buttons, two razor knives, a 
whetstone, a stone pendant, 18 terracotta conuli, four lentoid seals made of steatite, three sea 
shells, a bronze ring with spiral endings (my III.48), two Mitanni cylinder seals (my II.34, 
II.35) and numerous beads of various shapes and materials. Of the beads, four were made of 
faience and were lantern-shaped; they are of a type which probably originated in the Argolid 
(my II.30  II.33; see Figure 39 and discussion below).1220 At Vrysarion, 12 of these beads 
were found in a chamber tomb (my II.11  II.22). Before discussing the contents of 
Monodendri tomb 1 in more detail, it is worth noting that Vrysarion has also yielded two LH 

IIIA ceramic imports from Elis (my II.12, II.13). 
Together with glass bead II.4, dated to LH II  IIIA, 
this makes Vrysarion an excellent candidate for a 
Prepalatial or early Palatial hub. 

Returning to tomb 1 at Monodendri, the date of its 
ceramics firmly place it in the Palatial period. In LH 
IIIA, this wealthy chamber tomb is unparalleled in its 
range of finds pertaining to external relations. Of these, 
the lantern-shaped beads are of particular interest to the 

present overview. These beads are attested in wealthy chamber tombs and cult deposits in 
Achaia, Elis, Boeotia, the Argolid, Rhodes, Cyprus, Anatolia, Syria, the Levant, Egypt and 
northern Italy between LH IIIA and LH IIIC. Rahmstorf notes that even though lantern-
shaped beads have been found at sites across the Mediterranean, they do not occur very often 
and usually only in small numbers. The only exception is Greece, where 53 out of the ca. 70 

                                                 
1215 Arena 2015, 18. 
1216 Kolonas 1988, 168-170; 2009b, 15-17. 
1217 Three fibulae (my III.55; III.56; III.57) from Voudeni are on display in the Patras Museum, as established 
during a visit in February 2014. As one of these could be the fibula from tomb 4, it is not inventoried separately.  
1218 Preliminary reports describe the tomb as containing the remains of three primary burials, accompanied by 14 
ceramic vessels, clay and steatite spindle whorls, beads of glass paste, amber and carnelian, part of a bronze ring 
and four arrowheads. Along the western wall, the remains of two more individuals were found together with10 
ceramic vessels, a gold necklace, a large number of beads of carnelian and glass paste, the cylinder seal, a clay 

bronze tweezers, and an arrowhead. See Kolonas 1994, 227-230.  
1219 For example, tomb 3 at Mitopolis and tomb 4 at Spaliareïka. These tombs are discussed in more detail in § 
5.4.4.a (Mitopolis) and § 5.4.4.c (Spaliareïka). 
1220 Giannopoulos 2008, 134-135; 2009, 120-126. 



 

196 
 

specimens have been found, including two golden ones. In addition, all of the sites outside 
Greece to have yielded these beads also contained Mycenaean pottery. According to 
Rahmstorf, this indicates their Mycenaean origin. To be precise, he argues that the ability to 
reproduce such a specific shape indicates that only a few workshops were involved in the 
production of these beads. He suggests Mycenae, Tiryns, and Thebes as possible locations for 
these workshops.1221 However, when we further consider that within Greece Mycenae stands 
out with 25 specimens alone1222 and that most of the exported Mycenaean pottery found 
overseas originated in the Argolid (see § 4.3.3), this seems to point more specifically to an 
origin in the Argolid rather than Boeotia. Giannopoulos points out that besides Mycenae, 
Achaia has yielded the largest concentrations of these beads (16 specimens).1223 At the very 
least, this indicates close connections between Achaia and the Argolid during LH IIIA.  

Moreover, the particular distribution of the lantern-shaped beads places Achaia in an 
interregional network that focused on the Argolid but also included northern Italy, the eastern 
Mediterranean, 
help to explain the occurrence of the various Mitanni seals in the region, as well as the Cretan 
seal stone and jar (my II.25, II.29) and the not yet mentioned Cypriot piriform jar (my II.37) 
in the Patras Museum. Just like the barrel-shaped bead(s) that proceeded them, these seal 
stones and jar could have been passed along from the Syro-Palestine and Cypriot coasts to 
Achaia through a series of interlocking regional networks. The existence in this configuration 
of particularly close ties between the northwestern and northeastern Peloponnese is further 
supported by a straight-sided alabastron imported from the Argolid (my II.36).  

The evidence discussed so far makes it difficult to reconstruct the scenario hypothesized by 
Arena in which ge goods and 

, but lost this access in the course of the Palatial period. With the exception of the 
Pharai Treasure, in both LH I  II and LH IIIA the evidence for external relations in Achaia is 
relatively inconspicuous and does not seem to indicate an unbridled flow of . Within 
Achaia, there does seem to be an increase in connectivity in LH IIIA in comparison to LH I  
LH II. 
seem to have yielded most of the evidence for external relations. Although less conspicuous, 
these burials do seem to have belonged to higher status individuals. When we examine the 
evidence for external relations more closely, it becomes clear that  based on the number of 
LH I  LH IIIA:1 imports  Katarraktis and Vrysarion can be identified as Prepalatial or 
perhaps early Palatial hubs. In contrast, Monodendri stands out for LH IIIA:2. This seems to 
tentatively indicate a switch from inland to coastal hubs but  admittedly  the data are too 
sparse to infer such a shift in network dynamics. In addition, the evidence from Monodendri 

and  networks identified for the Argolid (see § 4.3.3), at least in LH IIIA.1224 
Compared to LH I  II, these networks had a wider reach beyond the Aegean into both the 
eastern and western Mediterranean. In order to find out whether access to these networks was 
lost or maintained in the later Palatial era, let us now turn to LH IIIB.  
 

For LH IIIB, Catalog II shows a slight decrease in the number of entries (see Table XXXII). 
Yet when one disregards the large number of lantern-shaped beads inventoried for LH IIIA 
(16 specimens), the number of catalog entries actually increases in LH IIIB (from 11 to 24 

                                                 
1221 Rahmstorf 2005, 663-668. 
1222 Rahmstorf 2005, 665. 
1223 Giannopoulos 2009, 122. 
1224 Murray (2013, 294) suggests that in Achaia, the two networks were connected and that arrived in 
the region due to direct gift exchange with Mycenae.  
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specimens). Simultaneously, the evidence seems to point to a drop in connectivity between 
Achaia and the eastern Mediterranean. In fact, in contrast to the previous phase, there is not a 
single Mitanni cylinder seal reported from a LH IIIB context. It is tempting to infer from this 

orientalia and other prestige goods by the palaces as 
hypothesized by Arena. However, at the same time, it is clear that some objects from the 
eastern Mediterranean and Near East still reached Achaia in LH IIIB. First of all, a bronze 
strainer found near Patras (my II.49) may comprise a Cypriot import, as its only parallels are 
found in Cyprus and in the cargo of the Cape Gelidonya shipwreck. The ship is believed to 
have sunk around 1200 BC on its way from Cyprus to the Aegean, which could support a 
Cypriot origin for the Achaian strainer as well. However, an Aegean origin has also been 
proposed for it.1225 Second, a Cypriot angular piriform jar (my II.51) is reported from the old 
excavations at Klauss, a cemetery that is located in the Patras region as well. Finally, an 
unguent vessel found in tomb 5 in Spaliareïka in the Dyme area (my II.50) constitutes an 
import from Syria or Egypt. Although limited in number, these items suggest that at least 
western Achaia was not completely cut off from the eastern Mediterranean in LH IIIB.  

At the same time, the evidence suggests a continuation of intra-Aegean connections. For the 
Patras region, Moschos signals out two LH IIIB:2 warrior burials with daggers which bear 
particular testimony to this. The Patras warrior was buried in the largest chamber tomb found 
to date in the Odos Germanou cemetery. Besides a dagger, this burial was provided with a 
number of stirrup jars from Crete and the Argolid (my II.54-II.56), as well as a knife and a set 
of tweezers. Another Cretan stirrup jar comes from an older layer in the same tomb (my 
II.57).1226 Bronze tweezers, a knife with ivory handle and at least one stirrup jar from the 
Argolid (my II.59) are also reported for the Voudeni warrior. Although no stirrup jars from 
Crete are noted for this particular burial, two bronze ladles (my II.60, II.61) were among the 
grave goods which find close parallels in Crete. A rare Minoan-style larnax is also attributed 
to the tomb (my II.62).1227 Its exterior is decorated with a large octopus, while the interior is 
adorned with fish. According to the display in the Patras Museum, the larnax resembles 
Cretan specimens but differs in that it has two handles instead of four. The display further 
notes that the larnax was used as a container for a burial.1228 As the tomb is unpublished, it is 
unclear whether it held the remains of the Voudeni warrior or belonged to a different 
burial.1229 Nevertheless, it represents a prestigious find, meant to set those interred in chamber 
tomb 21 apart from other members of society by emphasizing their Cretan connections.  

An alabaster pyxis from the old excavations at Klauss (my II.40) may have had a similar 
purpose. It is a unique object, believed to originate from Crete due to the craftsmanship of its 
carvings and the use of alabaster as material.1230 The same excavations also yielded a ceramic 
kalathos, imported from the Argolid (my II.48), whereas the old excavations at Kallithea-
Spenzes have yielded a total of nine possible imports from neighboring Corinth (II.38-
II.46).1231 Although these finds cannot be conclusively tied to local elites, they do add to the 

                                                 
1225 Papadopoulos 1979, 153 with further references. 
1226 Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1993, esp. 211-212; 1994, 200, n. 178; Moschos 2009b, 350 and n. 24.  
1227 For the dagger, ladles and stirrup jars, see Moschos 2009b, 350 and n. 25. The bronze tweezers, knife with 
ivory handle and Minoan-

For more information, see http://monuments.hpclab.ceid.upatras.gr/index.php, accessed on the 20th of July 2015.  
1228 As established by the author during a visit to the Patras Museum in February 2014. 
1229 There are currently 77 chamber tombs reported from the cemetery at Voudeni, see Kolonas 2009b, 11. For 
tombs 1-45, a series of preliminary reports has appeared in Archaeologikon Deltion between 1988 and 1994. 
Curiously, chamber tomb 21 is absent from this series and is not described in Kolonas 2009b either.   
1230 Papadopoulos 1979, 151; Giannopoulos 2008, 56.  
1231 Two come from tomb A and seven from tomb B. Yalouris (1960, 43-44) catalogs all of these as LH IIIA  B 
but subsequently attributes a LH IIIB date to the first use of the tombs. For tomb A, a LH IIIB date is supported 
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impression that in LH IIIB the Patras region was the most connected area in Achaia. As was 
already discussed, a number of sites in the Patras region and Dyme area were still able to 
obtain some  in LH IIIB, while these are completely lacking from eastern Achaia or 
the Central area. In addition, it should be noted that while Cretan imports are absent from all 
of Achaia save for the Patras region, ceramics from the northeastern Peloponnese are not only 
found in the Patras region but in eastern Achaia and the Dyme area as well (my II.45, II.46, 
II.51). Again, the Central area is conspicuously absent from the dataset. This represents an 
important change in comparison to LH I  IIIA:1, when one of the most important hubs in 
Achaia was located in this area (Vrysarion). The image that is emerging is that different parts 
of Achaia were experiencing different degrees of connectedness in LH IIIB. While a network 
in which ceramics from the northeastern Peloponnese circulated connected most of Achaia, 
including the east, only western Achaia had access to some . Even more exclusive 
appears to be the Cretan network, in which only the Patras region participated. Based on this 
particular configuration, it may not be too farfetched to suggest that the few  present 
in Achaia made their way to the region via this Cretan network.  

Within the area around Patras, it is possible to identify the burials of warrior elites as 
 these warriors can be 

the same time, it is true that the range of connections and the range of goods used to display 
these connections seem to have changed. Instead of Mitanni cylinder seals and lantern-shaped 
beads attesting to wider Mediterranean relations, these burials pair intra-Aegean ceramic 
imports with bronze weapons and tools such as the two ladles to assert their status. Yet I find 
it unconvincing to explain this shift in terms of restricted access to prestige goods and 

 exercised in LH IIIB by the palaces. As the analysis of both the LH I  II and LH 
IIIA material indicates, these kinds of items were never abundantly available in Achaia to 
begin with. Therefore, the change in emphasis seems to have been a deliberate one on the part 
of Achaian elites. As we will see in Part II, it was not the only deliberate shift these elites 
were making from LH IIIB onwards. In fact, while warriors in the Patras region were focusing 
on intra-Aegean networks, their peers in the Dyme area started turning their interests 
westwards (see § 5.4.4.a). Let us follow their gaze and start with the analysis of the evidence 
in Achaia pertaining to relations with Italy and the Balkans, as inventoried in Catalog III.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                         
by the presence of a LH IIIB kyathos, while the situation is less clear for tomb B. For this reason, a LH IIIA date 
should not fully be excluded.  
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Part II: Analysis 
 

ntroduction 
This section analyzes the re

have already been discussed in Chapter 4, this chapter does not go into detail about the 
typology of all bronzes in Achaia. Instead, it presents a brief discussion of those types which 
we have not yet encountered and those which exhibit specific local peculiarities. The analysis 
starts with the weapons and tools. First, aspects of typology are addressed in § 5.4.2. Next, the 
regional and chronological distribution of this category of bronzes is analyzed in § 5.4.3. The 
purpose of this section is to determine whether it is possible to recognize different stages in 
network dynamics as was the case for the Argolid. In addition, it seeks to identify regional 
hubs in Achaia. Section 5.4.4 examines the contextual associations of the weapons and tools, 
in order to identify potential local hubs in the network. Sections 5.4.5 through 5.4.7 repeat 
these steps for the ornaments, while this category is confronted with the weapons and tools in 
the discussion in § 5.4.8.  
 
5.4.2. Weapons and Tools: Typology 
Chart III represents the distribution of various types of weapons and tools over Catalog III. 
Catalog 
much as in the Argolid, but it must be remarked that for Achaia a number of important sites 
are yet to be published. This means that more bronzes are to be expected in the future. When 
we consider the 72 bronzes known from the region thus far, they seem to show the reverse of 
the pattern witnessed in the Argolid (compare Chart III with Chart I in Chapter 4). In Achaia, 
weapons and tools constitute over 60% of the total, with both Naue II type swords and 
spearheads outnumbering those in the Argolid by more than 2:1. In contrast, Fontana di Papa 

merous in both regions, while Achaia has 
only yielded one Peschiera dagger less than the Argolid. Contextual analysis is required to 
determine whether this is a result of diverging depositional practices or rather constitutes a 
conscious emphasis on weaponry over tools by Achaian individuals.  
 

 
Chart  over Catalog III, consisting of 72 entries. 



 

200 
 

When we consider the occurrence of different types between Achaia and the Argolid, the 
new types that stand out im
the first two involve types of bronze armor for which currently no close parallels are known 
from the Argolid. The third type is even unique on the Greek mainland. As we will see below, 
the Scoglio del Tonno type razor only has parallels in Crete and Italy. Although the broader 

includes a type that we have not encountered in the Argolid. Besides entirely new types, there 
are also two types of weapons and tools that demonstrate local Achaian peculiarities in 

-
-shap

nearly all Naue II type swords belong to Group C, a subtype that so far has not been identified 
in the Argolid. These local peculiarities will be addressed in § 5.4.2.b and § 5.4.2.c; first, let 
us turn to the types of weapons and tools in Achaia that are entirely new. 
 

The first pair of leg greaves in Achaia (III.28) was discovered in warrior burial A at the site of 
Kallithea-Spenzes (Rabadania) in 1953. The associated pottery dates the burial to LH IIIC 
Middle:1  2 or Late.1232 At the time, the greaves represented a singular find for the Aegean 
Bronze Age, only to be paralleled in 1960 by a single greave in the LH IIIA Dendra warrior 
burial1233 and in 1965 by a pair in the LH IIIC Early or Late burial from the south slope of the 
Athens Acropolis.1234 In recent years, new pairs have come to light at Portes-Kefalovryso 
(III.12) in Achaia and at Kouvaras in neighboring Akarnania.1235 The western Greek pairs 
date between LH IIIC Middle  SM and are fitted differently from the Dendra greave. Instead, 
they find good parallels in a new type of greave that starts to appear from 1200 BC onwards 
in various parts of the Mediterranean and the Balkans. This new type is characterized by 
bronze wire fittings as opposed to being stitched to a fabric strap like the Dendra greave.1236 
For different regions, different iterations of this new greave concept can be distinguished. For 
greaves from the Carpathian basin, northern Italy and Athens, the wire is integrated (Figure 
40.1),1237 while greaves from southern Italy (including Sicily), Enkomi in Cyprus and western 
Greece are characterized by separate wire fittings (Figure 40.2  3).1238 Within this subgroup, 
an even smaller subgroup can be distinguished that ties together all of the western Greek 
specimens, the greaves from Enkomi and a single greave from Calabria in southern Italy. 
These greaves all share a separate fitting characterized by an S-shaped wire (Figure 40.3), in 
contrast to other southern Italian specimens (Figure 40.2).1239  

 

                                                 
1232 Giannopoulos 2008, 213-214. 
1233 For the Dendra warrior burial, see Åström 1977. It should be noted that only one greave was found with the 
corselet; there is discussion in the literature on whether it originally belonged to a pair or whether the wearing of 
one single greave on the left leg was the norm, see Everson 2004, 22. 
1234 In the original excavation report, the burial from the Athens Acropolis was dated to Early Geometric but a 
LH IIIC date has been proposed by Mountjoy (1984) and Bouzek (1985, 113). Mountjoy argues for a LH IIIC 
Early date based on the fact that a similar date was initially proposed for the Kallithea greaves and the 
correspondence of LH IIIC pottery from the fill of the tomb with Lefkandi phase 1. In contrast, Bouzek argues 
for a late LH IIIC date, based on his examination of the bronzes in the tomb. Considering the chronology of the 
greaves in other regions (see main text below), neither date can be excluded. 
1235 The warrior burial at Kouvaras is dated to SM, see Stavropoulou-Gatsi . 2012, 256. 
1236 Clausing 2002, 150, 171. 
1237 Clausing 2002, 150-162, esp. Abb. 4. 
1238 Clausing 2002, 162-168, esp. Abb. 9. 
1239 Clausing 2002, 163-165, Type 1B1. 
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Figure 40. Bronze greaves with wire fittings. 1) Integrated wire type, Malpensa, Lombardy, northern Italy 2) separate 
wire type with wire loops, Pontecagnano, Campania, southern Italy 3) separate wire type with S-shaped wire fittings, 
Kallithea, Achaia (adapted from Clausing 2002, 152, Abb. 1, 165, Abb. 8). 

While the S-shaped fittings allow us to reconstruct a link between the greaves in Cyprus, 
western Greece, and Calabria, their chronology complicates matters. The Cypriot specimens 
date to LC IIC and IIIA, which is contemporary to LH IIIB:2  IIIC Early in the Aegean, 
while the Calabrian greave comes from a FBA 1  2 context.1240 This can be synchronized 
with LH IIIC Middle  Late (see § 2.8  Table II), which makes the greaves in western 
Greece and Calabria contemporary to each other but creates a disconnect with the Cypriot 
specimens. With respect to this problem, Jung notes that although the Cypriot greaves are the 
oldest, they have no antecedents on the island. In the Aegean, a link between the LH IIIC 
greaves and the Dendra one can be excluded as well based on the different fitting methods. 
This leaves him to postulate an Italian origin for the greaves with S-shaped wire fittings, 
blaming disparate depositional practices in both Italy and the Aegean for the lack of earlier 
specimens in these regions.1241 
argument is flawed because there are no antecedents for the single Calabrian greave either. In 
fact, when we examine the chronology of greaves regardless of subtype it becomes clear that 
in both northern and southern Italy the greaves are poorly dated but seem to belong to the 11th 
to 9th centuries BC.1242 This means they do not predate the Calabrian greave. As for the 
greaves from the Carpathian basin, these tend to occur in hoards of Bz D  Ha A1, Ha A1, 
and Ha A2 date.1243 Bz D compares to LH IIIB:2 Late  LH IIIC Early in the Aegean, Ha A1 
                                                 
1240 Cyprus: one pair of greaves in chamber tomb 15 and fragments of at least one more greave in chamber tomb 
18 at Enkomi; Italy: one greave from tomb 2/1929 at Castellace di Oppido Mamertina in Calabria, see Clausing 
2002, 164; Jung 2009b, 75-76. 
1241 Jung 2009b, 76. 
1242 Northern Italy: Malpensa hoard (Lombardy): three single greaves, hoard dates to 10th century BC but at least 
one greave may be earlier, see Clausing 2002, 151; Desmontà cemetery (Trento): one pair, cemetery is probably 
in use between 11th and 9th centuries BC; Pergine stray finds or small hoard (Trento): two pairs, no other finds to 
indicate date, see  155-156. Southern Italy: Grammichele cemetery (Sicily): one pair, dating to 11th century 
BC; Pontegagnano cemetery (Campania): one pair, dating to 9th century BC; Torre Galli cemetery (Calabria): 
two single greaves in two graves, one unpublished, the other dating to 9th century BC, see  166-167; Canosa 
hoard (Apulia), one pair of greaves, dating to the 10th or 9th centuries BC, see  162. 
1243 Hoards of Bz D  Ha A1 date: Nadap: one nearly complete pair; fragments of two single greaves, 
Nagyveike: fragments of one greave, Rinyaszentkirály: nearly complete single greave, Esztergom-

-
Herzegovina): small fragments of one greave, see  

 greave, Poljanci (hoard I): small fragment of one greave (Croatia), see
. 154, 157-158.  
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to LH IIIC Middle:1  2 and Ha A2 to LH IIIC Late and SM (see § 2.8  Table II). The long 
date range assigned to the earliest Carpathian hoards makes it difficult to reconstruct the 
origins of the greaves.  

What we can offer, is the following. After their first occurrence in Cyprus and perhaps also 
the Carpathian basin in LH IIIB:2  IIIC Early, the greaves continue to be present in the 
Carpathian basin in what is LH IIIC Middle in the Helladic chronology. In this phase, greaves 
start to appear in northern Italy, southern Italy, and western Greece as well. In all of the 
aforementioned regions, different iterations of the new greave concept prevail. In connection 
to this, it should be noted that one of the Portes greaves is produced out of Cypriot copper, 
which points to local manufacture as explained in § 4.4.4.1244 At the same time, however, the 
singular occurrence of the separate S-shaped wire fittings in Calabria or of the integrated wire 
fittings in Athens indicate that cross-fertilization between these local manufacturing traditions 
does occur. Indeed, this also becomes evident when we look at the decoration present on the 
greaves. For example, while the pairs from Portes and Kouvaras closely resemble each 
other,1245 Bouzek ties the embossing technique used on the Kallithea pair to the type of 

1246 which is consistent with both the evidence for local 
production indicated by the Portes greave and by the prevalence of different fastening 

is something that we will also encounter below with the Group C swords (see § 5.4.2.c). It 
indicates the close interaction between the Carpathian basin, northern Italy, southern Italy and 
western Greece during LH IIIC Middle. 
 

 
Figure 41. 1) bronze headgear from Portes, Achaia 2) depiction of a Sea Peoples warrior with his helmet on the temple 
of Medinet Habu, Egypt 3) bronze strip from Szentgáloskér hoard, Hungary (adapted from Moschos 2009b, 357, Fig. 
1; Jung 2009b, 89, Fig. 2; Pabst 2013, 130, Abb. 8). 

                                                                                                                                                         
Hoards of Ha A1 date: Slavonski Brod (Croatia): fragments of at least one greave, see 153; there is also a 
stray find from Stetten (Austria), which may belong to Ha A1 but could also be of later date, see  154. 
Finally, half of a single greave comes from further afield from a hoard in Cannes-Écluse (France), but no date is 
mentioned by Clausing, see  155. Hoards of 

 160. 
1244 Jung . 2008, 90. 
1245 Compare Kolonas 2009a, 42, Fig. 55 (Portes) with Stavropoulou-Gatsi . 2012, 255, Eik. 7 (Kouvaras).  
1246 Bouzek 1985, 113-115. 
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Bronze headgear in Achaia was first recognized in the Portes warrior burial which has also 
yielded the greaves. The headgear (III.13  see also Figure 41.1) consists of bronze strips, 
decorated with alternating rows of ribs and rivets, which were stitched to a straw cap. Its 
discovery in 1994 has led to the reinterpretation of similar bronze strips and rivets found on 
earlier occasions elsewhere in the Aegean, such as in the aforementioned warrior burial A at 
Kallithea (III.28) and other warrior burials at Lakritha in Kefalonia and Fatoula-Praisos in 
Crete. According to Moschos, the headgear resembles the lower part of the Sea Peoples 
helmets depicted on the temple of Ramses III at Medinet Habu (ca. 1176  1172 BC), such as 
the one in Figure 41.2.1247 Jung suggests that organic caps with rows of bronze studs from the 
MBA Veneto in northern Italy are forerunners of the Aegean headgear. It should be noted that 
the Italian MBA can be synchronized with LH II  IIIA in the Aegean, while the Aegean 
headgear does not appear before LH IIIC Middle. Indeed, even the Egyptian relief (ca. LH 
IIIC Early) predates their occurrence. Jung argues that this lacuna in the evidence should be 
explained by the scarcity of LH IIIB  LH IIIC Early warrior burials in the Aegean.1248 An 
alternative explanation might be found in the recent identification of similar bronze strips in a 
number of hoards in the Carpathian basin (see e.g. Figure 41.3). The hoards date to Bz D  Ha 
A1 and Ha A1, which are contemporary to LH IIIB:2 Late  LH IIIC Middle and LH IIIC 
Middle (see above).1249Although this time span does not allow us to assign chronological 
priority to the Balkan pieces with certainty, it does fit the temporal occurrence of the Aegean 
headgear better than the Italian or Sea Peoples specimens. Therefore, it cannot be excluded 
that the headgear indicates Balkan-Aegean relations during LH IIIC Middle instead.   

Now that the armor types have been 
introduced, it is time to briefly discuss the razor 
III.42. It was found in burial H at the cemetery 
of Klauss, for which the associated ceramics 
suggest a LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early date.1250 
The razor belongs to the Scoglio del Tonno 
type, which is named after the site near Taranto 
in southern Italy. It is also described as a 

large opening in 
the center of its blade. Although this type of 
razor is named after a southern Italian site, all 
other Italian specimens come from the north. 
Therefore, the type is believed to originate in 
northern Italy.1251 Archaeometric analysis of the 
Klauss piece shows it shares the same chemical 
composition of bronzes found in northern Italy, 
which suggests it is indeed a northern Italian 
import.1252 For a long time, III.42 was a unique 
find in the Aegean. Recently, however, another 
specimen has been identified at the site of 
Kastrokefala near Iraklion in central Crete. The 
use of the acropolis has been dated to LM IIIC 

                                                 
1247 Moschos 2009b, 356-358. See also Jung 2009b, 82-83 who endorses this observation.   
1248 Jung 2009b, 82- 83. 
1249 For instance, in the Bz D  Brodski 

 (Croatia) or the Ha A1 hoard of Szentgáloskér (Hungary), see Pabst 2013, 132-133 and n. 148. 
1250 Papadopoulos/Kontorli-Papadopoulou 2000, 144-145; Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 85-86. 
1251 Blake 2014, 55. 
1252 Jung . 2008, 91.  

Figure 42. Scoglio del Tonno razors found in the 
Aegean. Left: razor III.42 from Klauss, Achaia. 
Right: razor from Kastrokefala, Crete (adapted from 
Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 86, Fig. 7; 
Kanta/Kontopodi 2011, 140, Fig. 7). 
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Early, which  following the latest work on comparative chronology  can be synchronized 
with late LH IIIC Early and early LH IIIC Middle on the Mainland.1253 This makes the two 
Aegean fenestrated razors roughly contemporary to each other. In northern Italy, the Scoglio 
del Tonno type razor is attributed to the RBA,1254 which overlaps with LH IIIB:1 to LH IIIC 
Middle:2 (see § 2.8  Table II). This date thus does not conflict with the chronology of the 
razors found in the Aegean. 

counted in Achaia. The first is a flange-hilted knife from Voudeni (III.59). As was explained 
in § 4.5.2.d, flange-hilted knives can be divided into two subtypes, the 

. In the Argolid, a flange-hilted knife from Mycenae has been 
attributed to the Mühlau group but not everyone agrees with this identification. In contrast, 
there is no doubt about the identification of the Voudeni piece as a Matrei knife, based on the 
characteristic indentation in the blade.1255 In the Aegean, Matrei knives are rare; dated 
specimens from Knossos and Lefkandi are attributed to LH IIIC Middle:2 and LH IIIC Early 
 LH IIIC Middle:1, respectively. In Italy and the Alps, the type dates to the end of RBA 2  

FBA 1 or Ha A1, which is contemporary in Aegean chronology to LH IIIC Middle.1256 This 
suggests a similar d
to the not previously encountered Peschiera type and comes from Klauss (III.44). It was found 

among the assemblage of warrior burial 2 in 

IIIC Middle:1  2. Constantinos Paschalidis 
and Photini McGeorge describe the knife as 
having a slightly concave blade, with a 
prolonged tip of which the end is missing. The 
back of the blade is trapezoidal and has one 
rivet hole, which was probably used to mount 
the separate hilt on.1257 This type of 
construction is also known as  (grip 
plate) and sets knives such as the Peschiera 

type apart from flange-hilted knives such as the aforementioned Matrei knives.1258 The type is 
frequently found at the type site of Peschiera del Garda in northern Italy and also occurs in the 
eastern Alps. In the Aegean, so far, the Klauss specimen comprises a unique find and may 
constitute an import.1259 

-
- -Aegean interface, Bouzek distinguishes four 

subtypes, based on the shape of the blade. Type A1 has a sharply curved blade, for which 
there are no close parallels in central Europe. This type occurs mainly in Epirus and Albania. 
Type A2 has a blade which is less curved and which more closely resembles European 
spearheads. Besides Epirus and Albania, this type is also found in the Ionian Islands. Type A3 
is solely found in Crete and has lateral ribs and an angular blade, while type A4 only has a 
slight curve in the blade and is characterized by a faceted socket. This last type is dispersed 

                                                 
1253 Kanta/Kontopodi 2011, 130. For Mainland-Crete synchronisms, see Pålsson Hallager 2007, 196, Tab. 1. 
1254 E.g. in Blake 2014, 55; De Marinis 2014, 21. 
1255 See Jung 2006, 54-55 for this distinctive feature on the Matrei type.  
1256 Jung 2006, 123-124, 201. 
1257 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 89-92 and Fig. 9d. 
1258 Rutter 1978b, 411; Van Bruggen 2010-2011, 3. 
1259 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 92. 
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over a larger area and occurs mainly in the Early Iron Age.1260 In Achaia, the first of the 
-

were excavated during road works in 1954 and contextual information has since been lost. 
Among the other reported finds are a Naue II type sword (III.01) and a bird vase, which 
Giannopoulos argues could all belong to the same warrior burial. If he is correct, the vase 
provides a date for the spearhead in LH IIIC Late.1261 -
spearhead (III.35) was found in Kallithea-Spenzes (Rabadania). It was leaning against the 
front right corner of chamber tomb O, with no associated burial or pottery. So far, other 
published finds do not predate LH IIIC Middle (III.32, III.33, III.34), which may provide an 

1262 
Together, these spearheads imply a regional network involving Achaia, the Ionian Islands, 
Epirus, and Albania. 
 

Site Context Reliable? Dating Type Remarks 

Kangadi Burial? No LH IIIC Late? Flamed Bouzek type A1 

Mitopolis Burial; old 
excavations 

No LH IIIB or early 
IIIC? 

Leaf Lateral ribs with 
vertical incisions 

Mitopolis Tomb 1; burial 
 

Yes LH III:A2 or IIIB:2 Leaf Lateral ribs; no 
visible decoration 

Mitopolis Tomb 1; burial 
 

Yes LH III:A2 or IIIB:2 Leaf No ribs or other 
visible decoration 

Portes Tomb 7 No LH IIIC Late? Leaf lateral ribs with 
horizontal ribs 

Gerokomeion Burial No LH IIIB  C Leaf Bouzek type B3; 
no ribs/decoration 

Kallithea - No LH IIIB or early 
IIIC? 

Leaf Lateral ribs; no 
visible decoration 

Kallithea Tomb B Yes LH IIIC Late Leaf Long socket; 
Bouzek type B2-3 

Kallithea Tomb O No LH IIIC Middle? Flamed Bouzek type A2 

Klauss - No LH IIIB or early 
IIIC? 

Leaf Lateral ribs; no 
visible decoration 

Klauss - No LH IIIB:2? Leaf - 

Klauss Burial;  
old excavations 

No - Leaf Long socket; 
Bouzek type B3 

Voudeni - No LH IIIB:2? Leaf No ribs or other 
visible decoration 

Voudeni - No LH IIIB:2? Leaf No ribs or other 
visible decoration 

Voudeni - No LH IIIB:2? Leaf No ribs or other 
visible decoration 

 
Another type of solid-cast spearhead to exhibit local features that we have not encountered 

-  spearhead. According to Jung , there are at least four 
spearheads of this type in Achaia which are characterized by dashed vertical decorations on 
the socket between the blades. These find an exact parallel in a burial in Bellaguarda in 

                                                 
1260 Bouzek 1985, 136-138. See also Sandars 1964.  
1261 Giannopoulos 2008, 204-205.  
1262 Bouzek 1985, 136-137 and Fig. 67.10. 
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Lombardy in northern Italy.1263 The burial belongs to an earlier stage of RBA, which  
according to Jung  can be synchronized with early LH IIIB (see § 2.8  Table II).1264 
Chemical analyses of the four Achaian spearheads indicate that three were produced locally 
while one comprises an Italian import. Of these, the only one that is currently published is a 
spearhead from Mitopolis (my III.04), which was shown to be of local manufacture.1265 
Besides the dashed decoration, the Mitopolis spearhead also has lateral ribs and a short 

-
wide distribution in the western Balkans, central Europe and Italy. Jung, however, points out 
that in Europe and the Balkans the socket is longer in proportion to the blade, whereas Italian 
spearheads have a relatively short socket.1266 
Mitopolis spearhead as a local imitation of Italian rather than European or Balkan spearheads.  

There are three more spearheads with lateral ribs in Achaia on display in the Patras Museum 
that resemble the Mitopolis spearhead.1267 These too have short sockets, but for two of them, I 
was unable to establish whether they bear the vertical incised dashes (III.38 and III.26).1268 
The third (III.14) is decorated with horizontal thickened ribs. It comes from Portes; curiously 
a spearhead from chamber tomb 7 in Portes is included in the group that was tested by Jung 

.1269 It seems likely that we are dealing with the same spearhead, although its appearance 
does not fully match the description of the type. If this is the case, perhaps the group of four is 
completed by III.38 from Klauss and III.26 from Kallithea, but this can only be confirmed 
through the final publication of the archaeometric results. Besides these four spearheads for 
which typological details clearly point to Italy, there are various other solid- -
spearheads in Achaia. First of all, two more come from Mitopolis (III.06; III.07). Spearhead 
III.06 also has lateral ribs and a short socket but its blade is more slender than that of the 
previous four, while III.07 is characterized by a short and compact blade without any form of 

-related 
typ 1270 In addition, chemical analysis indicates their local production.1271 To this list of 
short-socketed solid-cast spearheads may be added one from Gerokomeion (III.24), one from 
Klauss (III.39) and three spearheads from Voudeni (III.51; III.52; III.53)  all without further 
conspicuous traits. Whether the short solid-cast socket is a distinct enough feature to argue for 
an Italian link is not addressed in the literature, although it should be noted that the closest 
parallel for III.07 comes from the Pila del Brancon hoard in northern Italy.1272  

Before moving to the Naue II type swords, brief mention needs to be made of two solid-cast 
spearheads from the old excavations in Klauss (III.41) and Kallithea (III.31). In contrast to all 
of the aforementioned specimens, these two spearheads are characterized by a relatively long 
socket. Bouzek assigns the Klauss specimen to his type B3 (longer socket, bayonet-shaped 
blade  see § 4.5.2.b), which he regards most closely related to European parallels. Although 
not classified by Bouzek, the Kallithea specimen seems to fall between his types B3 and B2 

Klauss spearheads corresponds to that of Balkan spearheads such as a specimen from the Bz 

                                                 
1263 Jung 2006, 53-54; 2009b, 73-75; Jung . 2008, 91; Jung/Mehofer 2013, 182. 
1264 Jung 2009b, 73-74. 
1265 Jung 2009b, 75. 
1266 Jung 2006, 54; 2009b, 73. 
1267 As established by the author during a visit in February 2014. 
1268 At first glance, the pieces do not seem to be decorated. However, as I am not able to detect the dashes on the 
Mitopolis spearhead either while it is on display, I cannot exclude that dashed decoration will be revealed on the 
two spearheads upon closer inspection.  
1269 See e.g. Jung . 2008, 91. 
1270 Moschos 2009b, 350. 
1271 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 132. 
1272 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 131-132 and n. 107. 
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D  Ha A1 Drajna de Jos hoard in Rumania, cited by Nancy Sandars as a parallel for a leaf-
shaped spearhead with lateral ribs from Langada in Kos. As it is precisely this parallel that has 
led Jung to argue for a closer Italian analogy with respect to short-socketed spearheads, in the 
case of III.31 and III.41 the reverse argument can be made for a closer Balkan analogy.1273 

- -socketed 
spearheads place Achaia in interregional networks which were not only centered on (northern) 
Italy but also on the wider Adriatic and western Balkans.   
 

Kangadi Burial? No LH IIIC Late? B? Hilt ending broken 
off; possibly type B 

Portes Tomb 3, burial 2 Yes LH IIIC Middle:2  
Late 

C - 

Spaliareïka Tomb 2, assembl. 7 Yes LH IIIC Middle  
Late 

C - 

Spaliareïka Tomb 2, assembl. 6 Yes LH IIIC Late A/B Classified differently 
by different authors 

Kallithea Tomb A Yes LH IIIC Middle:1 
or Late 

C - 

Kallithea Tomb B Yes LH IIIC Late B  

Klauss Old warrior burial No LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

C - 

Klauss Tomb 
burial 2 

Yes LH Middle:1  2 C  

Krini-
Agios K. 

Tomb 2 No LH IIIC A - 

Krini-
Drimal. 

Tomb 3 Yes LH IIIC Middle:2  
(or earlier) 

C - 

Voudeni - No LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

C - 

Voudeni Tomb 67 No LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

- No pommel spur; not 
there or broken off? 

Voudeni Tomb 69 No LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

C - 

Nikoleïka Tomb 4 Yes LH IIIC Middle - - 

As already explained in § 4.5.2.a, Naue II type swords are divided into Group A, Group B and 
Group C swords based on their hilt ending. In the Argolid, it is not possible to classify most 
swords according to this typology, as none of the hilts are fully preserved. Those that can be 
classified belong to Group A (see Table X). In Achaia, the majority of the swords that are 
classifiable belongs to Group C (see Table XXXIV). Group C swords are found all over 
Europe and the Mediterranean (see Figure 44 below). In the north, they are distributed from 
Denmark and northern Germany to Bohemia, the Alps, and the Carpathian basin. In the south, 
Group C swords are found from Italy and Albania to the Greek mainland and further east 
towards the islands and even northern Iraq. With their characteristic pommel spur, Group C 
swords represent an adaptation of the Naue II type swords of Group A.1274 Pabst  like Catling 
before her  argues that the development of the Group C swords took place within the 

                                                 
1273 Sandars 1983, 54, Fig. 10a; Jung 2009b, 73. 
1274 Pabst 2013, 108.  
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Aegean, as pommel spurs have a longer tradition in Mycenaean- and Minoan-type swords but 
first appear further north with the Group C swords.1275 In the Aegean, so far no specimen 
predates LH IIIC Middle:2, while Group C swords in Italy and the Carpathian basin occur 
respectively at the end of the RBA/FBA 1  2 and during the Ha A1 phases.1276 As these 
phases are contemporary to LH IIIC Middle:2 in the Aegean (see § 2.8  Table II), this places 
the first occurrence of the Group C swords in the later Postpalatial period. 

In a number of papers, Jung and his colleagues draw attention to the distribution and 
typological traits of Naue II type swords in this period in Italy and the Aegean. First of all, 
they argue that the contemporary occurrence of Group C swords in Italy and the Aegean 
during the 12th century BC points to close interrelations between these two areas.1277 Second, 
they point out that Group C swords are more frequent in Italy and the Aegean than in Cyprus 
(see also § 4.5.2.a).1278 Finally, they observe that irrespective of the type of hilt ending, a 
subgroup of Naue II type swords can be identified in the Veneto and Achaia based on their 
specific blade profile. Jung . observe that many European Naue II type swords are 
characterized by a double-stepped profile running for the entire length of the blade, while 
such a profile only starts in the lower half of the blade for the swords belonging to the 
subgroup. In Achaia, the earliest of these is III.67 from Nikoleïka and dates to LH IIIC 
Middle:2  Late, while other unspecified specimens date to LH IIIC Late. In Italy, the earliest 
specimen is found in the Pila del Brancon hoard of final RBA 2  FBA 1 date, which is 
contemporary to LH IIIC Middle:2 (see § 2.8  Table II). Other swords of this type from the 
Veneto area date to the RBA 2 phase, which can be synchronized with LH IIIC Late and SM 
 EPG. According to Jung , the similarities in the blades of these Naue II type swords of 

Groups A, B and C suggest a close relationship between workshops in the Veneto and Achaia 
from LH IIIC Middle:2 onwards.1279 

Against this background, it is important to return to the Group C swords, as Pabst argues for 
a specifically Achaian origin of this subgroup.1280 By tracing various typological traits, she 
crafts a complex picture of interconnectivity in the later Postpalatial period through which 
Group C swords spread from Achaia to northern Italy and the northwestern Balkans. First of 
all, while the pommel spur can be found around the same time in all three regions, within each 
region disparate blade profiles can be recognized which go back to earlier local sword 
traditions. These traditions tie the sword production in northern Italy and the northwestern 
Balkans closely together, while the Aegean appears to be on a separate track.1281 Alongside 
these local traditions, however, a more generic lentil-shaped blade profile can be identified 
that is present in all three areas. In Slovenia, one of these swords likely comprises an Aegean 
import, based on chemical analysis of its copper composition, while another in the Veneto is 
locally produced.1282 In addition, Pabst traces a particular subtype of Naue II type swords with 
six rivets in the hand guard. This feature first appears in Group A swords in northern Italy and 
the Argolid but later also occurs in Group C swords in Achaia and northern Italy. Pabst thus 

 
northern Italy to the Greek mainland with the Group A swords and returns back to northern 
Italy via Achaia with the Group C swords.1283 A closer look at the distribution map in Figure 
44 in
                                                 
1275 Pabst 2013, 109-110. See also Catling 1961, 120-121. 
1276 Pabst 2013, 108.  
1277 Eder/Jung 2005, 487. 
1278 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 114. 
1279 Jung . 2008, 91-92; Jung/Mehofer 2013, 182.  
1280 Pabst 2013, 110-111, 118. 
1281 Pabst 2013, 112-114. 
1282 Pabst 2013, 114-115. 
1283 Pabst 2013, 115-118. 
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the Veneto, the area north of the Alps and the Carpathian basin. Nevertheless, the swords with 
six rivets show a different distribution from their counterparts with four rivets. The latter are 
far more common numerically and also occur in Albania and areas east of Achaia.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

briefly address the Group B swords as well. Group B swords are defined by Kilian-Dirlmeier 
as having a hilt with grip tongues and a slightly pointed tongue bridge. The blade is parallel-
sided and has a stepped cutting edge, whereas the shoulder has two or four rivets. Two swords 
in Bulgaria and one in Macedonia are cataloged as representing the type in the study region; 
Kallithea sword III.30 and possibly the Kangadi sword III.01 in Achaia are mentioned as 
representing the type outside the study region.1284 Since Kilian-  study, more 
swords have been attributed to Group B. In Italy1285 and Albania1286 single occurrences are 
noted, while in Achaia one more potentially qualifies in Spaliareïka (III.19). This sword, 
however, has also been designated as a Group A sword, as the partial conservation of the hilt 
ending allows for multiple interpretations. The same holds true for the Kangadi sword, which 
does not preserve the handle at all. In fact, many of the western Balkan swords which are 
currently assigned to Group B do not fully preserve their handle either.1287 This means that 
                                                 
1284 Kilian-Dirlmeier 1993, 96. 
1285 Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 114, n.14. 
1286 Aliu 2002, 222, Fig. 6.1; Koui  2006, 52. 
1287 The only exception in  the western Balkans is sword 237 in Kilian- catalog from Smirov dol in 
Bulgaria. The protrusion of the tongue bridge in this particular sword is so slight, however, that I see no problem 
classifying this sword as Group A. Indeed, Pabst (2013, 137-138) includes the sword in her list of Group 

Figure 44. Distribution of different varieties of Group C swords in Europe 1) Allerona/Stätzling 2) Casale 3) 
Donji Petrovci. Black symbols represent swords with four rivets in the hand guard, white symbols represent 
swords with six rivets (after Pabst 2013, 107, Abb. 2). 
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they could also effectively belong to Group A or C. This raises the question whether it is valid 
to recognize Group B swords as a separate subtype, rather than as a regional western Greek 
and/or Balkan variety of Group A or C swords. Unfortunately, as most Group B swords 
cannot be dated,1288 it is unclear whether they are closer in time to the former or the latter 
group. However, the three Achaian specimens all seem to be contemporary to the Group C 
swords. 

In short, the picture that arises from analyzing the local peculiarities of the typology of Naue 
II type swords in Achaia is intricate and multiplex. During the second half of the Postpalatial 
period, an interregional network appears to have been in place in which local and extra-local 
traits were continuously combined in different ways. Depending on what trait one follows 
through this web of interrelations, one can see close ties between Achaia and northern Italy, 
between Achaia and the northwestern Balkans or between the northwestern Balkans and 
northern Italy.1289 In order to determine whether the spike in interconnectivity symbolized by 
the later Naue II type swords represents an exception or actually ushers in a new stage in the 

ow turn to an analysis of the regional and chronological 
 

 

 

(see Map IV). They most frequently occur at sites in the Dyme area and Patras region, while 
eastern Achaia and the Central area have respectively yielded one and zero specimens. As we 

stribution pattern is 
                                                                                                                                                         
A/Reutlingen/Cetona swords. The same holds true for the Italian sword, no. 83 from Lipari. Although not 

is characterized by a tongue bridge that only rises minimally and, therefore, could 
also be interpreted as a variety of the Group A sword. See Bernabò Brea/Cavalier 1980, Pl. CCXCI, no. 83.  
1288 Kilian-Dirlmeier 1993, 100. 
1289 
the Corinthian Gulf (see my n. 606). While he mentions (2016, 352) three Achaian swords characterized by 

(2016, 353) the swords in Achaia as influenced by Italian examples.  
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likely the result of the investigatory biases discussed in § 5.2.1, with western Achaia having 
been the subject of many more rescue excavations. Yet this does not explain why ornaments 
are present in eastern Achaia. Therefore, we need to consider the option that the inhabitants of 

tools. In connection to this, it is interesting to note that the Naue II type sword from Nikoleïka 
(III.67), which c
literature as an import from western Achaia. This assertion is based purely on the fact that in 
eastern Achaia the Nikoleïka sword is unique, while western Achaia has yielded at least 13 
specimens.1290 
pending, it is not even sure whether III.67 comprises an Aegean product or an import from 
outside this area.1291 The latter is also possible, considering that the Nikoleïka sword bears a 
strong resemblance to a sword in the Veneto (see § 5.4.2.c). In addition, even if the analyses 
confirm the sword to be of Aegean manufacture, so far it has not been possible to detect 
regional products as most areas use Cypriot copper.1292 Therefore, it probably will remain 
open whether the Nikoleïka sword was imported from western Achaia.   
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Moving now to western Achaia, th

great contrast to the centralized pattern observed in the Argolid. Indeed, no less than six hubs 
can be identified in western Achaia, versus the two palatial hubs in the Argolid. These hubs 
are Portes, Spaliareïka, and Mitopolis in the Dyme area and Voudeni, Kallithea and Klauss in 

                                                 
1290 See e.g. Papadopoulos 1999, 273; Petropoulos 2007, 260; Giannopoulos 2008, 220. 
1291 Jung . 2008, 91-92 discuss the Nikoleïka sword as part of the group of swords with double stepped 
profile in the lower half of the blade. Within this group, they report one import while the rest was found to be 
locally produced. The import is not identified in the preliminary result, but will surely be discussed in the final 
publication of the project. See Jung . forthcoming. 
1292 For the use of Cypriot copper, see e.g. Jung/Mehofer 2013, 178 with further references.  
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they have yielded the most objects numerically and the greatest diversity of types (see Tables 
XXXV and XXXVI). As we will see below, these two sites also stand out in the distribution 

reason, it is particularly regrettable that the cemetery at Voudeni has not yet been 
published.1293 The identification of Voudeni as an important hub is based solely on those finds 
briefly noted in the literature1294 and those on display in the Patras Museum. For most of the 
objects on display, information is provided about the type of object, which allows for 

blade and part of the hilt of a short sword or dagger for which the type is not specified 
(III.50). The shape of the blade, the flanges on the hilt and a hint of a possible fishtail in the 
preserved part of the hilt ending suggest that we are dealing with a Peschiera dagger.1295 
Without the publication of their contexts, however, it is difficult to use the Voudeni bronzes 

Achaia. However, by means of typological comparisons, it is at least possible to give an 
indication of the date of some of the finds.   

 

Peschiera 
dagger 

Teichos Dymaion Acropolis Yes LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC 
Early 

Locally 
produced 

Scoglio del 
Tonno razor 

Klauss ChT H, 
b  

Yes LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC 
Early 

Import from 
Italy 

Peschiera 
dagger 

Voudeni - No LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC 
Early? 

Identification 
not secure 

 
For the Voudeni Peschiera dagger, for instance, we have other dated specimens from both 

within and outside Achaia. The three daggers in the Argolid have already been discussed and 

Early.1296 In Achaia, the second Peschiera dagger is a well-known specimen from Teichos 
Dymaion (III.20). It was found in the first destruction layer of the acropolis, which various 
scholars date to LH IIIB:2 Late, LH IIIC Early or LH IIIB:2/LH IIIC Early Transitional on the 
basis of their assessment of the ceramics found in this layer.1297 Together, the daggers from 
the Argolid and Teichos Dymaion allow us to suggest LH IIIB:2 to LH IIIC Early as a likely 
date for the dagger from Voudeni as well. For a long time, the Teichos Dymaion dagger was 
believed to be an Italian import,1298 but the recent chemical analyses by Jung . have 
shown it to be a local Aegean product  i.e. a product that cannot be distinguished from 
Mycenaean-type bronzes found in Achaia.1299 In contrast, as was already noted in § 5.4.2.a, 
they have demonstrated that the Scoglio del Tonno razor (III.42) was imported from Italy. 
This razor is contemporary to the Peschiera daggers, which means that both imports and local 
production occurred side-by-
appeared in Achaia. Whereas the two types discussed thus far cannot help us pinpoint the time 
of their arrival to either right before or right after the destruction of the palaces elsewhere (see 
                                                 
1293 A two-volume manuscript by Kolonas is reported as forthcoming in Moschos 2002; 2007; 2009b.   
1294 E.g. in Moschos 2009b, 380-381, n. 158.  
1295 See Bouzek 1985, 132-135 for the type.  
1296 They were found at Mycenae, Tiryns and Tsoungiza, see § 4.5.2.c. 
1297 Mountjoy 1999, 402 (LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early Transitional); Jung 2006, 204 (LH IIIC Early); Vitale 2006, 
187-188 (LH IIIB:2 mixed with later material). See also discussion in Catalog III at entry III.20.  
1298 See e.g. Papadopoulos/Kontorli-Papadopoulou 2000, 144. 
1299 Jung/Mehofer 2013, 182. 
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Table XXXVII), the chronology of our next type makes it clear that at least some types 
already arrived in Achaia  1200 BC.  

-shaped type spearheads with solid-cast socket (III.06; 

examined in more detail in § 5.4.4; for now, it is important to briefly discuss its chronology. 
In the final publication, Joulika Christakopoulou-Somakou assigns LH IIIB:2 dates to some of 
the vessels and the two spearheads found with the warrior.1300 Yet in her final discussion, she 
presents the burial as dating to LH IIIA:2 (see also the more detailed discussion of the context 
for III.06 and III.07 in Catalog III).1301 Although possible, this date would push back the first 

generally by two phases. Therefore, the LH IIIB:2 date is more likely. Indeed, Moschos, in his 
preliminary discussion of the burial and its spearheads, also dates the assemblage to LH 
IIIB:2.1302 This makes these two spearheads the ear
bronzes in Achaia. As was already discussed above, the region has also yielded several other 
solid-cast spearheads with leaf-shaped blades, mainly from the Patras region. Several of these, 
such as three specimens from Voudeni (III.55; III.56, III.57) are unpublished and thus cannot 
yet be dated by context. Based on their resemblance to the two Mitopolis spearheads and 
spearheads in the Argolid (I.48; I.88), a LH IIIB:2 date cannot be excluded.  

Others share a similar fate, due to their specific find circumstances. A good example is the 
Mitopolis spearhead with lateral ribs and dashed vertical decorations (III.04). As noted in § 
5.4.2.b, this spearhead finds a close parallel in a spearhead from Lombardy of LH IIIB date; 
other close parallels without linear decoration from Kos and the Veneto date to LH IIIB:2  
LH IIIC Early or slightly later.1303 This could perhaps suggest a similar date for the third 
Mitopolis spearhead and other spearheads with lateral ribs. However, for the spearhead from 
Portes (III.14) with horizontal decorations, a tentative date in LH IIIC Late is suggested in the 
literature, without reference to the associated ceramics.1304 As the tomb is disturbed and 
unpublished, this date is not certain; considering its relationship with the other spearheads 
with lateral ribs and the discovery of a LM IIIC Early stirrup jar1305 in the tomb, perhaps an 
earlier date is more likely. Finally, the leaf-shaped spearheads with long sockets from the old 
excavations at Kallithea (III.31) and Klauss (III.41) likely both belong to LH IIIC Middle:2  
Late, based on the ceramics associated with the Kallithea specimen.1306 This suggests that as a 

-shaped type spearheads occur in Achaia from LH IIIB:2 to 
LH IIIC Late (see also Table XXXIII in § 5.4.2.b above).  

So far, we have discussed types that seem to be introduced in Achaia right before or around 
1200 BC. Our next types of weapons and tools are first securely attested in contexts after 
1200 BC. In the Dyme area, all of the Fontana di Papa type knives (see Table XXXVIII) are 
found in well-published contexts. The first date to LH IIIC Early (III.08; III.16) and Early  
Middle (III.05), while a later knife belongs to LH IIIC Late (III.18). Some specimens also 
come from the Patras region, but as their contexts are unpublished it is unclear whether they 
are contemporary to those in the Dyme area (III.23; III.25). In any case, the presence of a 
concentration of Fontana di Papa type knives in Achaia, paired with the LH IIIC Early date, 
has important implications for our understanding of Postpalatial connectivity (see § 5.4.4.a). 
Another knife type (see Table XXXIX) that may first occur in Achaia during LH IIIC Early is 
                                                 
1300 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 30-44. 
1301 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 147. 
1302 Moschos 2009b, 350 and n. 26. 
1303 Jung . 2008, 91 and n. 91. 
1304 Jung . 2008, 91. 
1305 Moschos 1997, 293. As noted in the previous subsection, LM IIIC Early can be synchronized with late LH 
IIIC Early and early LH IIIC Middle on the Mainland. See § 5.4.2.a and  n. 1253. 
1306 For Kallithea, see Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 160-161; Giannopoulos 2008, 214, 218.  
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the Matrei knife from Voudeni (III.59). As was explained in § 5.4.2.a, its context is 
unpublished and a LH IIIC Middle date cannot be excluded. Indeed, all of the remaining types 
of weapons and tools are first securely attested from LH IIIC Middle onwards. The two 

- and III.35 (see Table XXXIII) date between LH IIIC Middle 
and Late. The same range is valid for the headgear, greaves and Peschiera knife (see Table 
XXXIX). The latter group of objects all comes from warrior burials. Kallithea warrior burial 
A and the Portes warrior burial, both with headgear and greaves, respectively date to LH IIIC 
Middle1307 and LH IIIC Middle to Late.1308 The Klauss warrior burial with the knife dates to 
LH IIIC Middle:1 or 2.1309 These burials have all yielded Naue II type swords, which form the 
bulk of the weapons and tools in the later Postpalatial period.  

 

Mitopolis  Yes LH IIIC Early  
Middle 

Twisted -  

Mitopolis ChT 4; burial A Yes LH IIIC Early Straight - 

Spaliareïka ChT 2; assemblage 5 Yes LH IIIC Early Twisted - 

Spaliareïka ChT 2; assemblage 6 Yes LH IIIC Late Straight - 

Chalandritsa - No - Twisted - 

Kallithea - No - Straight - 

 
Besides the swords in these contexts, several of the other published swords can also be 

assigned to the period between LH IIIC Middle  Late by means of associated ceramics (e.g. 
III.17; III.19; III.43  see Table XXXIV in § 5.4.2.c). For others, a similar date is suggested 
by means of typology. As was explained in § 5.4.2.c, so far no Group C sword predates LH 
IIIC Middle:2 and the majority of the swords for which their contexts are currently 
unpublished belong to this group, such as III.54 and III.61 from Voudeni. One exception that 
needs to be discussed is an unpublished sword from Krini-Agios Konstantinos (III.45). As of 
late, this sword has been the source of much confusion. In the literature, its context is both 
referred to as the Krini-Agios Konstantinos warrior burial and the Monodendri-Agios 
Konstantinos warrior burial.1310 As Monodendri is also the name of another important 
Achaian cemetery (see § 5.3.4), this can give the reader the impression of two warrior burials 
at two distinct cemeteries. More importantly, the Krini-Agios Konstantinos sword was meant 

the Krini-Drimaleïka Group C sword instead.1311 The correct sword is currently on display in 
the Patras Museum. It can clearly be identified as a Group A sword. Considering the 
typochronology of Naue II type swords in the Aegean, this suggests a pre-LH III Middle date 

                                                 
1307 Giannopoulos 2008, 213-214. 
1308 Giannopoulos 2008, 205-207. 
1309 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 89-92. 
1310 For Krini-Agios Konstantinos, see e.g. Giannopoulos 2008, 50, 125-127. See Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 165 for 
Monodendri-Agios Konstantinos. In the Patras Museum, both designations are used (Krini Monodendri-Agios 
Konstantinos). 
1311 This has led him to report that there were two swords from Krini-Agios Konstantinos, adding further to the 
confusion. In addition, we are now faced with the peculiar situation that the context for the Agios Konstantinos 
sword is published but its suggested date is based on the typochronology for the wrong sword. See Giannopoulos 
2008, 125-127 for the original publication,  forthcoming for the correction. It has come to my attention that 
the correct sword will be published by Kaskantiri and Giannopoulos in Jung . forthcoming. 
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for the Krini-Agios Konstantinos sword.1312 Due to the disturbed nature of the tomb, 
associated finds are not of much help in narrowing down this date. They even allow room for 
a date in LH IIIB, which would be in line with the earliest Group A swords in the Argolid.1313 
 
Table XXXI adgear and greaves in Catalog III. 

Greaves Portes ChT 3; burial 2 Yes LH IIIC Middle  Late - 

Headgear Portes ChT 3; burial 2 Yes LH IIIC Middle  Late - 

Greaves Kallithea ChT A; warrior Yes LH IIIC Middle or Late - 

Headgear Kallithea ChT A; warrior Yes LH IIIC Middle or Late - 

Peschiera knife Klauss ChT ; warrior 2 Yes LH IIIC Middle:1  2 - 

Matrei knife Voudeni - No LH IIIC Early? - 

 

unevenly distributed in space but also in time. Although there are sound indications that some 

occurs much later in time, during LH IIIC Middle and Late. This provides a great contrast 
with the Argolid, where all of the weapons and tools belong to the period between LH IIIB:2 
and LH IIIC Middle. It seems obvious to state that this difference in chronological distribution 

LH IIIC warrior burials. As noted in the previous chapter, such burials are completely absent 
from the Argolid for the period between LH IIIB and LH IIIC Late. In Achaia, in contrast, 
warrior burials are present in LH IIIB and are particularly ubiquitous in LH IIIC Middle  
Late. In order to understand how the emergence of the LH IIIC warrior burials in Achaia is 

context. For this reason, the next section presents a contextual analysis of the weapons and 
tools.  
 
5.4.4. Weapons and Tools: Contextual Analysis 

contexts. In contrast to the Argolid, most of the bronzes belonging to this category in Achaia 
are found in burials. Of the 43 weapons and tools found in burials, 22 come from a total of 14 
burials that are available for further study.1314 Of these, four burials are selected as a heuristic 
device through which to direct the contextual analysis. These are buria

Spaliareïka (warrior burial), and the warrior burial from chamber tomb A in Kallithea. For 
each of these, the first step is to briefly discuss the direct contextual associations at the level 
of the individual burial, before moving to more indirect associations in space and time. In the 
analysis, we move from the individual burial to the tomb, the cemetery, the microregion and 
Achaia as a whole. In order to identify potential local hubs, the selected burials do not only 

                                                 
1312 The title of the forthcoming publication of the sword seems to hint at a similar conc   

 Naue II   -   (transl. An early Naue II sword from Krini-Agios 
). See Kaskantiri/Giannopoulos forthcoming.   

1313 In the burial chamber, two burial layers can be distinguished. The Naue II type sword belongs to the oldest 
layer. In the younger layer, two ring vessels were uncovered which cannot be dated more precisely than LH IIIC 
due to their fragmentary preservation. This means a LH IIIB date cannot be excluded for the older burial layer. 
See Giannopoulos 2008, 126 (who arrives at a different date based on the typology of the wrong sword). 
1314 The other 21 are either unpublished or do not provide sufficient contextual information for further analysis. 
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cover a broader social spectrum. In addition, the burials allow for comparisons between LH 
IIIC Middle  Late and the preceding period and between the Dyme area and Patras region, as 

further step towards contextualization is made in section § 5.4.7, where a number of Achaian 
 

 

 

Mitopolis is located at about 14 kilometers to the southeast of Kato Achaia, the Classical polis 
of Dyme.1315 Nikolaos Kyparissis first reported on remains of a Late Bronze Age settlement 
and a destroyed chamber tomb cemetery in the vicinity of the town in 1929.1316 During the 
1960s, the Patras Museum acquired the finds from a Mycenaean burial which were discovered 
by a farmer cultivating his fields in the locality of Profitis Ilias. The cataloged finds consist of 
a bronze , and the bronze spearhead III.04, which we 
have already encountered in the previous subsections.1317 Matthäus reports further 
unpublished tomb finds from Mitopolis, including a number of ceramic vessels, a bronze 
wheel-
literature, is mistakenly identified as a European import.1318 For these finds, the locality is 
unfortunately not specified in the museum catalog. In the 1990s, the Greek Archaeological 
Service excavated seven chamber tombs in the locality of Agia Varvara.1319 This site likely 
represents the destroyed chamber tomb cemetery reported by Kyparissis,1320 but it is unclear 
whether it has any relationship with earlier finds.1321 What is evident, however, is that the 
seven tombs only represent a small part of a much larger cemetery, spanning perhaps as much 
as 25 ha.1322 As a caveat, therefore, it should be noted that the seven currently excavated 
tombs do not constitute a representative sample of the cemetery population.1323  
                                                 
1315 Giannopoulos 2008, 36. 
1316 Kyparissis 1929. 
1317 Mastrokostas 1961-1962, 129-130. 
1318 Matthäus 1980a, 120; 1980b, 279-281. For publications that mistakenly identify the bowl as a European 
import, see Papadopoulou 2007, 460 and n. 11; Moschos 2009b, 351, n. 32, and the note for my cat. no. III.03. 
1319 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010.  
1320 Giannopoulos 2008, 37; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 157.  
1321 In the literature, Profitis Ilias and Agia Varvara are regarded as two separate sites, see e.g. Moschos 2002, 
16, Fig. 1 (D 14 and D 15). 
1322 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 29, 157. 
1323 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 153. 
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III.06 and III.07, the deceased was furnished with a bronze dagger, a bronze knife, a bronze 
razor and five stirrup jars.1324 None of the stirrup jars appear to have been imported.1325 Yet 

thought to have contained luxurious perfumed oil.1326 They are associated, as Eder puts it, 
nd Early Iron Age ruling elites.1327 

Also befitting of this emphasis on (male) beauty is the bronze razor, while the bronze dagger 
and spearheads appeal to other elite ideals  those of warriorhood and connectedness (see also 
§ 4.5.3.a and b). Together, the d
status and identify the deceased as a member of the warrior elite. As for the other individuals 
interred in tomb 1, their status is more difficult to ascertain. None of the other burials clearly 

interred after the warrior is possibly the secondary burial A, comprising of a skull, a number 
of bones, a LH IIIC Early stirrup jar, a cup base or lid of LH IIIC typology and a Mycenaean-
type spearhead.1328 The assemblage is too sparse to speak of a second warrior burial, but the 

with a Fontana di Papa type knife (III.05), two LH IIIC Early  Middle stirrup jars and a 
double kernos of the same date.1329 The latter vessel is believed to have a religious 
function,1330 while the stirrup jars and Fontana di Papa type knife can once more be tied to 
personal care. 

In addition, Fontana di Papa type knives are usually regarded to represent some form of 
connectivity between the Aegean and Italy (see § 4.5.2.e). Seven specimens are known in 
Italy, one of which comes from Ortucchio in the Abruzzo area in central Italy, two from 
unknown localities and four from the Colli Albani area, located 20 kilometers southwest of 
Rome.1331 In the Aegean, a single occurrence is noted from Perati.1332 Larger concentrations 
come from Crete (five specimens),1333 the Argolid (six specimens)1334 and now Achaia (six 
specimens).1335 Beyond the Italo-Aegean interface, one specimen is known from Hattusa in 
central Anatolia as well.1336 At first glance, this distribution pattern indicates the presence of 
an extensive Italo-Aegean network, reaching from the Tyrrhenian coast in Italy to the Greek 
mainland and Crete. Yet the chronology of Fontana di Papa type knives complicates this 

Papa type knives in LH IIIC Late  SM (see § 4.5.2.e). To be more precise, she specifically 
describes the twisted type and cites only the knives from Karphi in Crete, as well as one from 
Spaliareïka in Achaia. None of the Italian specimens are noted, yet she uses these knives to 
make a case for Cretan involvement in relations between the western Peloponnese and central 

                                                 
1324 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 33-34. 
1325 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 40-41, T1/22  T1/26. 
1326  
1327 Eder 2006, 557.  
1328 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 32. 
1329 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 33. 
1330 Mountjoy 1993, 124-125 and Tab. IV.  
1331 Bianco Peroni 1976, 57. 
1332 Iakovidis 1970, 346, Eik. 151, M136. 
1333 Karphi: Pendlebury . 1937-1938, Pl. 28.2, nos. 510, 540, 645, 687; Psychro: Boardman 1961, 19, Fig. 5, 
Pl. 10, no. 72. 
1334 See my cat. nos. I.03, I.04, I.26, I.38, I.43, and I.47. 
1335 See my cat. nos. III.05, III.08 III.16, III.23, and III.25. 
1336 Sandars 1963, 142 (Boghazköy). 
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Mediterranean in LH IIIC Late and SM  perhaps mediated through Cypriot agents.1337 This 
reconstruction is problematic, as most Achaian knives predate this period (see Table XXXIV 
above). Besides the LH IIIC Early  
IIIC Early ones as well. The first comes from tomb 4 at Mitopolis (my III.08), while the 
second is, in fact, the very knife that Borgna cites from Spaliareïka (my III.16; see § 5.4.4.c). 

Now 
reconstruction, how do we reconstruct connectivity? In Crete, besides the late knives from 
Karphi, there is only one specimen from the Psychro cave that belongs to the Fontana di Papa 
type. Unfortunately, this knife cannot be dated.1338 In Italy, only the eponymous specimen 
offers a secure date. It comes from a burial which belongs to the advanced FBA (see § 
4.5.2.e), a period which can be synchronized with EPG or perhaps SM in the Aegean (see § 
2.8  Table II). Three others come from cemeteries excavated in the early 1800s in the Castel 
Gandolfo area.1339 Although the contextual data are lost, a restudy of old finds and a new 
excavation project have revealed that the cemeteries were first used towards the end of the 
FBA.1340 This means that the earliest possible date for these knives roughly coincides with 
that of the specimen from Fontana di Papa and does not precede it. This leaves us with the 
mainland knives. As discussed in Chapter 4, in the Argolid most Fontana di Papa type knives 
do not offer us any clues regarding their date. Those that do, however, can tentatively be 
placed in LH IIIB:2 (I.38; I.43; I.47). If correct, this makes them roughly contemporary to the 
first Fontana di Papa type knives in Achaia. Based on what is currently published regarding 
these knives, therefore, it seems that originally Fontana di Papa type knives represent a 
network linking up Achaia and the Argolid during LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early. Only during 
LH IIIC Late  SM, these items are injected into wider interregional networks, which involve 
Crete and the Tyrrhenian coast of Italy as well.  

publication of the Mitopolis cemetery, Christakopoulou-Somakou reports that both Fontana di 
Papa type knives found on site are demonstrated to be of Italian-related typology , based on 
chemical analyses of the copper conducted by Jung .1341 One wonders whether this 
cryptic description is meant to convey that the knives are identified as imports from Italy, 
since chemical analyses cannot demonstrate typology. If true, this leads to a rather puzzling 
situation. First of all, this would mean that there is a gap of over a century between the first 

1342 Although in and of itself, 
this could be the result of diverging depositional practices interfering with the survival of 
earlier knives in the archaeological record, there is a second aspect that requires consideration. 
For LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early, the Colli Albani, and wider Tyrrhenian coast do not yield any 
evidence for links with the Aegean.1343 It is only at an advanced stage of LH IIIC Middle:2 
that such evidence becomes available.1344 This makes it unlikely that the Tyrrhenian coast was 
                                                 
1337 Borgna 2013, 136 (citing Pendlebury  1937-1938, Pl. 28.2 which depicts twisted knives 540, 645, and 
687, and straight knife 510 from Karphi), 137 and n. 24 (citing Giannopoulos 2008, 142 who describes the 
twisted knife dating to LH IIIC Early and the straight knife dating to LH IIIC Late at Spaliareïka). 
1338 Boardman 1961, 19, no. 72. 
1339 Bianco Peroni 1976, 57, no. 250 (Fontana di Papa), nos. 251, 253, and 255 (Castel Gandolfo). 
1340 See e.g. Angle . 2014, 947. 
1341     [transl. 

 of Italian-related typology, as evidenced by recent chemical analyses of -
Somakou 2010, 136.  
1342 Between LH IIIC Early (III.08) and the advanced FBA, which can be synchronized with SM  PG, are ca. 
150 years, see § 2.8  Table II.  
1343 Blake 2014, 158, 161, Tab. 6.1 (relating to the RBA, which can be synchronized with LH IIIB Early to the 
beginning of LH IIIC Middle:2 in the Aegean, see § 2.8  Table II).  
1344 Blake 2014, 165, Tab. 6.2 (relating to the FBA, of which the start can be synchronized with an advanced 
stage of LH IIIC Middle:2 in the Aegean, see § 2.8  Table II).  
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already exporting these knives in LH IIIB:2. Finally, there are typological details to consider. 
As was noted in § 4.5.2.e, Fontana di Papa type knives of the Aegean series are characterized 
by a blade type that is different from that of their Italian counterparts. The Mitopolis knives 
conform to the Aegean series; if they constitute imports this would mean that these first 

-curved profile. While the aforementioned aspects are not 
beyond the realm of possibility individually, together they appear to be implausible in the face 
of the current evidence. Therefore, for now, it seems best to treat the two Fontana di Papa 
type knives from Mitopolis as evidence for intra-Aegean connectivity.  

Now that this i
emphasis on personal care, ritual and intra-Aegean connectivity, it can be concluded that we 

ibly 
burial A, however, this individual does not display a warrior identity. The second Fontana di 
Papa type knife that stems from the Mitopolis cemetery, however, may be associated with a 
warrior burial. The knife was found in chamber tomb 4 among the burial assemblage of 
primary burial A, which  besides the knife  also contained a LH IIIC Early stirrup jar and an 
alabastron. Between burial A and the adjacent burial B were also located a Mycenaean-type 
spearhead and a spear butt, representing the remains of a wooden spear. Christakopoulou-
Somakou suggests that the spear was either positioned along the back of individual B or was 
placed in the hand of individual A.1345 If the latter is correct, this could mean that the Fontana 
di Papa type knife was associated with an early Postpalatial warrior burial. As we will see 
below, one of the Fontana di Papa type knives in Spaliareïka is, in fact, found with a warrior, 
while the case can be made that the second knife belonged to either another warrior burial or 
to the burial of a high-status female. This indicates that Fontana di Papa type knives are 
usually found with high-status individuals, whether warriors or members of the wider social 
elite. This could support the reconstruction of associating the spear with burial A as well.  

Chamber tomb 4 is the only tomb of the seven excavated at Mitopolis that is first in use in 
LH IIIC Early. All of the remaining tombs are first occupied in LH IIIA.1346 Of these, 
chamber tomb 3 likely predates the construction of tomb 1 and offers no clear indications of 
use after LH IIIA:1.1347 In the burial chamber, primary burials A and B were found without 
funerary gifts. Against the wall, the secondary 

. This individual was lavishly furnished with a necklace made of gold and glass beads, two 
terracotta Phi figurines, two fragmentarily preserved bronze knives, a LH IIIA:1 alabastron 
and more beads of carnelian, gold, and amber. More bones belonging to this individual were 
uncovered in the dromos, as well as  presumably  more of their burial assemblage. Besides 
a large quantity of LH IIIA:1 ceramics, a fragmented bronze ring, more gold and carnelian 
beads, a lentoid seal and Mitanni cylinder seal (my II.27) are the most notable finds.1348 The 

identify the deceased as a high-status 
individual. Although not as lavish, the slightly later chamber tombs 5 and 6 have also yielded 
important objects belonging to LH IIIA:1  2 and LH IIIB, including a bronze spearhead and 
a pair of tweezers.1349 In addition, chamber tomb 2 shows continuity in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC 
Early whereas chamber tomb 7 seems to be reused in LH IIIC Early  Late.1350 Overall, we 
get the impression that within the Agia Varvara 
firmly embedded in a local LH IIIA  B elite group that continued in LH IIIC.  

                                                 
1345 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 73-74. 
1346 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 73-78, 151, 153. 
1347 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 151. 
1348 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 58-67. 
1349 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 82-91, 97-103, 152. 
1350 Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 50-54, 148-149 (chamber tomb 2), 107-111, 152 (chamber tomb 7). 
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this elite group. This would certainly fit within the wider microregion, as so far Mitopolis is 
the only site to have yielded warrior burials of LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early date in the Dyme 

weapons and tools, regardless of whether they are deposited with warriors or other members 
of the elite (see Map IV). This makes the Mitopolis elites excellent candidates for the role of 
local hubs in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early. Besides Mitopolis, Teichos Dymaion and 

area, but these cannot be securely associated with warrior burials. As we will see below, 
however, it is clear that the objects at Spaliareïka were buried with members of the local elite. 
This could suggest that more in general, elites in the Dyme area were involved in the Italo-

When we venture outside the Dyme area, we encounter a n
and tools in the Patras region as well (see Map IV). One of these comes from the earliest 
burial of tomb H at Klauss, which  as is addressed below  does not seem to conform to the 
notion of a warrior burial. For the others, the contextual association cannot yet be determined. 
Yet from the Patras region come the most interesting parallels for the warrior burials at 
Mitopolis, in the form of the two warrior burials at Patras and Voudeni.   

In particular, these burials seem 

stirrup jars and a bronze tool for personal care (i.e. a personal item). In the case of the two 
warriors f
Mitopolis is given a razor instead. No additional items are gifted to the Patras warrior, while 
the Voudeni warrior is also given the two  Minoan-style bronze ladles and  perhaps  the 

1351 A 

rhead. The potential warrior burials A 
in tomb 1 (stirrup jar, spearhead) and A in tomb 4 (stirrup jar, spearhead, personal item) seem 

that on the one hand, the warrior elites in the Dyme area are keeping up with their peers in the 
Patras region. At the same time, however, they are asserting their own individuality. As was 
noted in § 5.3.5, the warriors in the Patras region are buried with imports from the Argolid 
and Crete. These items are largely lacking from the burials of the Mitopolis warriors, except 

tools. Therefore, their choice to turn their gaze from intra-Aegean to what may be called 
- 1352 connections is what initially sets the Mitopolis warriors apart from those in 

the Patras region As we will see below, however, the latter are soon to follow suit. 
 

The chamber-tomb cemetery of Klauss is named after the winery of Gustav Clauss. This 
winery is located at the southeastern edge of Patras, at the foot of Koukoura hill. In older 
publications, the cemetery is also referred to as Antheia, which is the name of one of the three 
settlements from which the Classical polis of Patras arose.1353 Recently, excavations at nearby 

                                                 
1351 Moschos 2009b, 350. 
1352 - - -

eraction occurring between areas situated roughly around the 

times more clearly point to southern Italy, at other times to areas in the head of the Adriatic and at other times 
still to areas further afield such as the Carpathian basin.   
1353 Papadopoulos 1979, 27; Giannopoulos 2008, 55-57. 
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Mygdalia hill have revealed the remains of the associated Mycenaean settlement (see § 5.2.2). 
The first 12 chamber tombs at Klauss were excavated by Kyparissis in the 1930s. While 
preliminary reports exist from these earlier excavations, a final publication of the cemetery 

1354 
This is particularly regrettable, considering that the old excavations yielded many important 
finds. Among them are the Cretan alabaster pyxis (II.47) and other imports inventoried in 
Catalog II, as well as the long-socketed spearhead (III.41) discussed in § 5.4.2.b. The latter 
was excavated in the same year as a Naue II type sword (III.40) but, from the preliminary 
report, it is not clear whether both belonged to the same tomb.1355 In the 1990s, Thanasis 
Papadopoulos and Litsa Kontorli-Papadopoulou excavated 16 more tombs at Klauss.1356 A 
first analysis of the material has recently been published by Paschalidis and McGeorge. Their 
report summarizes the finds for the Palatial period and focuses on a number of Postpalatial 
finds in more detail.1357 It is, however, not exhaustive. Fortunately, there are plans to publish 
the Klauss cemetery as a whole in the future.1358  

Tomb H is one of the chamber tombs uncovered in the new excavations. Judging from the 
brief description of earlier finds, the tomb was first in use during LH IIIA  B. For this phase, 
secondary burials are noted, as well as the bone hilt plate of a knife.1359 In addition, a stirrup 
jar and a juglet are mentioned, belonging to LH IIIC Early  Middle:1.1360 The earliest of 

25- to 35-year-old male 
who was 1.70 meters tall. His burial can be dated to LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early (Moschos 
phase 1; see § 2.8  Figure 5) on the basis of a flask, deep bowl and stirrup jar which were 
among the burial gifts. Besides these Mycenaean-type ceramics, the deceased was also 

                                                 
1354 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 79. See also Kyparissis 1936; 1937; 1938 for these succinct preliminary reports 
and Papadopoulos 1979 for the publication of the finds.  
1355 Kyparissis 1938, 118; see also the remark by Jung 2009b, 75, n. 8. Due to the lack of detail in the original 
report and the fact that the bronzes were sent to Athens for restoration, there has been considerable confusion 
regarding the identity of the spearhead found in the same year as the Naue II type sword. In order to remedy this, 
it is necessary to briefly untangle the web of citations, starting with the original excavation report. In the report, 
four tombs are described as being excavated that year, yielding a large number of ceramics and a few bronze 
items. Kyparissis (1938, 118) includes a photograph of these bronzes, depicting the long-socketed spearhead, the 
Naue II type sword, and two bronze knives. For none of the finds, the context is discussed and only the sword is 
described in more detail. Next, Papadopoulos 1979, 292, Fig. 316e publishes the long-socketed spearhead as 
Athens 10183. It is also cataloged by Avila 1983, 43-44, Taf. 15, no. 98, who erroneously cites Kyparissis 1936, 
95ff regarding its context. In this earlier report, a bronze spearhead is mentioned but it was found two years prior 
to the long-socketed spearhead. Around the same time, Bouzek 1985, 138, B3, no. 1 classifies the spearhead as a 

opoulos subsequently 
rediscovered the Naue II type sword in the National Museum in Athens (Athens 10186), together with a 
Mycenaean-type spearhead with split socket. This spearhead, Athens 10185, had remained unknown and is 
published in Papadopoulos-Kontorli Papadopoulou 1984  together with the sword  as stemming from the 1938 
excavations. While it is certainly possible that a second spearhead was found that year, the fact remains that in 
the 1938 report (p. 118) only the long-socketed spearhead is depicted and reported (Kyparissis only notes one 
spearhead). In fact, it cannot be excluded that the Mycenaean spearhead is the one noted in Kyparissis 1936, 99. 
However, citing Papadopoulos/Kontorli-Papadopoulou 1984, Giannopoulos (2008, 219) presents the Naue II 
type sword and Mycenaean-type spearhead as coming from the same warrior burial. While he subsequently notes 
(n. 104) that it is not entirely certain that these two objects stemmed from the same burial, he fails to mention it 
is not even certain whether they were found in the same tomb, let alone in the same year. In contrast, the long-
socketed spearhead which certainly was found in the same year as the Naue II type sword all but disappears from 

 
1356 Papadopoulos 1988; 1989; 1990; 1991b; 1992.  
1357 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009.  
1358 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 79.  
1359 Paschaldis/McGeorge 2009, 84. 
1360 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 86-87. 
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1361 More handmade sherds were 
found in the dromos fill.1362 Although the study of the cup and sherds was not completed at 
the time of publication, Paschalidis and McGeorge connect the cup to northern Italy. They 
argue that together, the razor, cup, and sherds suggest that the burial in tomb H belonged to an 

1363 While Jung, Moschos, and Mehofer do not discuss the 
HBW, they arrive at a similar conclusion based on the fact that the razor is tied to personal 
use. They, however, also put forward the alternative explanation that the deceased individual 
did not originate from Italy but just spent a number of years overseas instead.1364   

deceased. In order to discuss this point further, it is necessary to first contemplate his social 
 the new excavations at Klauss. 

Although most of the chamber tombs were certainly in use during LH IIIIA and LH IIIB, all 
of the material from the Palatial period proper is found in disturbed, secondary deposits.1365 
Nevertheless, some intriguing finds reportedly come from these deposits. A first notable find 
is a bronze kalathos handle from tomb N. In the excavation report, this handle is assigned to 

1366 but in their analysis, Paschalidis and McGeorge discuss this object in the 
framework of secondary deposits.1367 These conflicting reports are particularly unfortunate, as 
metal vessels are extremely rare in Achaia.1368 In fact, there are only a handful of examples 
that postdate the group of vessels from the Prepalatial Pharai Treasure (see § 5.3.3). Besides 
the Cypriot bronze strainer (II.49) mentioned in § 5.3.5, these include a bronze bowl from the 
Portes warrior burial, the kalathos handle from tomb N in Klauss and another bronze kalathos 
from Spaliareïka tomb 2.1369 As we will see below, the latter was likely used as a cremation 
urn for a member of the warrior elite in LH IIIC Early or Middle:1 but may have been 
produced during LH IIIA  B in the Argolid. In connection to this, it is interesting to note that 
tomb N has also yielded a Postpalatial cremation burial.1370 Therefore, if indeed the kalathos 
handle came from a secondary deposit as Paschalidis and McGeorge state, it cannot be 
excluded that it originally belonged to the cremation.1371 In any case, considering their rarity 
in Achaia, it is evident that metal vessels were the prerogative of the (warrior) elite.  

Another possible indication of Palatial or early Postpalatial elites at Klauss is a dagger of 

Achaia with warrior burials of LH IIIB:2 date. Unfortunately, the context of the type D dagger 
at Klauss is not published in detail. In the excavation report, it is described as belonging to a 

assemblage further included a pair of bronze tweezers, several spindle whorls, and 15 ceramic 
vessels, among which were six stirrup jars.1372 A LH IIIC Early  Middle:1 stirrup jar, 
identified by Paschalidis and McGeorge as a Cretan import or imitation, seems to be one of 
                                                 
1361 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 85-86 and Fig. 6. See also Papadopoulos 1991b, 80. 
1362 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 86. 
1363 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 85-86 and Fig. 6. Note that the figure caption denotes burial   
1364 Jung . 2008, 91. 
1365 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 81. 
1366 burial chamber and 
was also furnished with a stirrup jar and spindle whorl.  
1367 Paschaldis/McGeorge 2009, 81-82. 
1368 Papadopoulos 1979, 151-153. See also Jung 2007b, 218 about the rarity of metal vessels in LH IIIC graves 
more specifically.  
1369 Giannopoulos 2008, 168.  
1370 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 84 and n. 16. 
1371 According to the excavation report, the cremated remains were found in the northeast corner of pit I, which 
otherwise contained primary inhumation burial H. Neither burials were found with burial gifts, and the report 

 burial , see Papadopoulos 1992, 52. 
1372 Papadopoulos 1988, 35; 1998a, 18-19, no. 80A. 



 

223 
 

them.1373 Moschos more specifically notes that the dagger is associated with secondary burial 
 LH IIIC Early Transitional 

pottery was found among the remains.1374 This date fits well with the date of the other warrior 
burials. In addition, while the context of the dagger remains to be clarified, except for a 
bronze knife we do have in the assemblage all of the elements making up contemporary 
warrior burials: the type D dagger, the personal item (tweezers) and several stirrup jars, 
including potentially even one suggesting Cretan connections (see § 5.3.5; 5.4.4.a). This 
makes a convincing case for a LH IIIB:2 warrior burial at Klauss.  

warrior may not have been alone. Their typology is consistent with LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC 
Early; however, until their contexts are published this cannot be confirmed. Finally, five seal 
stones were also found in the LH IIIA  B deposits.1375 Eder argues that in the Palatial period, 
seal stones were 

1376 Together with possibly the 
kalathos handle, the type D dagger, the Cretan stirrup jar, the spearheads and certainly the 
imports from the old excavations (see Catalog II), these seal stones suggest the presence of a 
prosperous elite group at Klauss during the Palatial period.  

For the Postpalatial period, two primary burials indicate the presence of an elite. The first is 
the burial of Klauss warrior 2. Klauss warrior 2 was approx. 30 years old and 1.77 meters 
tall,1377 which is an exceptional length at the time.1378 The warrior was accompanied by nine 
stirrup jars of mostly miniature size and three small amphorae of LH IIIC Middle:1 and 2 
date. In addition, he was furnished with a Naue II type sword (III.43), the Peschiera knife 
(III.44), a Mycenaean-type spearhead and a long pair of tweezers, interpreted as a tool for 
extracting arrowheads.1379 Roughly 30 years after his death (LH IIIC Late; phase 5), the 

some sort. On top of this bench, two four-handled amphorae and a slaughtered calf were 
placed. This hero-like cult activity is not very common in Mycenaean Achaia and demarcates 
the extraordinary status of the deceased.1380 A second high-status burial that can be noted is 

 Late, one 
phase later than Klauss warrior 2. According to Paschalidis and McGeorge, the female was 

1381 The assemblage consists of a 
large ceramic kalathos filled with a ring vase, a kernos, a spouted mug and three stirrup jars. 
The burial was also furnished with three terracotta spindle whorls and a bell-shaped bobbin. 

                                                 
1373 Paschaldis/McGeorge 2009, 87. 
1374 Moschos 2009b, 350 and n. 27. 
1375 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 81 and n. 12 mention four specimens published in Pini 2004, nos. 270-273 but 
a cross-check reveals there are five, see Pini 2004, 407-408, 423-426 (the fifth is no. 274). 
1376 Eder 2007, 37. 
1377 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 89. 
1378 

-check with Angel 1973, 386; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 
2010, 218 reveals that the average height of  14 male individuals in Grave Circles A and B was 1.72 meters 

and that three recently reexamined individuals from Grave Circle A measured 1.72 meters on average as well. 
According to the latest analyses, the tallest individual (no. 2 from Grave V, Circle A) was 1.81 meters tall (Angel 
1973, 384 originally reported a slightly taller height of 1.825 meters but this seems to have been corrected in 
Papazoglou-Manioudaki  2010, 203). The Mycenae aristocrats are generally regarded as exceptionally tall 
for their time; therefore, it can be concluded that Klauss warrior 2 was indeed even more exceptional in this 
respect.  
1379 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 89-93 and Fig. 9. 
1380 Paschaldis/McGeorge 2009, 93.  
1381 Paschaldis/McGeorge 2009, 95. 
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These last items are related to the practice of weaving; Paschalidis and McGeorge propose 
that they highlight the social status of the deceased as the lady of a Homeric-style .1382  

From the above, it follows that we have at Klauss evidence for an elite presence in LH  IIIA 
 

The Scoglio del Tonno 
razor can be interpreted as a tool related to the practice of (male) grooming. In addition, its 
exotic origin symbolizes connectivity  an important aspect of elite identity in the Late 
Bronze Age (see § 4.5.3; 4.5.6). Yet besides perhaps the stirrup jar, none of the other burial 
gifts can be clearly tied to elite lifestyle. In connection to this, it is interesting to note the 

IIIB:2  LH IIIC Ea -year-old male, who 
measured 1.66 meters in length. The deceased was furnished with a whetstone, a bronze knife, 
an alabastron, a ring vase, a jug and a stirrup jar.1383 Here we have two male individuals of 
approximately the same age and length who died around the same time and were each given 
four ceramic vessels and a bronze implement  
whetstone to keep it keen. What sets these two individuals apart is that in the case of tomb H, 
some of the burial gifts have a clear Italian connection. This leads us back to the question of 
the cultural identity of the male individual.  

To briefly recap, the burial gifts that set the individual buried in tomb H apart from his 
contemporaries are the Scoglio del Tonno razor imported from Italy and the potential HBW 
pots. These finds make the burial in tomb H a unique case. As we have seen in § 4.6.5, in the 
Argolid HBW and bronzes are rarely found together at the same sites, let alone in the same 
contexts.1384 In addition, HBW is almost never present in tombs.1385 What are we to make of 
the co- On the 
one hand, the Italian razor and ceramics represent the first securely attested evidence for Italo-
Aegean relations in the Patras region,1386 
bronzes in the Dyme area. Considering that the razor is a confirmed Italian product and a 
highly personal item, it is indeed possible that its owner was of foreign origin as well. On the 

chamber-tomb cemeteries in a tomb that was already in use before his death and continued 
being used in the decades after his interment. In addition, the deceased was not only 
associated with Italian items but also with Achaian pottery. Therefore, we are dealing with a 
man who was embedded in the local community while simultaneously displaying extra-local 
affiliations. Therefore, rather than an Italian in Achaia or an Achaian who has sojourned in 
Italy, I would argue that the man buried in tomb H was both and neither at the same time. 
Trave -
between 1387 The esoteric knowledge 
involved in crafting such an identity forms a potent source of political power (see § 4.5.6). 
Therefore, it cannot be excluded that  while modest  
member of the local elite group.   
 
                                                 
1382  It should be noted that in the original excavation report, the assemblage with the kalathos is not 
assigned to burial , nor to any other burial in particular. See Papadopoulos 1989, 61. 
1383 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 84.  
1384 See also Iacono 2013, 64-65.  
1385 Iacono 2013, 71-73 notes HBW from burial contexts at Pellana and Perati (with references). 
1386  weapons and tools of the earlier types attested in the Patras region cannot be securely 
dated at the moment, as their contexts are unpublished. For example, the spearheads from Voudeni, Klauss, and 
Kallithea (see Table XXXIII) could perhaps be as early as LH IIIB:2, based on their resemblance to the 
Mitopolis spearheads and certain specimens from the Argolid (I.48; I.88).  
1387 For quote, see Kapchan/Turner Strong 1999, 245. 



 

225 
 

c) Spaliareïka-Lousikon, Chamber Tomb 2, Assemblage 6  
To the west of the modern town of Lousika lies the chamber-tomb cemetery of Spaliareïka. 
The site is situated ca. 5 kilometers inland along Serdini river, a tributary of the river Peiros. 
The associated settlement is likely located on a nearby plateau; due to modern overbuilding 
the site has not been excavated to date.1388 In the 1990s, the Greek Archaeological Service 
found 10 chamber tombs at Spaliareïka, believed to be part of a much larger cemetery. Of 
these10tombs, chamber tomb 3 could not be investigated as the result of its collapsed roof. 
Four of the remaining tombs were excavated by Michalis Petropoulos and the other five by 
Nikolitsa Kokkotaki.1389 
for the Kokkotaki tombs, only the excavation report is published.1390 According to this report, 
tombs 7 and 9 were found completely empty; tomb 8 was looted in antiquity and only yielded 
an alabastron and a small stirrup jar. From tomb 6, seven vessels were uncovered. The report 
does not mention any human remains. Tomb 5 yielded a more diverse assemblage, apparently 
again without human remains. A one-handled cup, two three-handled amphoriskoi and a small 
tripod vessel comprise the ceramic finds. In addition, a terracotta Phi-figurine and numerous 
beads made of glass paste, carnelian, rock crystal, and steatite are reported as well. No date is 
provided for any of these finds, but the Syro-Palestine unguent vessel (II.50) noted in § 5.3.5 
also stems from this tomb. It has been dated to 1350  1200 BC, which corresponds to LH 
IIIB (see § 2.8  Table II).1391 Perhaps chamber tomb 5 was in use during Palatial times.1392 

 

 
Figure 45. Chamber tomb 2 at Spaliareïka Lousikon and its contents (adapted from Giannopoulos 2008, Taf. 6). 

Chamber tombs 1, 2, 4 and 10 were excavated by Petropoulos. Of these, chamber tomb 2 
has yielded the greatest number and range of finds (see Figure 45). Among the assemblages 

assemblage 6. Assemblage 6 is located in the northwest of the burial chamber. It is not 
directly associated with any human remains, but immediately to its south, three bodies were 
found. One of these belonged to an adult female, while for the others sex and age could not be 
determined. It is likely that the assemblage belonged to one of these individuals.1393 
Assemblage 6 contained a Naue II type sword of Group A or B (III.19), a Fontana di Papa 

                                                 
1388 Petropoulos 2000, 72. 
1389 Giannopoulos 2008, 99. 
1390 Petropoulos 1989; 1990; 2000; Kokkotaki 1991; Giannopoulos 2008, 99-124.  
1391 Kokkotaki 1991; Giannopoulos 2008, 109. 
1392 Alternatively, it is possible that the Syro-Palestine vessel was still circulating in LH IIIC and was deposited 
with a burial of the Postpalatial period. Only future analysis of t  
1393 Papathanasiou 2002-2005; Giannopoulos 2008, 103, 235. 
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type knife (III.18  see Figure 46), a Mycenaean-type knife and two Mycenaean-type 
spearheads.1394 In addition, the assemblage comprised of three large stirrup jars, a cup and a 
so-called bird vase , all dating to LH IIIC Late  SM (i.e. Moschos phase 6a; see § 2.8  
Figure 5).1395 Amidst the fragments of one of these stirrup jars, the base of another vessel was 
found during restoration. According to Giannopoulos, this vessel contained ashes, possibly 
from a cremation burial. Unfortunately, no further details are noted.1396 Besides the LH IIIC 
Late  SM pottery, three smaller stirrup jars and a narrow-necked jar of LH IIIC Middle:2  
Late date were also found. Giannopoulos contends that these vessels should be assigned to the 

adjacent assemblage 7 instead.1397 In 
any case, it is evident that at least parts 
of assemblage 6 belonged to a LH IIIC 
Late or early SM warrior burial.   

This warrior burial is part of a 
sequence of elite burials deposited in 
chamber tomb 2. This sequence starts in 
LH IIIC Early; there are no indications 
of prior use in the Palatial period.1398 In 
order to contextualize the Postpalatial 
elite burials, therefore, it is necessary to 
briefly step away from chamber tomb 2 
and to examine the burials belonging to 

the Palatial period at Spaliareïka. At the beginning of this section, we already briefly 
encountered tomb 5 excavated by Kokkotaki. The Syro-Palestine unguent vessel, Phi figurine 
and numerous beads of semi-precious stones and glass paste could indicate use of the tomb by 
elite individuals. Tomb 4 excavated by Petropoulos was potentially also occupied by elite 
individuals. It contained the remains of a 50-year-old male, an adult female, an adult of 
undetermined sex and a child. A single alabastron indicates use in LH IIIA:1. Most notable is 
the discovery of a Mitanni cylinder seal (my II.28), which probably functioned as the 
centerpiece of a necklace. In total, 110+ beads of semi-precious stone, glass paste and bronze 
were found in the tomb.1399 According to Papadopoulos, necklaces are rare in Achaia and 
were a hallmark of elevated status.1400 Indeed, to display an exotic piece such as a Mitanni 

ld have been part of a social strategy which involved 

the higher status individuals present in Spaliareïka during the Palatial period. These burials 
seem to emphasize connections with the eastern Mediterranean, which fits well with the 
broader network dynamics that can be observed for Achaia as a whole in particular during LH 
IIIA (see § 5.3.4).  

With the establishment of chamber tomb 2 in LH IIIC Early, this emphasis seems to shift. A 
first assemblage attesting to this shift is assemblage 5. Assemblage 5 is the westernmost of a 
group of assemblages placed against the southern wall of the burial chamber. The majority of 
these assemblages belongs to LH IIIC Early; only assemblage 1 in the southeast corner of the 
burial chamber dates to LH IIIC Early  Middle.1401 Assemblage 5 consists of a Fontana di 
Papa type knife (III.16) and three stirrup jars. One of these stirrup jars comprises an import 
                                                 
1394 Giannopoulos 2008, 103-104. 
1395 Giannopoulos 2008, 103, 148-149, 234. 
1396 Giannopoulos 2008, 103 (without catalog number). It is not mentioned in Petropoulos 2000.  
1397 Giannopoulos 2008, 103, 150, 234, 236. 
1398 Giannopoulos 2008, 236-237. 
1399 Giannopoulos 2008, 104-105. 
1400 Papadopoulos 1999, 269-270 and n. 20.  
1401 Giannopoulos 2008, 102-103, 236. 
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from Crete, while the other two are Achaian imitations of the Cretan style.1402 In his 

knives to classify both this knife and knife III.18 from assemblage 6 mentioned earlier. He 
assigns III.18 to Web 1403 
comprises of a single, peculiar knife with a straight, ring-ended handle from the Psychro cave 
in Crete, while his Vb type contains a number of small knives with a thin straight handle and 
no ring ending from the same site and from Karphi (see Figure 47).1404 Giannopoulos 
proceeds by attributing most of the other known Fontana di Papa type knives in the Aegean to 

catalog both Va 
and Vb knives are mainly found in eastern Crete, the presence of these knives in Spaliareïka 
chamber tomb 2 attests to Cretan relations. More specifically, he argues that III.16 probably 
represents a Cretan import, due to its link with the Cretan and Cretan-inspired stirrup jars. 
According to Giannopoulos, the collection of these objects with Cretan associations in one 
assemblage is not happenstance and indicates a deliberate choice to convey Cretan 
connections.1405 

 

 

Although the deliberate nature of the assemblage and the references to Crete in terms of the 
ceramics are convincing, the interpretation of knife III.16 is not. First of all, by assigning the 

eastern Crete, whereas it is evident that Fontana di Papa type knives are as frequent in Achaia 
and the Argolid (see § 5.4.4.a). Second, the knife clearly dates to LH IIIC Early, whereas the 
Cretan knives Giannopoulos mentions as part of type Va are either not dated or belong to LH 
IIIC Late  SM.1406 Before moving to a different understanding of assemblage 5, it is 

interpretation can be found wanting. Typologically, the knives inventoried by Weber under 
his type Vb are further removed from III.18 than Fontana di Papa type knives assembled by 
Matthäus and others (compare Figure 46 with Figures 47 and 15). Therefore, it would have 
been more convincing if Giannopoulos had tied  knife to the Fontana di Papa type knives 
of Crete instead of III.16. An important caveat here is the presumed directionality. Rather than 
                                                 
1402 Giannopoulos 2008, 103, 147-148. 
1403 Giannopoulos 2008, 182.  
1404 Weber 1996, 155-158.  
1405 Giannopoulos 2008, 182-183, 230-233. 
1406 They are Pendlebury  1937-1938, Plate 28.2, no. 687 from Karphi (LH IIIC Late  SM) and Boardman 
1961, 19, no. 72 from the Psychro cave (not dated). See Giannopoulos 2008, 182.  
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the type being transferred from Crete to Achaia and Italy as Giannopoulos argues, the 
evidence implies a LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early Mainland connection, which started to branch 
out to Crete and Italy in LH IIIC Late  SM (see § 5.4.4.a).1407 While this reconstruction does 
inform about Postpalatial networks in the broader sense, at the time knife III.18 was placed in 
assemblage 6, the Fontana di Papa type had been part of the local material culture since LH 
IIIC Early. Therefore, we may question whether it still signified connectivity in LH IIIC Late.  

Returning to assemblage 5, while knife III.16 conveys relations with the Argolid rather than 
with Crete, its presence among Cretan or Cretan-inspired stirrup jars is important nonetheless. 
Both the association between personal items and stirrup jars and between objects highlighting 
relations with Crete and the Argolid is something we encountered in the late Palatial elite 
(warrior) burials of Patras and Voudeni (see § 5.3.5). This could indicate that assemblage 5 
was originally part of an elite burial as well. In relation to this, it is worth considering that the 
stirrup jars may not have been the only finds accompanying the LH IIIC Early knife. As was 
noted above, assemblage 5 is part of a group of LH IIIC Early assemblages along the southern 
wall of chamber tomb 2. Immediately to its east is assemblage 4. It consists of the secondary 
inhumation of a 40-year-old female found in a pit with a LH IIIC Early alabastron. Due to its 
proximity, Giannopoulos argues that assemblage 5 may have originally belonged to this 
burial.1408 East of the pit, eight LH IIIC Early vessels make up assemblage 3. Giannopoulos 
ties this assemblage either to number 4 to its west or number 2 to its east.1409 In the former 
scenario, we can reconstruct the total burial assemblage as belonging to a middle-aged female, 
furnished with the Fontana di Papa type knife, three Cretan or Cretan-inspired stirrup jars and 
a total of nine other vessels. This relative abundance of ceramics would certainly not be out of 
place in an elite burial, nor does our current understanding of Fontana di Papa type knives 
(see § 4.5.2.e) exclude them from being deposited with women. However, considering that 
assemblage 3 may also be tied to assemblage 2, perhaps it is not too farfetched to argue the 
same for assemblage 5. While assemblages 2 and 5 are relatively distant from one another 
spatially, a close reading of assemblage 2 shows they are close conceptually. 

Assemblage 2 comprises of a bronze kalathos, which contained the fragments of a stirrup jar 
and large amounts of ash. Although the ashes were thrown out during conservation before 
they could be anthropologically examined, it is assumed that they held a cremation burial.1410 
Associated with this cremation are a bronze dagger or long knife, a smaller knife, a pair of 
tweezers and a razor. Underneath the razor, a whetstone was found. Besides the already 
mentioned stirrup jar, the associated ceramics are two amphoriskoi, an alabastron, fragments 
of two other stirrup jars and possibly a third. Underneath one of these stirrup jars, a second 
whetstone was discovered.1411 Most of the ceramics can be dated to LH IIIC Early, with the 
exception of the stirrup jar that was found with the whetstone. This stirrup jar dates to LH 
IIIC Middle:1 and may have belonged to the adjacent assemblage 1 instead. This assemblage 
is of LH IIIC Middle date and possibly comprises a second cremation burial.1412 The bronze 
kalathos belongs to LH IIIA  B. Besides an antique, it is also probably an import from the 
Argolid.1413 Together with the dagger, the knife, the personal items (razor, tweezers, 
whetstones), the stirrup jars and the other vessels associated with perfumed oil (amphoriskoi, 
alabastron), the kalathos once more appeals to the by now familiar tropes of warriorhood, 
(male) beauty and connectivity. It is in this sense that the parallels with assemblage 5 become 
                                                 
1407 Tying III.18 
Achaia, Crete, and Italy more convincing, albeit with the same caveat. See Borgna 2013, 136, 138 and n. 24.   
1408 Giannopoulos 2008, 103, 230. 
1409 Giannopoulos 2008, 230. 
1410 Giannopoulos 2008, 103, 223. 
1411 Giannopoulos 2008, 103.  
1412 Giannopoulos 2008, 222-223. In this case, too, the ashes were thrown away before they could be examined. 
1413 Giannopoulos 2008, 168. 



 

229 
 

apparent. Even if the Fontana di Papa type knife and the stirrup jars of the latter assemblage 
belong to the inhumation burial of the female instead, these objects stress similar aspects of 
elite ideology as those which are emphasized in the cremation of assemblage 2.  

Over the course of the Postpalatial period, new means of distinction were added to the 
already preexisting possibilities to express elite identity and ideology. Indeed, the first signs 
of experimentation are already visible in assemblage 2 itself. Although many elements of this 
burial are not at odds with other contemporary elite burials, one aspect that sets this burial 
apart from others is the treatment of the body. As was observed in § 4.5.5.b, cremation 
comprises a cultural novelty that was likely introduced in the Aegean from elsewhere. For the 
LH III Late Argolid, a case can be made for attributing this practice to Italy, based on the use 
of ceramic urns, the placement of cover vessels upside down over the urn, the presence of 
pyre remains among the bone material and the accompaniment of few burial gifts beside urn 
and cover vessel.1414 Interestingly, neither assemblage 2 nor the slightly later cremation in 
assemblage 1 compares well to the Italian form of cremation. Although its contents cannot be 
examined, the urn in assemblage 2 has no cover vessel, is surrounded by a large number of 
gifts and comprises of a bronze, open vessel.1415 There are no contemporary or earlier 
examples cited in the literature that provide a parallel for the use of a bronze urn. Only in SM 
Crete and Cyprus and PG Euboia do we encounter this practice again.1416 Assemblage 1 
consists of at least six ceramic vessels, including an Achaian-type, four-handled amphora of 
exquisite quality, used for the urn. The cover vessel is a kylix stem, placed foot first. While 
the use of a ceramic urn and cover vessel makes assemblage 1 more akin to Italian examples, 
the choice for a kylix foot is not found in contemporary cases of cremation in the Aegean, 
Italy or the Balkans.1417 We get the impression that both assemblage 1 and 2 represent highly 
individualized versions of an exotic practice which  in contrast to the cases of cremation in 
the late Postpalatial Argolid  cannot be connected directly to Italy. 

Assemblage 1 is also highly individualized in another way. I concur with Giannopoulos that 
the quality of the amphora and the use of 
cremation identify this individual as a member 
of the elite.1418 Yet besides perhaps the use of an 

connectivity, none of the other aspects of elite 
identity are clearly expressed in this LH IIIC 
Early  Middle burial. Perhaps this burial 
represents an attempt to move away from 
certain aspects of elite identity which were 
stressed in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early and to 
establish a new trend centered on the practice of 
cremation. If so, this attempt can be viewed as a 
one-off, as the next generation of elite burials in 
chamber tomb 2 sees the reemergence of the 
tried and true combination of warriorhood, 

personal care and connectivity and the rejection of cremation. Assemblage 7 was already 
                                                 
1414 Jung 2007b, 226-229. 
1415 Giannopoulos 2008, 103, 224. 
1416 Giannopoulos 2008, 223-224 mentions parallels at Pantanassa in Crete and the Toumba building at Lefkandi. 
See also Catling 1995, 126 with further references for the bronze urns in tomb 40 at Kaloriziki in Cyprus and 
Marinatos 1931 for a SM  PG cremation in a bronze cauldron at Tylissos, Crete.  
1417 Giannopoulos 2008, 103, 223-224. See also Jung 2007b, 216-218, 221-229 for contemporary examples in the 
Aegean, Italy and the Balkans. The practice of using a kylix foot as the cover vessel is known from LH IIIA:1 to 

-Tepe in western Anatolia, see  218-219 with further references. 
1418 Giannopoulos 2008, 228. 
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briefly mentioned in reference to assemblage 6. It consists of a Naue II type sword (III.19), a 
knife, a spearhead, a spear butt, a shield boss, a terracotta whorl and a stirrup jar of LH IIIC 
Middle  Late date.1419  As was noted above, perhaps some of the stirrup jars found in 
assemblage 6 belonged to the assemblage as well. The Naue II type sword is classified as 
Group C.1420 As explained in § 5.4.2.c, Group C swords indicate a new phase of connectivity, 
starting from LH IIIC Middle:2 onwards. While their rapid diffusion in Italy, the Balkans and 
the rest of the Aegean indicates Postpalatial networks in place, the analysis of typological 
traits by Pabst suggests that the type was developed in Achaia.1421 Moreover, the Group A 
sword from Krini-Agios Konstantinos offers tentative evidence to place the arrival of the 
Naue II type sword in Achaia before LH IIIC Middle:2 (see § 5.4.2.c). This suggests that at 

and the Group C type was developed, the Naue II type sword had already been around in 
Achaia for several decades.   

Perhaps, therefore, it is naïve to consider the presence of Naue II type swords in LH IIIC 
Middle and Late warrior burials as directly symbolizing relations wit
To put it differently, they may not have been 
with them. However, this does not mean that these swords do not inform about connectivity. 
As was already noted, the fact that the new type spreads so rapidly is one way in which these 
swords highlight the existence of Postpalatial networks. Moreover, it is not only these swords 
directly but also their contextual association that indicates connectivity at work. Sword III.19 
in assemblage 7 is deposited together with a spear butt (see Figure 48.1) and a shield boss. 
These types present challenging categories for the present research. Spear butts and shield 

t scholars 
such as Bouzek and Matthäus consider them in this way.1422 Additionally, both objects are 
associated in Aegean scholarship with Cyprus, although they are not necessarily thought to be 
of Cypriot origin.1423 The chronology and typology of spear butts and shield bosses pose 
further challenges. To start off with the spear butts, in the Aegean the only dated specimens 
come from Achaia.1424 They form a typological group that dates between LH IIIC Early and 
Late.1425 In Cyprus, three spear butts seem to predate the Achaian specimens by ca. two 
centuries,1426 while others are contemporary.1427 Paradoxically, the earlier Cypriot spear butts 

                                                 
1419 Giannopoulos 2008, 104, 151. 
1420 Giannopoulos 2008, 171.  
1421 Pabst 2013, 110-111, 118.  
1422 See e.g. Bouzek 1985, 141 (spear butts), 97 (shield bosses); Matthäus/Schumacher-Matthäus 2012, 62-63 
(shield bosses), both with further references.   
1423 Catling 1964, 133-135 (spear butts), 142-146 (shield bosses).  
1424 In addition, undated specimens come from Mycenae, Knossos and Marathokephalon in Crete, see Avila 
1983, 50-51; Giannopoulos 2008, 179-180. 
1425 The group includes a LH IIIC Early spear butt from Mitopolis (see § 5.4.4.a), the aforementioned LH IIIC 
Middle  Late spear butt from Spaliareïka and a LH IIIC Late spear butt from Kallithea-Spenzes (see § 5.4.4.d). 
Christakopoulou-Somakou (2010, 133) notes a fourth, unpublished spear butt from Voudeni. The three published 
spear butts are all solid cast, conical in shape and ca. 7-9 cm in length, compare Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 
75, 79, Pin. 14; Giannopoulos 2008, 179, Taf. 50, no. 56 and Yalouris 1963, 44, Beil. 31.3.  
1426 Catling 1964, 134 (Group A  nos. 1-3). These spear butts were all found in the cult deposit of Agios 
Iakovos-Dhima, which is dated to LC IIA. This phase is contemporary to LH IIIA:1 in the Aegean, see e.g. 
Papadimitriou 2012, 94-95 with further references. 
1427 Catling 1964, 134 (Group A  nos. 4-5; Group B  nos. 1-
found in Hala Sultan Tekke Tomb 8, the Enkomi Foundry Hoard, the Enkomi Weapon Hoard, The Enkomi 
Trésor de Bronzes, Agia Anastasia Tomb 8, Dhenia-Kafkalla cemetery (stray find), in addition to one with no 
provenance (Nicosia Museum). The hoards are all dated to the 12th century, the tomb contents of Hala Sultan 
Tekke tomb 8 and Agia Anastasia tomb 2 cannot be dated precisely and the Dhenia cemetery goes out of use in 
LC IIIA. The latter phase runs from ca. 1200 to 1100 BC, which corresponds to LH IIIC Early  Middle in the 
Aegean, see Steel 2010, 814-815 and my § 2.8  Table II. To this list, Avila (1983, 50-51) adds a spear butt 
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are more similar to the Achaian specimens than most later ones, although two late spear butts 
are comparable.1428 At the same time, a spear butt from a Bz D  Ha A1 hoard in Hungary 
provides a close match both in terms of typology (see Figure 48.2) and date, which compares 
to LH IIIB:2  IIIC Middle in the Aegean (see § 2.8  Table II).1429  

From the above, it becomes clear that spear butts are somehow indicative of interregional 
networks. Yet based on the present facts, it proves difficult to reconstruct this connectivity. 
What can be observed, however, is that although these ambivalent objects are not as clearly 

Catalog III), they cannot be entirely divorced from the phenomenon either.  
For shield bosses, similar challenges occur. Here, however, the problem is somewhat 

mitigated by some specific contextual associations. Shield bosses are flat bronze discs with 
embossed circles or spikes at their center which start to appear during the Bronze Age  Iron 
Age transition in the Aegean, eastern Mediterranean, and the Balkans. Besides shield bosses, 
these discs have been interpreted as phalerae (decorations on horse gear), cymbals and belt 
buckles.1430 This discussion raises the question whether all flat discs should be considered 
when seeking to piece together network dynamics. For example, in Cyprus a pair of discs 
interpreted as cymbals from Pyla-Kokkinokremos dates to LH IIIB:2,1431 while many of the 

those SM and SM  PG burials highlighted by Crielaard as indicating the rise of interlocking 
elite networks in the Early Iron Age Aegean and eastern Mediterranean.1432 The warrior burial 
at Spaliareïka predates these burials by about a generation.1433 Yet certain communalities, 
such as the combination of a shield boss with a Naue II type sword and spear or the 
association with stirrup jars,1434 indicate that Achaia was linked up with these elites in a 
supraregional network which allowed the spread of new aspects of elite lifestyle across the 
Mediterranean.  

In assemblage 6, the bird vase points in a similar direction. A total of 14 is known from 
Achaia to date.1435 Beyond Achaia, bird vases are also attested in Cyprus, Athens and 
                                                                                                                                                         
found in the upper burial layer of tomb 9 at Kition. This layer dates to LC IIC. According to Avila, the material 
in this layer is comparable to LH IIIC Early material in the Aegean (  50, n. 1 with references), while Sherratt 
(2006, 365-366 and n. 8) notes this material is now compared to LH IIIB:2 instead.   
1428 Catling (1964, 134) divides the spear butts into two groups, A and B. Group B spear butts are more than 
twice the length of the Achaian specimens and are always characterized by a split socket. Besides the ones 
mentioned by Catling, the Kition spearhead may also be added to this group (see Avila 1983, 50-51). The Group 
A spear butts, which encompasses the three spear butts from Agios Iakovos, the spear butt from Hala Sultan 
Tekke tomb 8 and the one from the Foundry Hoard are closer in length. Both of the late specimens are solid cast, 

two, it is not clear 

Interestingly, this spear butt has been tested chemically and its composition is consistent with copper mines in 
Anatolia, while no. 48 (the split socketed one) compares well with the mines in Lavrion, see Gale/Stos-Gale 
2010, 394-395. 
1429 Makkay 2006, 140, 160, Pl. XII, no. 94. A second piece from the same hoard (no. 95) is formed by rolling a 
sheet of bronze together, see . 161, Pl. XIII, no. 95. 
1430 For this discussion, see e.g. Catling 1964, 145, Bouzek 1985, 97, Giannopoulos 2008, 183-185, 
Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 128, Matthäus/Schumacher-Matthäus 2012, 62-63 and Karageorghis/Raptou 2014, 60-
61, all with further references.  
1431 Giannopoulos 2008, 185. 
1432 Compare the lists of occurrences in Giannopoulos 2008, 184-185; Matthäus/Schümacher-Matthäus 2012, 62-
63 to the list of burials discussed in Crielaard 1998.  
1433 Assemblage 7 dates to the end of LH IIIC Middle:2 or the beginning of LH IIIC Late, while the first burials 
mentioned by Crielaard belong to SM. In recent absolute chronologies (see § 2.8  Table II), the duration of LH 
IIIC Late is ca. 15  20 years, which equates to a gap of roughly a generation with the start of SM.  
1434 See the checklist in Catling 1995, 127.  
1435 Five come from Klauss, see Papadopoulos 1979, 205 (PM 260-262), 206 (PM 362); Paschalidis/McGeorge 
2009, 100 (tomb ). Three come from Kangadi, see Papadopoulos 1979, 211 (PM. 541, 548, 630). Three come 
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Lefkandi (see Figure 49). Originally, the Cypriot vases were thought to predate the Aegean 
ones;1436 however, as Giannopoulos points out, a recent revision of Cypriot chronology 
implies that the Cypriot, Athenian and Lefkandiote vases are contemporary and all date to SM 
 PG.1437 In Achaia, dated specimens, such as the one from Spaliareïka, belong to an 

advanced stage of LH IIIC Late. The close stylistic similarities between the vases from 
Achaia, Athens and Lefkandi (contrast Figure 48 nos. 1  5 with the Cypriot specimens nos. 6 
 7) has led some scholars to conclude that Achaian LH IIIC Late is at least partially 

contemporary to SM  PG in Athens and Lefkandi.1438 This is supported by the synchronisms 
Moschos observes between his Achaian LH IIIC Late  SM phase 6a and SM phases 
elsewhere on the mainland (see also § 2.8  Figure 5).1439 From this, it follows that the 
Achaian bird vases occur around the same time these vases appear elsewhere in the Aegean 
and eastern Mediterranean. Various scenarios have been proposed for the origin and diffusion 
of the type, including a Cypriot origin and diffusion to Achaia via Athens and Lefkandi or 
directly from Cyprus to Achaia. Most recently, Giannopoulos has argued in favor of an 
Achaian origin.1440 Yet it is not as much their origin, as it is their contemporary occurrence 
that makes these bird vases relevant. It suggests the existence of a late Postpalatial long-
distance network, linking up Achaia to other parts of the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean. 

 

 
Figure 49. Bird vases in the Aegean and Cyprus 1) Spaliareïka assemblage 6 2) Klauss  old excavations 3-4) Lefkandi 
5) Athens 6-7) Enkomi (no. 1 adapted from Giannopoulos 2008, Taf. 30; nos. 2-7 adapted from Giannopoulos 2008, 
163, Abb. 22  with references). 
                                                                                                                                                         
from Kallithea-Spenzes, see Papadopoulos 1980a, 168 (tomb E; PM. 3273); 1997, 123 (tomb R); 1998b, 86 

-Papadopoulou 1979, 156-157 (Sarmas collection); 
Papadopoulos 1980a, 166 (PM. no cat. no.). Together with the Spaliareïka specimen, this brings the published 
total to 14. It should be noted that in his catalog of animal-shaped ceramics, Guggisberg 1996, 63 includes a 
bird-shaped askos from the Aigion Museum (no. 191) that is depicted in Papadopoulos 1979, 138, Figs. 162a-b. 
This specimen is omitted from the present inventory as it has been dated to LH IIIA:2 and is typologically 
different from the later bird vases (e.g. no feet; no central spout on back of bird). 
1436 See e.g. Papadopoulos 1985, 142-143 with references.  
1437 Giannopoulos 2008, 164-165. 
1438 Giannopoulos 2008, 162-164 with references. 
1439 Moschos 2009a, 263-264. 
1440 Giannopoulos 2008, 160-164 (hypotheses involving a Cypriot origin), 165-166 (Achaian origin).  



 

233 
 

Drawing this analysis to a close, assemblage 6 at Spaliareïka can be understood as the 
culmination of a lengthy process that started with the creation of chamber tomb 2 in LH IIIC 
Early. It is at this moment that the connectivity of local elites at Spaliareïka starts to shift from 
a focus on eastern-based networks to intra-Aegean networks. Accompanying this shift is a 
change in lifestyle ideology, with an emphasis on warriorhood and (male) beauty being paired 
with references to relations with the Argolid and Crete. In this sense, elites at Spaliareïka 
seem to align themselves with the LH IIIB:2 warriors at Patras and Voudeni rather than their 

period, the elites buried in chamber tomb 2 at Spaliareïka experiment with new ways to 
express their identity and lifestyle. Whereas assemblage 2 straddles both the LH IIIB:2  LH 
IIIC Early warrior identity with the new rite of cremation, assemblage 1 abandons this warrior 
identity altogether in favor of cremation as the sole indicator of status. However, cremation 
turned out to be a fluke at Spaliareïka. Perhaps, this is why the new generation of elites 
returns to a warrior identity. The relatively late warrior burials at Spaliareïka are characterized 
by assemblages that do not as clearly reference Italy and the Balkans, compared to the earlier 
burials from Mitopolis (see § 5.4.4.a) and Klauss (see § 5.4.4.b). Instead, their burials contain 
items that either solely relate to connections with the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean or 

sed by 
Aegean and Cypriot elites in particular contextual configurations.  

same site does highlight Italo- r 

at Spaliareïka reflects a shift in network dynamics occurring between LH IIIC Middle and 
Late. In order to further investigate this issue, let us turn to the examination of Kallithea 
warrior burial A from the Patras region.  

 
d) Kallithea-Spenzes, Chamber Tomb A, Warrior Burial 
Kallithea is located ca. 10 kilometers south of Patras. At a site close to the village, referred to 
in the literature as Spenzes or Rabadania, a farmer discovered a Mycenaean chamber tomb 
(tomb A) in his fields in 1953. Together with a second undisturbed specimen (tomb B), this 
tomb was subsequently excavated and published by Nikolaos Yalouris.1441 Between 1976  
1998, new excavations were conducted on site by Papadopoulos and Kontorli-Papadopoulou, 
uncovering another 20 chamber tombs.1442 In addition, they excavated a second cemetery in 
the vicinity of Kallithea, at the locality of Langanidia. This cemetery consists of a tholos 
tomb, around which 22 chamber tombs were created.1443 For both excavations, the final 
publication is pending. In the case of Kallithea-Spenzes, the preliminary reports provide a 
detailed account of burial contexts but do not include much information regarding the date of 
finds. However, for some contexts, a date is provided in the secondary literature, most notably 
by Kilian in his analysis of fibulae from these tombs (see also § 5.4.7.a).1444 This allows for 
limited diachronic analysis with respect to the cemetery of Kallithea-Spenzes. 

For chamber tomb A, Yalouris reconstructs two burials. The first is a secondary burial of a 
male individual, found in a hollow in the burial chamber. Yalouris notes that this individual 

the chamber, but had been removed 
from this location to make space for a new arrival. This new arrival entails the burial of a 
warrior, furnished with a Naue II type sword of Group C (III.27), a pair of leg greaves 

                                                 
1441 Yalouris 1960.  
1442 Papadopoulos 1976; 1977; 1978; 1980b; 1981b; 1997; 1998b. 
1443 Giannopoulos 2008, 53-54 with further references. 
1444 Kilian 1985. 
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(III.28), bronze fragments of a piece of headgear (III.29) and a Mycenaean-type spearhead.1445 
At least one stirrup jar of LH IIIC Middle:1 date was also found with the warrior;1446 for the 
remaining ceramics their precise location is unknown as they were picked up from various 
locations within and outside the chamber tomb by the farmer.1447 Among the remaining 
ceramics are fragments of two LH IIIA  B pyxides (II.38; II.39) which Yalouris identifies as 
possible imports from the Corinthia. It is assumed these belonged to the secondary burial.1448 
Also part of the assemblage are a number of vessels that cannot be earlier than LH IIIC 
Late.1449 This raises the question whether Kallithea warrior A should be dated to LH IIIC 
Middle:1 or Late. The former would make this burial one of the earliest of its kind in Achaia, 
together with others at Klauss (see § 5.4.4.b and below) and Krini-Drimaleïka (see below). 

Before placing this warrior in its wider regional context, however, it is necessary to briefly 
analyze his position within the Kallithea-Spenzes cemetery. As was noted above, there are a 
few dated contexts that allow such an analysis. The first of these is tomb O from the new 

detail in § 5.4.7.a. For now, it is important to note that the finds indicate that this tomb was 
used for multiple elite burials, including a cremation burial of likely LH IIIC Middle:1  2 
date.1450 As none of the published finds predate LH IIIIC Middle, a similar date can be 
tentatively suggested for th
tomb.1451 
as well. Both contexts are less ostentatious than those in tomb O but could still be considered 
as standing out in comparison to other burials.1452 Unfortunately, no date is provided for the 
context in tomb Y, but the context of tomb I can be attributed to LH IIIC Middle:2.1453 
Finally, there is the evidence from chamber tomb B of the old excavations. It contained the 
skeletons of a male, a female, and two unidentified individuals. Due to disturbances by 
groundwater and earth that fell from the roof, the finds could not be tied to these burials. The 
non-ceramic finds comprise of a Naue II type sword of Group B (III.30), a long-socketed 

which together indicate a second warrior burial.1454 The ceramics include a number of LH 
IIIA  B imports from the Corinthia (II.40, II.41, II.42, II.43, II.44, II.45, II.46),1455 as well as 
a stirrup jar that Deger-Jalkotzy dates to LH IIIC Middle:2 or Late and Giannopoulos to LH 
IIIC Late. Both take the date of this stirrup jar as the date of the burial of Kallithea warrior 
B.1456  

A number of observations can be made when we compare Kallithea warrior burial A to the 
other published contexts from the cemetery. First of all, at the time warrior A was interred he 
was not the only elite individual to be buried on site. Depending on the chronology of his 
burial, he was either a contemporary or a successor of the individuals interred in tombs O, I 
and Y. In addition, he was either a predecessor or a contemporary of the warrior buried in 
chamber tomb B. This suggests that Kallithea warrior burial A was firmly embedded locally 
in a way comparable to the warriors at Klauss and Spaliareïka discussed above. Second of all, 

                                                 
1445 Yalouris 1960, 42-44. 
1446 Giannopoulos 2008, 213-214. 
1447 Yalouris 1960, 43. 
1448 Yalouris 1960, 43-44. 
1449 Giannopoulos 2008, 213. 
1450 Kilian 1985, 163, contra Papadopoulos 1980b, 109; Giannopoulos 2008, 53. 
1451 Papadopoulos 1980b, 108. 
1452 Papadopoulos 1977, 186 (tomb I); 1998, 84 (tomb Y). 
1453 Kilian 1985, 183.  
1454 Yalouris 1960, 44-45. 
1455 Yalouris 1960, 44. 
1456 Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 160-161; Giannopoulos 2008, 214.  
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the burial of warrior A shares with warrior burial B and the burials in tombs O, I and Y an 
e spearheads, as was noted in § 5.4.2.d, 

Ionian islands, Epirus and Albania. The long- -
contrast, is indicative of even wider networks with the northwestern Balkans. Interestingly, 
the distribution of both objects seems to bypass Italy. For some of the ornaments, this also 
seems to be the case (e.g. III.32), while for others their distribution does include the Italian 
peninsula (see § 5.4.5.a). A similar dynamic seems to be in place for the headgear and 
greaves. As discussed in § 5.4.2.a, greaves with wire fittings do occur not only in the Balkans 
but in Italy as well, while for the headgear perhaps Balkan parallels are closer than Italian 
ones. To further complicate matters, besides Achaia the combination of headgear and greaves 
is attested in Carpathian hoards (see e.g. Figure 50), but not in Italy.1457  

 

 
Figure 50. Left: headgear and greaves from warrior burial A, Kallithea, Achaia. Right: similar pieces from the Nadap 
hoard, Hungary (adapted from Papadopoulos 1979, 288, Fig. 312, 289, Fig. 313; Makkay 2006, Pl. II, III, VII). 

Overall, we get the impression at Kallithea-Spenzes of a group of LH IIIC Middle and Late 
elites which -
what we know of contemporary elites in the rest of Achaia? For LH IIIC Middle, we have 
already established that connections with Italy were clearly expressed in the burial of Klauss 
warrior 2 via the Peschiera knife (III.44). Moreover, as was noted at the end of § 5.4.4.c, the 

region. More specifically, she was given a lead finger ring with an eight-
wheel pattern (III.15). While no exact parallels are known for this ring, as will be discussed in 
§ 5.4.5.a the spoked wheel motif is known in other media in Italy, central Europe, the 
Balkans, and the rest of the Aegean.1458 In fact, an eight-
present on the bronze strips which decorated a scabbard made of organic material (III.47) in 
the warrior burial at Krini-Drimaleïka. Besides the scabbard, the warrior was given a Naue II 
type sword of Group C (III.46), a Mycenaean-type spearhead, a silver finger ring, a bronze 

                                                 
1457 For instance, in the Bz D  Brodski 

 (Croatia), compare Clausing 2002, 151, 154, 157-158 with Pabst 2013, 132-133 and n. 148. 
1458 Matthäus 1980a, 120; Giannopoulos 2008, 186-188. 
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this burial most likely belongs to LH IIIC Middle:2.1459 In the ensuing LH IIIC Middle:2  
Late phase, a warrior was laid to rest at Portes-Kefalovryso. He was interred with a pair of 
greaves (III.12), a piece of headgear (III.13), a Group C Naue II type sword (III.11), a 
Mycenaean-type spearhead, a bronze bowl and a knife.1460 Once more, this burial thus 
showcases Italo-Aegean and Balkan relations. 

From the above, it can be inferred that the Kallithean elites are no exception when it comes 
to connectivity with Italy and the Balkans in LH IIIC Middle and Late. Paradoxically, this 
observation highlights both interregional and intraregional networks at the same time. At a 

ideology among Achaian elites of all types regarding the symbolic value of such bronzes. In 
warrior burials more specifically, the core combination of Naue II type sword plus spearhead 
seems to be maintained, despite some variety in what subtype of sword or spearhead is used 
and more variety when it comes to the remaining burial gifts. For example, while many of the 
warrior burials contain a Naue II type sword of Group C and a Mycenaean-type spearhead,1461 

spearhead. In addition, while Klauss warrior 2 was given an impressive set of small oil 
containers, a long pair of tweezers and the Peschiera knife, the Drimaleïka warrior was given 
a plain ivory comb, a bronze spiraled ornament and a rare silver finger ring. Considering this 
variety, it is thus all the more surprising that  bowl and knife aside  the equipment of the 
Portes warrior in the Dyme area is identical to that of Kallithea warrior A in the Patras region. 
It suggests close communications within Achaia not only about the symbolic value of 

 
-

 
In addition, the mirroring sets of equipment of Kallithea warrior A and the Portes warrior 

can be seen as a temporary platform in a process of continuous elite identity formation. As 
observed in § 5.4.4.c, while this identity and its accompanying ideology remain stable at the 
conceptual level (e.g. connectivity, warriorhood, personal care), they are continuously being 
reworked in terms of the nitty-gritty details of how certain concepts are being expressed. 
Indeed, although most of the warrior burials indicate a moment of alignment in LH IIIC 
Middle and Late, in the same phase we already start seeing the first reworking of the status 
quo in assemblage 7 at Spaliareïka. On the one hand, this assemblage conforms to normative 

Middle  

Mycenaean-type spearhead, which is something which  as we have seen in the case of 
Kallithea warrior B  is not always upheld as religiously as previous scholars have 
claimed.1462 On the other hand, assemblage 7 differs from the other elite burials in that it does 

6, while the contemporary warrior buria
spearhead. This suggests that while some members of the warrior elite were reorienting or 
expanding their networks at the end of LH IIIC Middle, others were more conservative in 
their strategies to emphasize connectivity.  

                                                 
1459 Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1994. 
1460 Giannopoulos 2008, 205-207; Kolonas 2009a, 42-43. 
1461 For instance, the aforementioned burials of Klauss warrior 2, the Krini-Drimaleïka warrior, Kallithea warrior 
A and Spaliareïka warrior 1 (assemblage 7).  
1462 Jung 2009b, 75 and n. 8; Moschos 2009b, 387 and n. 174. Interestingly, as was already observed in § 4.5.2.b, 

- uently found together with Naue II type swords.  
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5.4.5. Ornaments: Typology 
Chart V offers a breakdown of the different types of ornaments included in Catalog III. In 
total, 28 ornaments are cataloged, half of which comprise fibulae. Wheel-shaped ornaments 
and finger rings with antithetical spiral endings are each represented with six specimens, 
while so far only one pair of long pins is published from Achaia. When we compare Chart V 
to Chart II in Chapter 4, the 28 ornaments form a bleak contrast with the 74 inventoried for 
the Argolid. Despite this discrepancy, however, all of the ornamental types are represented in 
Achaia. Moreover, fibulae and wheel-shaped ornaments constitute respectively the largest and 
second largest categories in both regions. As far as the other types are concerned, regional 
differences can be observed. Whereas long pins are popular in the Argolid, they are poorly 
represented in Achaia. The reverse is true for the spiraled finger rings. This could point to 

are there clear indications that the ornaments in Achaia show local peculiarities that need to 
be taken into account. There are, however, three objects that require brief consideration from 
a typological point of view. The first of these is a violin-bow fibula from the cremation burial 
in tomb O at Kallithea-Spenzes, while the other two are the already briefly mentioned (see § 
5.4.4.d) scabbard from Krini-Drimaleïka and the lead finger ring from Spaliareïka. Although 
unique in the Aegean, these objects raise interesting points regarding connectivity.  
  

 
Catalog III, consisting of 72 entries. 

rnaments from Achaia 
As was noted in § 4.5.4.a, there are many ties between Aegean and Italian violin-bow fibulae. 
Yet the violin-bow fibula from tomb O at Kallithea-Spenzes (III.32) appears to be different in 
this respect. It has a straight, rounded and slightly swollen bow which runs parallel to the pin. 
Its catch plate is large and triangular and a large bronze bead is placed on the pin. The bow is 
decorated with three groups of incised vertical parallel rings, interspersed by horizontal 
chevrons in the outer two fields and vertical chevrons in the central field (see Figure 51.1).1463 
Kilian cites a fibula from Pianello in the Marche area of central Italy and two fibulae from 
Croatia as closest parallels for the Kallithea specimen. The first of the Croatian parallels was 
found on the coast at Taline near Split, while the second was found inland at the site Staro 

                                                 
1463 Kilian 1985, 149, Abb. 2, IV.1, 152, 163.  
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Topolje, located on the northeastern outskirts of the Carpathian basin.1464 This gives the 
impression of a circum-Adriatic distribution. Pabst, however, has recently identified the 
Kallithea specimen as belonging to the Carpathian Großmugl type.1465 This type is named 
after a violin-bow fibula found in a Ha A1 cremation burial at the site of Großmugl in 
northeastern Austria.1466 Other specimens stem from Bz D  Ha A1 hoards and burials in the 

Carpathian basin, including the inland Staro 
Topolje specimen noted by Kilian.1467 The 
eponymous piece shares with the Kallithea 
specimen the large triangular catch plate and the 
straight, rounded and slightly swollen pin-parallel 
bow, decorated with alternating groups of rings and 
vertical or horizontal chevrons (see Figure 
51.2).1468 Paul Betzler, who established the 
Großmugl type, originally included among the type 
also fibulae with a more or less rising bow, such as 
the coastal Pianello and Taline specimens noted by 
Kilian.1469 According to Pabst, these fibulae should 
be excluded from the type because they indicate a 

1470 Rather than 
coastal 
reveals the existence of land-based networks in the Carpathian 
basin.  
Whereas the Kallithea fibula clearly points to the north, it is 
more difficult to pinpoint the source of inspiration for the 
sword scabbard and the lead finger ring. The sword scabbard 
decoration from Krini-Drimaleïka (III.47  see Figure 52) 
consists of a fragment of rectangular bronze sheet, flanked on 
both edges by rows of studs. Horizontal ribs, cut-out 
semicircles, and a cut-out eight-spoked wheel motif complete 
the fragment.1471 The lead-finger ring from Spaliareïka 
(III.15) is decorated along the edges of the bezel with 
semicircles with central dots. The eight-spoked wheel 
comprises the central decoration, while above the wheel there 
is also a cross.1472 Both items are unique. To my knowledge, 
no exact comparisons are known in the Aegean, eastern 
Mediterranean, Italy or the Balkans. There are, however, 
parallels for certain elements of these objects. In Chapter 4 we 
encountered wheel-shaped pinheads and pendants from the 

                                                 
1464 Kilian 1985, 163-164.  
1465 Pabst 2013, 134. The Kallithea fibula closes on the right and the Großmugl fibula on the left (compare my 
Figure 45.1 with 45.2) It should be noted that Pabst (2013, 125, Abb. 9) publishes what appears to be a mirror 
image of the drawing of the Großmugl fibula as it is  published in Betzler 1974, Taf. 1. This would erroneously 
give the impression that the two fibulae share the same orient

 
1466 Betzler 1974, 13. 
1467 Pabst 2013, 135, Abb. 9, 143, L. 7. 
1468 Compare Kilian 1985, 149 (Abb. 2, IV.1) with Betzler 1974, Taf. 1 (no. 7).  
1469 Betzler 1974, 13-14. 
1470  
1471 Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1994, 181, Fig. 6. 
1472 Giannopoulos 2008, Taf. 14, no. 25. 

Figure 52. Bronze scabbard 
decoration III.47, Krini (after 
Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1994, 
181, Fig. 6) 

Figure 51. Violin-bow fibulae of Großmugl type. 
1) my III.32, Kallithea-Spenzes, Achaia 2) 
Großmugl, Austria (no. 1 adapted from Kilian 
1985, 149, Abb. 2; no. 2 from Betzler 1974, Taf. 1; 
Pabst 2013, 135, Abb. 9) 
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Argolid which are related to wheel-shaped ornaments from Italy (see § 4.5.4.c). The pendants 
are characterized by wheels with four, straight spokes. Most of the pinheads, in contrast, are 
either straight and six-spoked or forked and four-spoked. An exception forms a bronze 
pinhead from the islet of Modi (I.77), which is straight and eight-spoked like the decorations 
on the sword scabbard and finger ring. As noted in § 4.5.4.c, two Italian pinheads also bear 
the eight-spoked motif which is straight and eight-spoked like the decorations on the sword 
scabbard and finger ring. As noted in § 4.5.4.c, two Italian pinheads also bear the eight-
spoked motif, as well as the casting mold from the Varvara hill fort in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
and the bronze belt plate from the Uiora de Sus hoard in Transylvania (for the latter, see also 
the discussion further below). Indeed, while certain types of pinheads and pendants are mainly 
found in Italy, wheel symbolism is ubiquitous in central Europe and the Balkans as well. A 

4.5.3.b). 
Italian, Balkan and Aegean parallels can also be found for other aspects of the otherwise 

unique sword scabbard and finger ring. To start off with the latter, the use of lead as a 
material in ornamental objects is something we also encounter for the wheel-shaped pinheads 
(see § 4.5.4.c). Lead pinheads have been found on several occasions in the Argolid, at Teichos 
Dymaion (III.22) and in Italy. In contrast, several of the production features of the sword 
scabbard point more towards the Balkans. First of all, the horizontal ribs and studs remind of 
the Kallithea and Portes headgear and, by extension, of bronzework found in Carpathian Bz D 
and Ha A1 hoards (see § 5.4.2.a). Secondly, the use of bronze sheet on organic material is 
known from bronzework in t for example, as decoration for leather belts. 
In Transylvania, the mountainous area of Romania which borders the Carpathian basin to the 

decorative bronze belt plates. Interestingly, the plates are partly decorated with designs which 
are comparable to the Drimaleïka scabbard, such as semi-circles, four-spoked wheel-crosses 
and more elaborate spoked wheels, including a straight, eight-spoked wheel. In contrast to the 
Drimaleïka scabbard, the wheels and semicircles are not cut out but are embossed instead.1473  
In addition, some of the belt plates combine the wheels and semicircles with depictions of 
oxhide ingots  and Boeotian shields , decorative elements more commonly associated with 

the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean.1474 

interrelations which stretched far beyond the local. Due to the emergent properties of 
networks (see § 2.3 for this term), it is impossible to trace back individual threads back to a 
specific place of origin, although it is evident that the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean are 
somehow involved. Perhaps, this is how the lead ring from Spaliareïka and the Drimaleïka 
scabbard should also be understood, as emergent properties of a complex Postpalatial 
interregional network which linked up Achaia to Italy and the Balkans.  

 

tools are found have also yielded ornaments. The Patras region stands out with half of all 
ornaments currently known from Achaia. The difference is split almost equally between the 
Dyme area and eastern Achaia. As was noted in § 5.4.3, the concentration of ornaments in the 
latter region does constitute an important point of difference between the distribution of the 
ornaments versus the weapons and tools. At the same time, it offers a point of comparison 
                                                 
1473 Pare 1987, 45-46 (Fig. 3  no. 2 from Uioara de Sus has the eight-spoked wheel motif).   
1474 Popa 2015. 
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with the Argolid, where ornaments also seem to be more popular in the region (see § 4.5.4). 
Contextual analysis should reveal whether this indicates that these objects circulated in 
different types of networks, as seems to be the case in the Argolid. In eastern Achaia, most 
ornaments are concentrated at late sanctuary sites. As noted in § 5.2.2, while the Trapeza finds 
do date back to SM  PG, the material from Rakita is problematic because it most likely 
signifies deposition in the Early Iron Age rather than the final Late Bronze Age. In contrast, 
the ornaments found at Aigion and Derveni come from Late Bronze Age burials, as does the 
majority of the ornaments from western Achaia. Once more, Teichos Dymaion forms an 

the number of ornaments present at each site, it is clear that most sites only have one or two 
specimens. In eastern Achaia, Rakita stands out in the distribution pattern but it is difficult to 
reconstruct a Postpalatial hub at this Geometric site. Besides Rakita, Voudeni and Kallithea in 
western Achaia have also yielded larger concentrations (see Table XL). This confirms the 
status of these two sites as the most prominent Achaian hubs. 
 

 
absence of dark colored p
network dynamics. For the ornaments (see Figure 57), stage 2 spans the LH IIIC Middle to SM periods (created by 
author).  

Table XL  
Sites Violin fibulae Bow fibulae Long pins Wheels Spiral rings Total 
Voudeni 1 2 2 - 1 6 
Patras 1 - - - - 1 
Krini - - - 1 - 1 
Monodendri - - - - 1 1 
Kallithea 3 - - - 2 5 
Rakita - 2 - 1 2 5 
Aigion 1 - - - - 1 
Trapeza - 1 - - - 1 
Derveni 1 - - - - 1 
Teichos Dymaion 1 - - 1 - 2 
Spaliareïka - - - 1 - 1 
Mitopolis - - - 1 - 1 
Portes 1 - - 1 - 2 
Total 9 5 2 6 6 28 
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Moving on to the chronological distribution, the analysis is greatly hampered by the backlog 
in publication. Nevertheless, it is possible to arrive at some preliminary conclusions regarding 

most ornament types, we have at least some objects from published contexts. The dates from 
these contexts can be combined with those derived from typochronology and  in some cases 
 the dates given on the displays of the Patras Museum, to arrive at a date range for the 

occurrence of a particular ornament type. When we apply this methodology to the fibulae, it 
becomes clear that in Achaia this ornament type so far only occurs from LH IIIC Middle 
onwards (see Table XLI). The first fibulae in Achaia all seem to belong to the violin-bow 
type; it is only in LH IIIC Late that the bow fibula starts to appear. Initially, violin-bow 
fibulae and bow fibulae seem to co-occur but in SM, the violin-bow fibula appears to have 
disappeared. There are similarities and differences when we compare the chronology of the 
fibulae in Achaia with that of the fibulae found in the Argolid (see § 4.5.4.a). In the Argolid, 
violin-bow fibulae occur much earlier than in Achaia and are, in fact, the only ornamental 

between LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC Early. Despite the gap between their first presence in Achaia 
and the Argolid, violin-bow fibulae seem to predate bow fibulae in both areas. In addition, the 
bow fibula appears in both Achaia and the Argolid in LH IIIC Late. However, while in 
Achaia the violin-bow fibula is still found in this phase, in the Argolid this subtype seems to 
be replaced immediately by the bow variety.   

 
 

Portes Tomb No - Violin bow - 

Teichos 
Dymaion 

Acropolis No LH IIIC Late? Violin bow - 

Kallithea ChT O, burial B Yes LH IIIC Middle? Violin bow Cremation 

Kallithea ChT I, burial A/B Yes LH IIIC Middle:2 Violin bow - 

Kallithea ChT Y, burial B No - Violin bow Female? 

Patras Tomb No - Violin bow - 

Voudeni - No LH IIIC Middle? Violin bow - 

Voudeni - No LH IIIC Middle  Late? Bow - 

Voudeni - Yes LH IIIC Late  SM Bow - 

Aigion Tomb No LH IIIC? Violin bow - 

Trapeza Sanctuary Yes SM Bow - 

Derveni Tomb Yes End of LH IIIC Violin bow - 

Rakita Sanctuary No SM? bow - 

Rakita Sanctuary No SM? bow - 

One wonders whether the longer persistence of the violin-bow fibula in Achaia needs to be 
understood in terms of conservatism. When we consider the distribution of the long pins, 

this certainly could be the case. To date, only one pair of long pins (III.62; III.63) can be 
identified from Achaia with confidence (see Table XLII). The pair comes from Voudeni and 
reportedly stems from a SM context.1475 Although there are hints in the literature pertaining to 
                                                 
1475 Kolonas 2009b, 29, Fig. 53. For their date, see Moschos 2009a, 257-258 and n. 175. 
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more specimens,1476 the present data suggest that long pins were not as readily adopted in 
Achaia in comparison to the Argolid. In contrast, wheel-shaped ornaments do not seem to 
have been met with the same attitude (see Table XLII). The already mentioned lead finger 
ring and sword scabbard (see § 5.4.5.a), attest to the presence of wheel-shaped motifs on 
ornaments in LH IIIC Middle. Besides these two objects, Achaia has also yielded a number of 
wheel-shaped pinheads comparable to specimens found in the Argolid and Italy. 
Unfortunately, these are poorly dated, either because their context has been lost (III.03) or not 
yet published (III.09; III.22), or because their published context is not dated securely. The 
latter is true for a specimen from Rakita (III.70). As noted in § 5.2.2, the context of the Rakita 
specimen is an unstratified votive deposit in a Geometric sanctuary. The wheel is considered 
to be of SM typology, but it cannot be excluded that SM types were still current in the Early 
Iron Age.1477 At best, we can set the range for the occurrence of wheel-shaped ornaments in 
Achaia between LH IIIC Middle and SM. While tentative, this is not at odds with the 
chronology of wheel-shaped ornaments in the Argolid (see § 4.5.4.c). 

 

4-spoked wheel Mitopolis Tomb? No - Bronze 

6-spoked wheel  Portes Tomb No - Bone 

8-spoked wheel 
(ring) 

Spaliareïka ChT 1 Yes LH IIIC Middle Lead 

6-spoked wheel Teichos Dymaion Acropolis No LH IIIC? Lead 

8-spoked wheel 
(scabbard) 

Krini-Drimaleïka ChT 3 Yes LH IIIC Middle:2 
(or earlier) 

Bronze 

Long pin Voudeni ChT 75 Yes SM Bronze 

Long pin Voudeni ChT 75 Yes SM Bronze 

4-spoked wheel Rakita Deposit No SM? Bronze 

 
finger rings with antithetical spiraled endings seem to have a similar 

chronological distribution (see Table XLIII). Once more, the presumed SM typology of two 
specimens from Rakita (III.71; III
occurrence. A specimen from Voudeni (III.58) is not yet published, while two specimens 
from Kallithea-Spenzes, Tomb O (III.33; III.34) can be dated with certainty to LH IIIC 
Middle. This leaves a specimen from chamber tomb 1 at Monodendri (III.48). The objects 
found in chamber tomb 1 have already been described in detail in § 5.3.4 and require no 
repeating here, save for the presence of 12 LH IIIA:2 pots and four lantern-shaped faience 
beads. Giannopoulos proposes a contextual relationship between the spiraled finger ring and 
the lantern-shaped beads, due to the fact that both objects can also be found in Italy. As 
lantern-shaped beads already occur in LH IIIA contexts and the pottery found in tomb 1 can 
be dated to LH IIIA:2, he proposes to date the spiraled finger ring to LH IIIA:2 as well.1478 

                                                 
1476 Papadopoulos (1979, 139) notes a large bronze pinhead from a LH IIIC burial at Kangadi which was 
originally reported by Yalouris. However, Papadopoulos was not able to locate it in the museum; for this reason, 
this pin has been omitted from Catalog III. In addition, there are long pins in the votive deposit at Rakita, but as 
this deposit contains both objects of SM typology and later types, it is not clear if they should be considered this 
early, see Gadolou 2008, 207, Eik. 159. 
1477 For a similar observation, see Moschos 2009a, 241.  
1478 Giannopoulos 2009, 123-124. 
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1479 meaning the perceived gap between the occurrence of Tumulus-period spiraled 
rings with antithetical endings in central Europe and their first occurrence in the Aegean in 
LH IIIC (see § 4.5.4.c). As the later part of the Tumulus period (ca. 1600-1300 BC) roughly 
coincides with LH IIIA in the Aegean (ca. 1420/10  1330/15 BC),1480 a LH IIIA:2 spiraled 

there are issues with his thought-provoking reconstruction.  
Chamber tomb 1 was discovered during road works. These road works had destroyed the 

western half of the burial chamber, which means that only the eastern half of the tomb was 
preserved and could be excavated. As Giannopoulos himself admits, it cannot be excluded 
that the spiraled finger ring originally belonged to a LH IIIC context from the destroyed half 
of the tomb.1481 This different interpretation is certainly plausible, considering the fact that in 
Achaia the reuse or continued use of LH IIIA tombs into LH IIIC is fairly common (see e.g. § 
5.4.4.a). A LH IIIC date for the spiraled ring would also not necessarily contradict its 
contextual association with the lantern-shaped beads. While Rahmstorf observes that lantern-
shaped beads are first attested in LH IIIA contexts, such as Vrysarion-Kato Goumenitsa (see § 
5.3.4), they also occur in later contexts. For example, at Mycenae, a lantern-shaped bead was 
among the 165 small objects found in a bowl in room 19 of the Room of the Fresco Complex, 
which was sealed off after the first destruction of the Cult Center in LH IIIB:2 Early. At 
Tiryns, moreover, a lantern-shaped bead was found in a LH IIIC Middle:2 context in the 
shrine of room 115 in the Lower Citadel.1482 The Tiryns bead is thus contemporary to the pair 
of spiraled rings from Kallithea-Spenzes tomb O, which allows room to postulate a similar 
LH IIIC Middle:2 date for the lantern-shaped beads and spiraled ring at Monodendri as well. 
Finally, when we consider all of the published specimens from independently dated contexts 
in the Aegean, including the rings from Kallithea, it seems rather unlikely that the spiraled 
finger ring was introduced in the Aegean in LH IIIA but somehow only became more visible 
in the archaeological record during LH IIIC. For all of the above reasons, I consider a LH IIIC 
Middle:2 or later date for the ring from Monodendri to be more likely.   

Kallithea ChT O; burial J Yes LH IIIC Middle - 

Kallithea ChT O; burial J Yes LH IIIC Middle - 

Monodendri ChT 1 No LH IIIA:2 or LH IIIC - 

Voudeni - No LH Middle  Late? - 

Rakita Deposit No SM? - 

Rakita Deposit No SM? - 

 
From the above, it follows that ornaments in Achaia occur from LH IIIC Middle onwards 

as was observed in § 5.4.3, the majority of the weapons and tools belong to LH IIIC Middle 
and Late, which overlaps with the chronology of the ornaments. To put it differently, right 

ir way to Achaia. Whereas weapons and tools seem to 

                                                 
1479 Cited from the title of Giannopoulos 2009.  
1480 See Manning 2010, 23.  
1481 Giannopoulos 2009, 125. 
1482 Rahmstorf 2005, 665-666. 
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have lost their currency after LH IIIC Late, the present data hint at a longer persistence of 

in the sense that th ools. Yet 
while in the Argolid the appearance of ornaments such as the bow fibula and long pin seem to 

categories exist side by side for a period of time. A final contrast between the chronological 
distribution of ornaments in Achaia and the Argolid is that ornaments appear slightly earlier 
in Achaia (i.e. most of them are already present in LH IIIC Middle rather than LH IIIC Late). 
These differences seem to point to regional trajectories in network dynamics. In order to see 
whether this observation is further supported at the local level of analysis, let us now turn to 
the contextual analysis of the ornaments in Achaia.  
 
5.4.7. Ornaments: Contextual Analysis 

prevalent in Achaia. As in the case of the weapons and tools, settlement contexts are poorly 
represented and burial contexts have yielded the majority of finds. An important difference is 
that a substantial number of ornaments is also found in sanctuary sites. As already explained, 
the material from Rakita represents a problematic category that potentially belongs to the 
Early Iron Age (see § 5.2.2). For the Trapeza material, we are on more solid ground. In a 
preliminary report, Borgna describes a first layer of finds in the area of the later Archaic 
temple which she assigns a date between SM and first PG, based on the fact that it precedes a 
layer containing vessels decorated with compass-drawn semicircles. This layer has yielded the 
bow fibula III.65, as well as several fragments of pottery that can be compared to SM  PG 
pottery elsewhere in Greece, such as Kalapodi or Mitrou. Intriguingly, Borgna also notes 
parallels between some of these vessels and Italian ceramics of the advanced FBA found at 
southern and central Italian sites such as Torre Castelluccia, Porto Perone and Madonna di 
Loreto in Apulia, Fonte Tasca in Abruzzo and Fano in the Marche.1483 As excavation of the 
site is still ongoing, it is not yet possible to conduct a detailed contextual analysis of the finds. 
However, judging from the preliminary report, the sanctuary at Trapeza in eastern Achaia 
offers a promising case of continued Italo-Aegean connectivity in SM  PG.  

As for the 20 ornaments found in burial contexts, only six come from contexts that are 
available for further analysis. For the remaining 14, the contextual information is currently not 
sufficient to allow for in-depth analysis.1484 Among the six ornaments that come from well-
published contexts are the Monodendri finger ring (III.48) and the decorated bronze sheet 
belonging to a sword scabbard from Drimaleïka (III.46). The contexts of both of these finds 
have already been analyzed in previous sections (see § 5.3.4, § 5.4.6 and § 5.4.4.d). This 
leaves us with the contexts of the Spaliareïka finger ring with wheel decoration (III.15), the 
Kallithea-Spenzes spiraled finger rings (III.33; III.34) and the violin-bow fibula of Großmugl 
type (III.32)  also from Kallithea-Spenzes. The Kallithea ornaments stem from two burial 
contexts in Tomb O and thus can be discussed in tandem. The Spaliareïka finger ring was 
found with the single primary burial in chamber tomb 1. As in § 5.4.4, the present analysis 
once more moves from the immediate burial context to the other burials in the tomb, the 
cemetery, and the wider microregion. With respect to the cemetery level, the following 
analysis can be relatively brief, as the cemeteries of Kallithea and Spaliareïka have already 
been discussed at length as part of the contextual analysis of the weapons and tools.  

 

                                                 
1483 Borgna 2013, 143-145. 
1484 They are either unpublished or come from old excavations which were not recorded in much detail.  
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a) Analysis of rnaments 
Chamber tomb 1 at Spaliareïka contained the primary burial of a 35-year-old female and the 
secondarily interred remains of several other individuals. These individuals were gathered in 
an ossuary and included a child, as well as adult males and females of various ages. No burial 
gifts were associated with the ossuary. In contrast, the primary female burial was found with a 
LH IIIC Middle stirrup jar beside her skull and ca. 20 beads around it made of stone, glass 
paste, bone, shell, carnelian, bronze, and gold. Among the glass paste beads was the barrel-
shaped bead II.5 which  in this context  may be regarded as both an antique and an import 
from Cyprus, Syria or Egypt (see § 5.3.3). Besides the necklace 
and stirrup jar, the female was furnished with a bronze ring 
around her finger and the lead finger ring III.15 (see Figure 53), 
which was found next to her left elbow.1485 Giannopoulos 
postulates that it may have been worn as a charm on a bracelet 
because the lead ring would have been too large for the female 
to wear around her finger. He evokes the Homeric concept of 

 (see also § 4.5.3.b) to explain the secondary use of a 
ring as a charm and suggests that this particular ring may have 
been valued as a  due to the wheel symbolism 
depicted on it. Giannopoulos further speculates about the 
possibility that as a  the ring and its symbolism may 
predate LH IIIC Middle, when the female was interred in chamber tomb 1.1486 Although it is 
evident that antiques were among those items prized as  due to their lengthy object 
biographies (for this term, see also § 2.5),1487 it is not necessarily the case that all 
were antiques. Indeed, when we consider the date of the wheel-shaped ornaments in the 
Aegean, it is equally plausible that the lead ring was a contemporary object.  

Whether an antique or contemporary object, the idea that the 35-year-old female was buried 
with a raises the question regarding her social status. In the literature, are 
associated with elites. They are prestige goods, linked to distant people and places, and often 
obtained through gift exchange with guest-friends ( ).1488 
the lead ring certainly qualifies as a potential  and as an object tied to elite lifestyle, 

                                                 
1485 Giannopoulos 2008, 100-101.  
1486 Giannopoulos 2008, 188. 
1487 Maran 2006, 131. 
1488 Wagner-Hasel 2000, 104-112. 

Figure 53. Lead ring III.15 
(after Giannopoulos 2008, Taf. 
14, no. 25). 
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exclusively found in elite burials, most notably in the LH IIIC Middle  Late warrior burials 
(see § 5.4.4.d). However, the argument to identify the primary burial in chamber tomb 1 as an 
elite burial solely based on its association with the lead finger ring seems rather circular, 
despite the fact that this ring bears all of the hallmarks of a . This leaves us with the 
remaining burial gifts interred with the female in chamber tomb 1. At first glance, the 
necklace, bronze finger ring, and stirrup jar do not give the impression of a lavish assemblage. 
Yet upon closer inspection, both the stirrup jar (see § 5.4.4.a) and the necklace (see § 5.4.4.c) 
can be tied to elite lifestyle and ideology. The latter, moreover, contains another potential 

  the antique imported barrel-shaped bead II.5. In addition, following Voutsaki, the 
diversity in object types and materials in the burial assemblage may be a better indicator of 
elevated status than the quantity of objects found in the burial (see § 2.7). Therefore, although 
individually the aforementioned objects may not suffice, together they make a convincing 
case for interpreting the primary burial in chamber tomb 1 as a female elite burial. 

Moving to Kallithea-Spenzes, chamber tomb O contained several primary and secondary 
burials. Of these, primary burials B and J are of particular interest to the present research. To 
start off with the latter, primary burial J comprises an inhumation burial located in the back of 
the burial chamber. Unfortunately, the preliminary report does not mention any 

anthropological analysis that may have been carried out on 
the human remains. Nevertheless, burial J still is an 
important context for the reconstruction of 
interconnectivity, both in its own right and  as we will 
see below  because it helps to date primary burial B. 
Burial J was found with a large and diverse group of 
burial gifts. This group consisted, first of all, of 25 
ceramic vessels. While it cannot be excluded that some of 
these vessels belonged to the secondary inhumation 
burials G, K and P found next to burial J, this amount is 
nonetheless rather impressive in comparison to that found 

with other burials in the tomb (see below).1489 Among the ceramic vessels was a LH IIIC 
Middle amphora which Kilian mentions in reference to the date of both this burial and burial 
B (see also below).1490 Besides a large number of ceramic vessels, the funerary assemblage 
associated with burial J consists of a bronze knife, a bronze pin and a bone pin and the two 
bronze finger rings with antithetical spiral endings III.33 and III.34 (see Figure 54).1491  

Primary burial B consists of the cremated remains of an adult individual, deposited in the 
center of the burial chamber without any indications of a cinerary urn. Unfortunately, the sex 
of this individual is once again not reported. The only burial gift directly associated with the 
cremation burial is the violin-bow fibula of Großmugl type, III.32. In addition, six stirrup jars, 
19 beads of blue glass paste and three biconical terracotta spindle whorls were found between 
burial B and primary inhumation burial F. Unfortunately, as these items cannot be assigned to 
either burial with certainty, they do not provide a date for cremation burial B.1492 In his 
excavation report, Papadopoulos assigns a date around the LH IIIB  C transition to the 
burial, based on the presence of the violin-bow fibula.1493 Although it is true that the first 
violin-bow fibulae occur in the Aegean between LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC Early (see § 4.5.4.a), 
the Großmugl type dates to Bz D  Ha A1 (see § 5.4.5.a). Considering the synchronization of 
Urnfield and Aegean chronologies (see § 2.8  Table II), this means that our fibula can be as 

                                                 
1489 Papadopoulos 1980b, 108. 
1490 Kilian 1985, 163. 
1491 Papadopoulos 1980b, 108.  
1492  
1493 Papadopoulos 1980b, 108-109 and n. 1. 
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late as LH IIIC Middle:2. In connection to this, Kilian infers that the cremation burial B must 
have been the last interment in tomb O, as it was found undisturbed in the center of the burial 
chamber. On the basis of the older burial J, Kilian also proposes a LH IIIC Middle date for the 
cremation burial.1494  

Currently, it cannot be determined whether any of the other burials in chamber tomb O are 
contemporary to burials J and B. As was already explained in § 5.4.4.d, the Kallithea-Spenzes 
cemetery is not yet fully published and preliminary reports rarely mention dates for the finds. 
Nevertheless, the other burials in the tomb do offer points of comparison with our two burials 
in terms of the burial customs, as well as the quantity and diversity of burial gifts. These 
points allow us to infer whether there is a difference in the status between individuals 

tomb O has yielded two more primary burials. Of these, inhumation burial F has already been 
mentioned. The objects found between this burial and burial B are the only finds which may 
belong to this burial. Primary burial A, in contrast, was clearly associated with eight ceramic 
vessels, including a large three-handled amphora and two stirrup jars. A group of 12 
secondary inhumation burials offers a larger and more diverse group of burial gifts. Although 
these can no longer be tied to individual burials, the quantity and diversity of finds can still be 
compared to burials B and J. With this group, 13 ceramic vessels were found in total. In 
addition, 52 beads of blue glass paste, two of agate and three of faience suggest that several 
necklaces were also buried with the 12 individuals. A biconical whorl, two bronze rings, and 

was found with a squared alabastron, a pyxis and 28 beads of blue glass paste.1495 
Several observations can be made when we compare burials B and J to the other burials in 

chamber tomb O. First of all, the burial gifts associated with primary burials A, B/F and the 
secondary burial V pale in comparison to the quantity and diversity of the objects found with 
burial J. Instead, the burial assemblage of J compares well to the range of burial gifts found 
with the 12 secondarily interred individuals. This makes burial J by far the wealthiest burial in 
chamber tomb O, as the funerary wealth associated with this burial equals that of the wealth 
interred with 12 other individuals in the same tomb. This suggests that with burial J, we are 
dealing with the remains of an individual of elevated social status. The same might be said of 
primary burial B, although for an entirely different reason. The rite of cremation clearly 
singles burial B out from the other inhumation burials in chamber tomb O. In § 5.4.4.c we saw 
that at Spaliareïka, the practice of cremation was used in two consecutive elite burials. The 
LH IIIC Early assemblage 2 can be considered both wealthy and diverse. It contained 
references to warriorhood, connectivity, and personal care  all important aspects of an elite 
lifestyle as attested by warrior burials in LH IIIB:2. In the LH IIIC Middle assemblage 1, the 
express
ceramic cinerary urn seem to be used as the sole references to an elite lifestyle in an otherwise 
modest funerary assemblage, consisting of ca. five other ceramic vessels. The contemporary 
cremation burial B seems to follow this trend, especially if the fibula is indeed the only object 
found with this burial. Therefore, although this burial cannot be regarded as particularly 
wealthy, the use of the practice of cremation still demarcates the individual interred with the 
violin-bow fibula of Großmugl type as a member of the Kallithean elite.  

Together with burial J and the primary female burial of chamber tomb 1 at Spaliareïka, this 
makes three elite burials out of the three contexts selected for further analysis. To this may be 
added the already analyzed burial of the Krini-Drimaleïka warrior, whereas the contextual 
association of the Monodendri finger ring is not entirely clear. Based on this  admittedly  

                                                 
1494 Kilian 1985, 163. 
1495 Papadopoulos 1980b, 108.  
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incomplete1496 sam
ornaments too seem to be connected to Achaian elite burials.  
 

Now that  
ways this category of evidence can inform about networks. As in the previous chapter, this 
section is particularly concerned with modes of transfer and exchange partners, while the 
organization of the exchange is the subject of § 5.6. Since both of these topics were already 
covered extensively with respect to the bronzes in the Argolid, it is not necessary to address 
them at length here. Rather, the present discussion seeks to evaluate specifically how the 
Achaian data expand our understanding of the modes of transfer and exchange partners 
involved in the late Palatial and Postpalatial connections between Italy, the Aegean and the 
Balkans, and how the Achaian data compare and contrast to the material in the Argolid.  

In § 4.5.6, the chemical analyses by Jung . provided a starting point for considering the 

bronzes from Achaia. For this reason, it is worth briefly repeating the main observations made 
with respect to these analyses in the previous chapter. As was already explained, the majority 
of the Achaian bronzes tested by Jung . were shown to be locally produced, while a small 
portion could be identified as Italian imports.1497 A similar situation was then assumed to be 
valid for the Argolid, based on the direct identification of an Italian import at Mycenae (I.49) 

the Italian import and some of the evidence for local production belong to the Palatial period, 
it was subsequently inferred that local production played an important role in the adoption and 

the case of Achaia, where Jung 
1498 For the Argolid, the 

assumed prevalence of local production posed a serious challenge to the reconstruction of 
networks  especially with regard to the weapons and tools. As most of the types are already 
attested in LH IIIB:2 and no new developments can be pinpointed to LH IIIC, this raised the 
question of whether contacts were maintained after the introduction of the weapons and tools. 
While plenty of evidence in support of continued connectedness was brought to the fore in the 
case of the Argolid, the same question may be raised for the Achaian material.  

 
leaf-shaped type spearheads at Mitopolis. Other early pieces cannot be dated precisely but 
seem to occur before or around 1200 BC, i.e. in the LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early phases. The 
early bronzes all belong to the category of weapons and tools. This provides a contrast with 

-bow fibulae as 

Achaia also includes several other leaf-shaped spearheads, the Peschiera daggers, the earliest 
two Fontana di Papa type knives and the Scoglio del Tonno razor. Together, this group only 
comprises 14 
sword from Krini-Agios Konstantinos should be added to this list, as its typology implies a 
pre-LH IIIC Middle date (see § 5.4.3). The remaining bronzes in Achaia all date to the period 
between LH IIIC Middle and SM. These include all of the other Naue II type swords, the two 
leaf-shaped spearheads with long sockets, the flame-shaped spearheads, the other Fontana di 

, and all of the 
ese types are either entirely new in 

                                                 
1496 Incomplete in the sense that the other burials with  
1497 See Jung . 2008.  
1498 Jung . 2008, 91 (import; my III.42); Jung/Mehofer 2013, 182 (local product; my III.20). 
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Achaia during LH IIIC Middle, such as the headgear and greaves, or suggest new 
developments of already attested types, such as the flame-shaped and long-socketed varieties 

 appear after LH IIIC Middle, such as the bow 
fibula (LH IIIC Late) and the long pins (SM).  

From the above, it follows that new types of weapons and tools appear in Achaia in LH IIIC 
Middle after the first types are introduced during LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early. Unlike their 
counterparts in the Argolid, the Achaian weapons and tools clearly demonstrate continued 
connectedness from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period. In addition, LH IIIC Middle sees 
the introduction of the first ornament types, while new types of ornaments occur in LH IIIC 
Late and SM. Together, the weapons and tools, and the ornaments attest to the persistence of 
Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks in Achaia from LH IIIB:2 all the way down to SM. Within 
this long time span, LH IIIC Middle can be identified as an important watershed in the history 

new types are introduced in the region, it is also a phase when Achaia possibly starts feeding 
back new types into the network. The clearest example of this dynamic is the Group C variety 
of Naue II type swords, for which the chronological and spatial distribution demarcate Achaia 
as an important hub in the diffusion of the type and possibly even as its place of origin.1499 
The Fontana di Papa type knife may be understood in a similar way. As was explained in § 
5.4.4.a, this type first occurs in the Argolid and Achaia in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early, whereas 
in Crete and Italy securely dated examples only belong to LH IIIC Late  SM. Although 
Achaia may not have been its place of origin, it is currently the only region where the Fontana 
di Papa type is securely attested throughout the late Palatial and Postpalatial periods. 
Therefore, Achaia could have played an important role in the diffusion of the type after LH 
IIIC Early. 

It is necessary to dwell on the Fontana di Papa type knives a little longer because they raise 
an important issue regarding the reconstruction of past networks. In the literature, the type is 
usually treated as attesting to connectivity between Italy and the Aegean.1500 However, a close 
analysis of the typochronological data currently available reveals that the knives are indicative 
of two stages in network dynamics, one apparently only involving mainland Greek networks 
in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early and the other involving wider connections between the 
mainland, the Aegean islands, and Italy in LH IIIC Late  SM. Therefore, although the 
typology of these knives does not appear to change, their role in interconnectivity does not 

from circulation in regional networks to the interregional scale, expanding their reach and 
perhaps also their significance as new symbols of this interregional network. Provided that 
this interpretation is correct, the Fontana di Papa type knives thus offer a cautionary case of 

and involving different 
, they should be 

excluded from our efforts to reconstruct Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks prior to LH IIIC 
Late. At the same time, it is only their inclusion in the dataset from LH IIIB:2 onwards which 
allows us to make this observation in the first place, thereby offering a unique window into an 
aspect of network dynamics which otherwise would have escaped our attention. 

appreciated. For the Argolid, it was noted in § 4.5.6 that different types of weapons and tools 
rarely appear in the same contexts. Instead, they are frequently found as single objects with 

                                                 
1499 See Pabst 2013. 
1500 E.g. Matthäus 1980a, 131-133; Borgna 2013, 136, 138 and n. 24. 
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local practices during the Palatial period, besides the technological changes needed to produce 
them. During the Postpalatial period, the weapons start having a greater impact on Mycenaean 
society, while the ornaments   start changing 
local styles of dress and the symbolic realm as well. A possible explanation for this disparity 
was sought in the different contextual associations of the weapons and tools versus the 
ornaments, with the former being limited to elite contexts and the latter used more widely in 
society. How does the Achaian material compare to this situation?  

In Achaia, both the weapons and tools and the ornaments seem to be closely associated with 
 bronze can be tied 

with certainty to the nonelite sphere. Settlement and sanctuary finds form a notable potential 
exception, but their contexts do not allow us to infer the status of their users. Regardless, the 
degree of elite involvement in the consumption of not only the weapons and tools but also the 
ornaments forms a clear contrast with the state of affairs in the Argolid, where a nonelite 
component could be observed in the consumption of the ornaments. What this all means in 
terms of network organization is explored in § 5.6. For now, it is important to note that when 

effectively only dealing with changes in elite ideology and practice. Bearing this in mind, 
when we consider the weapons and tools in Achaia these initially seem to fit with the pattern 
that was observed in the Argolid. In both regions, weapons and tools are the prerogative of the 
elite and are easily incorporated into preexisting elite practices without transforming them in a 
significant way.1501 For Achaia, this is demonstrated by the fact that the Mitopolis warrior 
burial compares remarkably well to the contemporary warrior burials in the Patras region (see 

rheads are easily incorporated into what otherwise 
looks like a typical LH IIIB:2 warrior burial. The only difference between this burial and the 
ones from the Patras region is that the former emphasizes Italo-Aegean relations while the 
latter stress ties with the Argolid and Crete. 

This is not to say that this difference is not significant. In fact, when we consider other finds 
and burials of the LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early phase, we see that some individuals start to 
follow in the footsteps of the Mitopolis warrior, while others continue to express affiliation 

-Aegean regional networks. In fact, at Mitopolis all of the 

networks, such as the LH IIIC Early burial with the Fontana di Papa type knife III.05 in 
chamber tomb 4. Although these individuals appear to be more conservative when it comes to 
interconnectivity, they do  at times  experiment with new ways of expressing elite identity 
in different arenas. For example, while the Spaliareïka warrior of LH IIIC Early (i.e. 

in neighboring Mitopolis, he does depart from the norm by using the practice of cremation as 
a new way of expressing elite identity (see § 5.4.4.c). The aforementioned examples seem to 
lie along a spectrum which ranges from those individuals who are fully conservative to those 
who do not change network allegiance but do experiment with other aspects of their identity 
and those who change network allegiance but otherwise stay faithful to elite norms. On the 
opposite end of this spectrum, we may expect individuals who change both network 
allegiance and other aspects of elit
buried with the Scoglio del Tonno razor (III.42) seems to be a case in point (see § 5.4.4.b). 

Overall, we get the impression that in Achaia, elite ideology and practices are in a state of 
flux in the period around 1200 BC. Individual agents seem to be able to pick and choose from 
an array of possibilities, expressing their allegiance locally, while simultaneously aligning 
themselves with individuals elsewhere in the Aegean or Italy. The availability of these various 
                                                 
1501 
bronzes on Aegean practices during the Palatial period, followed by a clear impact in Postpalatial times.  
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options reminds us of the period between LH IIIC Late and SM in the Argolid, which was 
1502 

too strongly of a word, because the choices available are part of a clearly predefined 
spectrum. In this sense, the situation appears to be more akin to how Voutsaki describes the 
process of changes in burial practices occurring from MH to LH I in the Argolid, with some 
parts of the norm being tweaked while others are left intact.1503 The availability of these 
predefined options concerning connectivity does not only inform about the structure of 
Achaian society at the time, however. It also indicates that the development of the network of 

occurred alongside the preexisting intra-Aegean network and did not 
involve a wholesale switch. This is particularly intriguing, as one might expect precisely such 
a switch as a result of the 1200 BC crisis
such as the Ar Instead, 
both network structures initially appear to be unaffected by the destructions of the Mycenaean 
palaces in the Aegean and continue into LH IIIC Middle.  

In LH IIIC Middle, however, we do see an important shift occurring in the balance between 
these networks. Whereas in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early, (warrior) elites advertising their 

, in LH IIIC Middle it seems they pop up 
all over the place in western Achaia. In contrast, burials that solely seem to emphasize intra-
Aegean connectivity seem to fade away into the background. It may not be coincidental that 
one of the last examples of such a burial is found in the tomb of the Mitopolis warrior (burial 

increasing Italo-Aegean connectivity after its initial head start (see further §.5.6). These 
developments are accompanied by the emergence of a new type of warrior burial, which is  
by the way  
These new warrior burials, while not completely devoid of individuality, adhere to certain 
standard practices, such as the combina
spearheads or the inclusion of containers for perfumed oil (see § 5.4.4.d). In addition, several 

tools, indicating the increased importance of these bronzes in elite burial assemblages. The 
culmination of this process comes with the two nearly identical warrior burials at Portes in the 
Dyme area and Kallithea in the Patras region with their Naue II type swords, headgear, and 

 
What we thus see in LH IIIC Middle is both a change in network dynamics and a change in 

elite identity and practices. These changes are often assumed to be related, considering that so 

new warrior burials of LH IIIC Middle.1504 In the previous chapter, it was already explained 

Italy (see § 4.4.4). For this reason, the Italian connection often features center stage in 
attempts to explain the relationship 
warrior burials.1505 1506 
already briefly introduced (see § 5.1). This model starts from the position that, due to its 
favorable geographi
goods from Italy to the Argolid and (perhaps) other parts of the Aegean. Various scholars, 
including Deger-Jalkotzy, Eder, and Giannopoulos, contend that the rise of the warrior burials 

                                                 
1502 Morris 2000, 201. 
1503 Voutsaki 2010c, 89-90. 
1504 See e.g. Eder 2003, 49; Eder-Jung 2005, 490; Moschos 2009b, 379. 
1505 E.g. Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 169; Eder 2006, 558; Jung . 2008.  
1506 For this term, see Giannopoulos 2008, 246.  
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in Achaia indicates that Achaian elites were able to monopolize access to relations with Italy 
- 1507 When we 

l (see Figure 55), it becomes 
evident that this is a variety of the center-periphery model (compare Figure 55 with Figure 
31
both geographically and socially, between Italy and the Argolid.  

 

 

center-periphery model is that it presupposes interactions between the highly complex palatial 
societies of the Argolid and simple chiefdom-type structures in Italy.1508 Not only can this be 
considered a remnant of , colonialist ideologies, various scholars now believe 
that the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations is incompatible with the type of diplomatic gift-
exchange the palaces in the Argolid are thought to have been involved in (see § 4.3.3). For 
this reason, both Elisabetta Borgna and Paola Càssola Guida, and Birgitta Eder and Reinhard 
Jung independently argue to reconsider Italo- -

-to- 1509 In related individual papers, some of these 
authors identify Achaia as a prime candidate for the role of Aegean peer or periphery, because 

1510 The 
key difference between the two pairs of scholars is the timing of this more or less equal 
interaction between the Aegean and Italy via Achaia. For Borgna and Càssola Guida, Italo-
Aegean relations always involved nonpalatial elements in the Aegean world, whether these 
are palatial subelites or elites in nonpalatial regions such as Achaia.1511 For Eder and Jung, in 
contrast, this more or less equal interaction is something that emerges during the Postpalatial 
period, following the breakdown of palatial society.1512 In their reconstruction, there is 

                                                 
1507 Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 169; Eder 2003, 44-45; 2006, 558; Giannopoulos 2008, 246-248. 
1508 E.g. Jones . 2014, 461 -  
1509 Borgna/Càssola Guida 2005; Eder/Jung 2005. 
1510 E.g. Eder 2003; 2006, esp. 557-559; Borgna  2013.  
1511 Borgna/Càssola Guida 2005, 500. 
1512 Eder/Jung 2005, 491. 
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effectively no place for Achaian interactions with Italy prior to the destructions of 1200 BC, 
as these interactions are monopolized by the Mycenaean palaces. This idea is similar to 

difference that he focuses solely on  (see § 5.2.2).1513 However, my analysis of 
Achai -based networks prior to 1200 BC provides no convincing indications of a 
restriction in access to in the Palatial period (see § 5.3). To this can now be added 

 
As already 

already appear in Achaia before and around 1200 BC. This suggests that in the strictest sense, 
-to-peer interaction between 

Achaia and Italy only emerging over the course of LH IIIC are not valid. It is true, however, 
that in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early 
relatively small scale. Theoretically, it could be possible tha
needs to be pushed back in time, with the lack of more numerous finds in Achaia precisely 
being the result of this region acting as the middleman between Italy and the Argolid. In 
support of such a reconstruction, we need to observe that the whole of Achaia was indeed 
closely connected to the Argolid in LH IIIB:2  
networks before 1200 BC (see § 5.3.5) and the contextual analysis of the bronzes (see § 
5.4.4). Yet what the contextual analysis also makes clear is that the intra-Aegean network is 
conceptually clearly separated from the network of 
opted to affiliate with one or the other, but never with both at the same time. Therefore, 
although these networks both operate alongside each other at the regional scale, it seems they 
do not actually overlap at the level of individual nodes. This suggests that the proposed 
directionality of an unbroken flow of goods, people and ideas between Italy and the Argolid 
via Achaia does not capture the complexity of the networks under scrutiny.   

To further complicate matters, the areas north of Achaia do not feature prominently in the 
not 

One issue left unaddressed in the typological analysis, however, is  the Balkans started to 
play this role. When we consider the types that we examined in § 5.4.2 and § 5.4.5, we can 
note that all types that (also) show affiliations with the Balkans appear from LH IIIC Middle 
onwards (e.g. headgear, greaves, Group C swords, long-socketed spearheads, flame-shaped 
spearheads, the Großmugl fibula). In contra  
LH IIIC Early resemble more closely  Italian types. Besides these spearheads, the only types 

import, the two Fontana di Papa type knives, which do not indicate Italo-Aegean or Balkan 
relations in this period, and the two Peschiera daggers. The typology of these particular 
daggers has not yet been addressed in detail, as the type was already discussed for the 
Argolid. Yet in the light of the present discussion, it is necessary to briefly address them after 
all. Bouzek attributes the dagger from Teichos Dymaion (III.20) to his Mainland Group, 
which is characterized by a midrib instead of blood channels.1514 The Voudeni dagger (III.50) 
can also be attributed to this group, based on its resemblance to III.20. As noted in § 4.5.2.c, 
Bouzek attributes his Mainland group a Balkan origin, but there is much discussion about the 
typology of individual pieces assigned to this group. Beyond the realm of the cataloged 
bronzes, we have in LH IIIC Early Mitopolis the spear-butt which resembles specimens from 
contemporary Balkan hoards (see § 5.4.4.c). In sum, based on the aforementioned evidence, 
Achaian-Balkan relations cannot be fully excluded for LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early. 

                                                 
1513 Arena 2015, 14-19.  
1514 Bouzek 1985, 133.  
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Yet  admittedly  the evidence for this is extremely tentative. Therefore, it is quite possible 

conclusion does not nece  LH IIIC Early, 
as there is no need to envisage the connections between Italy and Achaia during this stage as 
solely being in the service of the palaces in the Argolid as Eder and Jung would have it. 
Instead, considering also the evidence in the Argolid for nonpalatial hubs (see e.g. §.4.7), the 

situation in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early, however, the ample evidence for Balkan connections 

changes in elite practices witnessed in the contemporary burials of Achaian warrior elites. 
During this period, Achaia did not act as a funnel between Italy and the Greek mainland. 

network, the increased impact of the bronzes on Achaian society and the occurrence of non-
Italian typological details in the bronzes all point in the same direction. What we see in LH 
IIIC Middle is an intensification of interregional contacts, paired with a geographical 
expansion of the network. We get the impression that this expansion is not only happening on 

alkans but 
also towards Cyprus (see § 5.4.2). From the small-scale regional interactions between Italy 
and Achaia on the one hand, and Achaia and the Argolid on the other hand in LH IIIB:2  LH 

  
For the Argolid, a gap was observed between the LH IIIC Tiryns Treasure and the SM  PG 

Tiryns warrior. Both of these conspicuous contexts emphasize similar tropes in elite identity, 
such as connectivity, warriorhood, and feasting, which  when considered in an interregional 
framework  are suggestive of elite mobility. In contrast, the LH IIIC Late  SM burials in the 

makes it difficult to identify them as elites at all. This discrepancy was thought to represent 
successive phases of elite networks and interconnectivity more in general, with the Tiryns 
Treasure being part of the first phase during the late Palatial and earlier Postpalatial period, 
the Tiryns warrior of the second phase during the Early Iron Age and the tumuli comprising 
the gap between the two (see further § 4.5.6). For the Achaian case, however, perhaps rather 
than these phases being separated in time by a gap, we may think of them as parallel 
developments in network dynamics  
developing alongside the intra-Aegean network of LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early. Indeed, 
although the majority of elite burials in LH IIIC Middle seems to emphasize a particular mode 
of warriorhood involving Naue II 
conforms to this image. Good examples are assemblage 1 in chamber tomb 2 at Spaliareïka 
and burial B in tomb O at Kallithea (see § 5.4.7). In their minimalism, lack of references to 
common elite tropes and use of cremation, these burials clearly distinguish themselves from 
contemporary elite burials in Achaia. The choice for cremation as a means of distinction 
reminds us of the slightly later tumuli in the Argolid. While in the case of the latter, cremation 
was chosen to delineate a distinct group whose social status could not be determined rather 
than individual members of a local elite, in both cases cremation presents an alternative means 
of burial that does not conform t  

At the end of LH IIIC Middle, we see something similar happening in the contrast between 
Kallithea warrior B and the two Spaliareïka warriors. Whereas the Kallithea warrior B does 

phase 



 

255 
 

con

all (bird vases). From these objects, we get the impression that the warriors at Spaliareïka, 

center of gravity in their network affiliations seems to have shifted from the Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan interface to the Aegeo-Cypriot realm. Indeed, some of the aforementioned objects link 
the two LH IIIC Late burials in Achaia to the by now familiar group of SM  PG warrior 
burials in Euboia, Crete, and Cyprus (see § 5.4.4.c). Together with this group, the previously 
mentioned Tiryns warrior represents a new Early Iron Age phase of elite interconnectivity and 
identity. Based on the two Spaliareïka warriors, this new phase needs to be pushed back to LH 
IIIC Middle  LH IIIC Late, which makes it run p  
connectivity, a  

Consequently, what appears to be a clear gap between two phases of elite interconnectivity 
and identity in the Argolid, manifests itself in Achaia as a series of overlapping changes in 
network dynamics  each of which we can observe weaving in and out of the fabric of time at 
a different pace. As in the Argolid, the new Early Iron Age phase seems to weave out of the 
fabric almost as soon as it weaved in. Just like the Tiryns warrior, the Spaliareïka warriors do 
not have any successors. More generally in Achaia, warrior burials disappear from the scene 
and in SM we only have a handful of ornaments at our disposal.1515 The early depositions at 
Trapeza (ceramics and III.65) and the two long pins (III.62; III.63) from a burial at Voudeni  
a new type for Achaia  form tentative clues that Italo-Aegean and Balkan connections were 
not completely severed at this time. However, it is difficult to gauge the scale of interaction 
when the other possible SM ornaments come from the later votive deposit at Rakita (III.68  
III.72). Based on the present evidence, we cannot escape the conclusion that after LH IIIC 

ms of the 
organization of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network during the outgoing Bronze Age is a 
question that is reserved for the final discussion of the Achaian material in § 5.6.3.  

 the material in the 
Argolid. First of all, weapons and tools such as the Group C Naue II type swords or Fontana 
di Papa type knives underscore once more that local production is not an impetus for severing 
connections. Instead, Achaian products feed back into the network and during this process, 
connections become more intense and expansive. In Achaia, the available contextual 
information allows us to observe more clearly a series of changes in network dynamics 
involving different exchange partners. In LH IIIB:2  
and tools are first introduced. The evidence mainly points to small-scale interactions with 

alongside the preexisting intra-Aegean network. These networks both operate at the regional 
level and both initially survive the 1200 BC crisis. Despite these parallels the networks do not 
overlap, which shows that the idea of Achaia acting as a funnel between Italy and the Argolid 
cannot be projected back in time. This idea, however, is also not valid for LH IIIC Middle. In 

interregional scale, especially towards the Balkans and perhaps also Cyprus. At this time, the 
bronzes have a greater impact on Achaian society, to judge from the creation of a new type of 
warrior burial in LH IIIC Middle. At the same time, Achaia starts having a greater impact on 
the network as well. In LH IIIC Late and SM, we see new punctures in the equilibrium 
established in the LH IIIC Middle phase. Some LH IIIC Late individuals appear to be at the 
forefront of the development of a new interregional Early Iron Age network, located in the 

                                                 
1515 Giannopoulos 2008, 256; Moschos 2009a, 257-258, 261-262. 
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east. Yet in SM, Achaia no longer shows strong evidence for being connected to this new 
-  

in network dynamics coincide with changes in elite identity and practices. I contend that this 
interplay should be understood mainly in terms of different phases of elite interconnectivity. 
A key difference with the Argolid is that the switch between these phases appears more 
gradual and also involves a large degree of individual choice. Certain individuals decide to 
change network affiliations, other aspects of their identity or a combination of the two while 
others remain more conservative. This degree of agency and fluidity runs contrary to the 

along the Gulf of Patras for an opportunity to seize control over flows of goods, people, and 
information moving from Italy to the Argolid. Another important difference with the Argolid 
is the dominant role of the elite in the first place. So far, a nonelite component is difficult to 

implications for approaching the reconstruction of network organization in general in Achaia, 
as well as more specifically for the identification of hubs at the regional and local level. 
Before doing so, there is one avenue left unexplored which  in the Argolid at least  also 
points in the direction of nonelite participation in Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks, namely 

therefore, let us now briefly turn to a discussion of the HBW reported in the region.   
 
5.5.1. HBW in Achaia: Some Critical Notes 
In the previous chapter, HBW was discussed for the Argolid in tandem with possibly related 
classes of artifacts. These related classes comprised of Grey Ware, pottery of Mycenaean type 
influenced by HBW, HBW figurines and clay spools with a fabric similar to HBW. In Achaia, 
HBW is, so far, only reported together with Mycenaean pottery influenced by HBW and clay 
spools (see below). No examples of Grey Ware or figurines are yet published. The current 
state of publication regarding the HBW in Achaia makes it difficult to provide an in-depth 
analysis of the regional and chronological distribution or the contexts in which HBW occurs. 
Three sites have yielded possible HBW to date (see Map VI). Of these, the burial with the 
Scoglio del Tonno razor at Klauss has already been discussed in § 5.4.4.b. Although the 
preliminary report identifies at least one and perhaps more pots associated with the burial as 
HBW, this identification is not secure since the material awaits further analysis.1516 The other 
two sites in Achaia to have yielded HBW are Teichos Dymaion and Aigeira.1517 Clay spools 
are reported for both of these sites, as well as for Mygdalia  the settlement associated with 
Klauss from which no HBW is yet reported.1518 For Teichos Dymaion, about 15 possible 
HBW specimens are noted in the literature. In addition, the site has yielded one clay spool and 
a possible Mycenaean imitation of a HBW shape (for an overview, see 

Catalog III). The spool and several of the potential HBW 
specimens are depicted in old excavation photos, while one certain HBW specimen and the 
possible Mycenaean imitation are still pending publication.1519 For none of the 
aforementioned pieces, contextual information is available at present, which means that the 
analytical potential of the Teichos Dymaion material is currently limited. 
 

                                                 
1516 Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 84-86 and n. 20.   
1517 See e.g. Lis 2009a, 151, Fig. 18.1. 
1518 Rahmstorf 2003, 400 and n. 36 (Teichos Dymaion; Aigeira); 2011, 320 (Mygdalia).  
1519 A snail-antenna handle first noted by Kilian (1983-1985, 90) remains unpublished but is currently under 
study, together with the possible Mycenaean imitation of a similar handle, see Moschos 2009b, 380-381, n. 158.  
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Map VI. Sites with possible HBW in Achaia (created by author).  

This leaves us with Aigeira. To date, Aigeira is the only site in Achaia for which a relatively 
substantial corpus of possible HBW specimens has been published.1520 Yet since its 
publication, it has become clear over a third of this corpus belongs to the FN, EH and MH 
occupation phases of the acropolis (for an overview, see  under 

Catalog III). At Aigeira, the first phase of the LH IIIC settlement is built either 
directly on the bedrock or on top of a brown layer that covers the bedrock. There is one floor 
level that reportedly predates this LH IIIC settlement, but otherwise earlier material comes 
from fills in fissures in the bedrock or the brown layer previously mentioned. This earlier 
material is said to be free of Mycenaean ceramics and contains handmade and burnished 
pottery. As this material is found directly below the LH IIIC settlement, this has led to the 

settlement.1521 Since its publication, this idea has been heavily criticized because the pre-LH 
IIIC floor level, rock fissures, and brown layer are known to have contained FN, EH and MH 
ceramics as well. It is thus possible that all of the pottery identified as HBW from this 

, in fact, belongs to earlier prehistoric phases. Indeed, 
Rutter suggested as much when he identified several of the published HBW specimens as FN, 

from the LH IIIC settlement proper.1522 has led Deger-Jalkotzy to revoke 
-

yet she still regards most of the original corpus as HBW and even maintains the idea of a 
1523 

This problematic situation has led Jung to recently take a closer look at the HBW corpus at 
Aigeira. He dismisses further specimens as FN or MH, which were mainly published after 

1524 All in all, of the 61 HBW specimens of the Aigeira corpus, 25 
have now been dismissed as FN, EH or MH specimens by Rutter, Jung or Deger-Jalkotzy.1525 

                                                 
1520 See Deger-Jalkotzy 1977; 1983; 2003; Deger-Jalkotzy/Alram-Stern 1985.  
1521 Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, 9-13; 2003, 460-464; Deger-Jalkotzy/Alram-Stern 1985, 395.  
1522 Rutter 1990b, 43-44, n. 1. 
1523 Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, 461-465 and n. 15. 
1524 Jung 2006, 43-46. 
1525 See   
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Although what remains of the HBW corpus at Aigeira could theoretically belong to the Late 
Mycenaean era, its historical significance is far from clear. Jung, for one, has noted a lack of 
Italian parallels in the corpus and has criticized Deger-

1526 What this critique amounts to offers a bleak picture of the HBW currently 
specimens, Jung explicitly critiques 

eight ed to 
Italy either, while only two specimens that Deger-Jalkotzy ties to Italy are not criticized by 
Jung.1527 The two pieces come 
settlement. Both involve vessels with vertical loop-handles (see Figure 56), which have 
parallels at the sites of Porto Perone and Saturo in southern Italy.1528 Besides these two 
vessels,  however, the HBW corpus at Aigeira is characterized by a lack of Italian parallels 
and a ubiquity of Mycenaean shapes.1529 
This provides a sharp contrast with the 
HBW in the Argolid, especially when we 
consider that 84% of the Tiryns Lower 
Citadel corpus is said to offer Italian 
parallels.1530 Although the situation may 
change with the publication of HBW 
reported from new excavations on site,1531 
based on the analyses by Jung the evidence 

at best.   
Drawing this brief discussion to a close, 

we need to conclude that at the moment the 
HBW at Aigeira and other sites cannot aid our understanding of Italo-Aegean and Balkan 
network dynamics in Postpalatial Achaia. An important caveat here is that the state of 
publication makes it difficult to properly evaluate this material. New publications may 
substantially alter the current image but for the time being, the material does not offer more 
besides tentative indications of some Italian immigrants in western Achaia and a big question 
mark in the east. In my opinion, it is best to put this problematic material aside for our 
reconstruction of the organization of Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks in Achaia. For this 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                 
1526 Jung 2006, 43-46.  
1527 See   
1528 Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, 43. 
1529 Jung 2006, 45-46. 
1530 Kilian 2007, 54. 
1531 E.g. in Gauss et al. 2013. 

Figure 56. Bucket-like HBW vessel with broad vertical loop-
-

Jalkotzy 1977, 25, Abb. 14). 
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              Part III: Discussion 
 
5.6.1. Networks in Achaia Before and After 1200 BC: An Introduction 
At the beginning of this chapter, the question was raised whether the Italo-Aegean and Balkan 

 function of Achaia. In § 5.4.8, this 
question was discussed from the perspective of the modes of transfer and exchange partners 

initial review of the issue is that 
different phases of the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. For the later Postpalatial period, it is 

period right before and after 1200 BC, some elements of the model may be valid. First of all, 
the analysis of the modes of transfer and exchange partners behind the bronzes showed that 
during this period Achaia may have only been connected with Italy and not the Balkans. What 
is more, the contextual analysis of the bronzes indicates that Achaia was also linked to the 

are peripheral elites in Achaia and Italy and nonpalatial elites in the Argolid  Borgna and 
Càssola Guida?1532 As observed earlier, while the analysis at the regional scale of analysis 
suggests that connections between Achaia and Italy ran parallel to those between Achaia and 
the Argolid, at the level of individual nodes these networks appear to be separated. This raises 
the question of how these two contemporaneous networks were organized. For this reason, the 
following sections first seek to reconstruct the organization of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan 
network in Achaia at the regional and local scale of analysis. Next, the organization of the 
Italo-Aegean and Balkan network in Achaia is compared to the other interregional networks 
Achaia was involved in before and alongside this network around 1200 BC. 
 
5.6.2. The Regional Scale: Winners and Losers  

to the category of weapons and tools, while ornaments form a relatively small portion of the 
dataset. In the Argolid the situation is the opposite, with weapons and tools comprising the 
minority and ornaments representing the largest chunk of the evidence. Considering this 
pattern
in a different manner in Achaia. Compared to the Argolid, weapons and tools are much more 
dispersed over the region. At the same time, it is evident that these types concentrate in the 
Dyme area and Patras region, while the Central area and eastern Achaia have not yielded 
comparable numbers of objects. Within this distribution, Klauss, Voudeni, Kallithea, Portes, 
Mitopolis, and Spaliareïka can be identified as regional hubs, with Kallithea and Voudeni 

-
part the distribution of the weapons and tools, with Kallithea and Voudeni again standing out 
as important regional hubs. A key difference is that eastern Achaia is also represented in the 
distribution of the ornaments. As noted in § 5.4.3, the disparities in the distribution of the two 

artifact of their different research histories. In fact, this is most certainly the case for the 
Central area. Yet the difference between western and eastern Achaia is not as easily explained 
away by such research biases.  

What particularly stands out is that ornaments do appear in larger numbers in the east while 
the weapons and tools do not. Due to their size, ornaments are not as easily retrievable as 
weapons and tools. If one were to hypothesize that the absence of weapons and tools in 

                                                 
1532 Borgna/Càssola Guida 2005. 
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eastern Achaia is directly related to the limited number of excavations conducted in the area, 
one certainly would not expect to find ornaments either. Another aspect to consider is 
diverging depositional practices. In western Achaia, weapons and tools are often found in 
relatively wealthy burial contexts, while such burials are so far largely lacking in eastern 
Achaia. Therefore, as already noted in § 5.4.3, it is more likely that the inhabitants of eastern 

eapons and tools. 
This raises the question of whether access was restricted by western Achaia and that eastern 

-Aegean and Balkan connectivity1533 or 
that individuals in eastern Achaia themselves placed a restriction on lavish burials with 

. From a geographical point of view, it is hypothetically possible 

In addition, it is clear that throughout the period under study western Achaia was the home of 
a relatively large number of elite individuals, while evidence for the presence of such 
individuals is at present spread more thinly over eastern Achaia. It is not inconceivable that 
groups of elites in western Achaia kept close tabs on who gained access to the technological 

of esoteric knowledge could be a major source of power (see § 4.5.6).  
 

 

This issue is difficult to address further without bringing chronology to the fore. As in the 
Ar
(see Figure 57). In § 5.4.8, the confrontation between the analysis of the weapons and tools 
and the ornaments indicated that the first weapons and tools appear in LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC 
Early, whereas the largest chunk of the evidence can be dated to LH IIIC Middle and Late. 
The first ornaments, in contrast, only appear in LH IIIC Middle and new types are introduced 
in LH IIIC Late and SM. This chronological disparity allows us to identify at the regional 

and LH IIIC Early and thus falls within the chronological range of stage 1 identified in the 
Argolid  which runs from LH IIIB:2 Early to LH IIIC Middle. As observed in § 5.4.8, the 
                                                 
1533  
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types represented during stage 1 in Achaia are most of the leaf-shaped spearheads, all of the 
Peschiera daggers, the two earliest Fontana di Papa type knives and the Scoglio del Tonno 
razor. As a group, these early bronzes partly overlap with the bronzes of stage 1 in the 
Argolid. An important difference is that so far Naue II type swords and violin-bow fibulae 
seem to be missing in Achaia.1534 Stage 2 in Achaia starts in LH IIIC Middle and continues 
into SM. This stage is characterized in Achaia by the continued presence of weapons and 
tools up to LH IIIC Late, including  most notably  all of the published Naue II type swords. 
In addition, Achaia has a number of items that we have not encountered in the Argolid, such 
as flame-shaped spearheads, headgear, and greaves. 

important turning point. As the analysis of the typology and contexts of the bronzes shows, 
the beginning of stage 2 is characterized by the expansion of the Italo-Aegean network into 
the Balkans and possibly also into Cyprus. Various new typ  
and ornaments are introduced in Achaia (e.g. headgear, greaves, and fibulae), while  Achaia 

-Aegean and Balkan network  including the Group 
 

impact on local practices compared to the handful of items introduced in stage 1. Indeed, the 
appearance of the warrior burials with Naue II type swords  especially the nearly identical 
two with headgear and greaves  
the symbolic realm (see § 5.4.8). The situation in Achaia contrasts with the Argolid, where 
LH IIIC Middle is difficult to grasp and LH IIIC Late instead comprises a defining moment of 
change, characterized by the disappearance of the weapons and tools and the deposition of 

ely in burial contexts. This difference is not merely a case of Achaia 
being a frontrunner and the Argolid catching up in LH IIIC Late. The network dynamics 
witnessed in the Argolid during stage 2 give the impression of contraction rather than 
expansion until the burial of the Tiryns warrior in SM  PG. The picture that arises for stage 2 
is one in which Achaia has closer ties with Italy and the Balkans than the Argolid.  

The two regions do have in common that the first evidence for Italo-Aegean and perhaps 
Balkan relations belongs to the period right before and after 1200 BC. In Achaia, more 
specifically, this evidence amounts to 12 weapons and tools, which have all been found in 
western Achaia.1535 From this, it is tempting to deduce that eastern Achaia was not connected 
to Italy during stage 1 and only became linked up with the network during the expansive 

-Aegean network dynamics. This reconstruction would certainly 
question the validity of the beca

Achaia as a link in the chain. In the light of the recent critique of the HBW at Aigeira (see e.g. 
§ 5.5.3), this scenario gains in strength, because it takes away the only hypothetical evidence 
for earlier ties between this microregion and the Italian peninsula. At the same time, however, 
considering the relatively small amount of evidence overall for connectivity between Achaia 
and Italy during stage 1, it cannot be fully excluded that more evidence in the east is to be 
found in the future.  

Returning to western Achaia, the two sites that stand out during stage 1 are Mitopolis in the 
Dyme area and Voudeni in the Patras region with four bronzes each. In addition, Teichos 
Dymaion, Spaliareïka, Kallithea and Klauss are represented during this stage with fewer finds. 
The numerical difference between the regional hubs and the remaining sites is so small that 
one wonders whether it is appropriate to speak of regional hubs in western Achaia at all for 
                                                 
1534 Here need to be reminded of the Naue II type sword from Krini-Agios Konstantinos III.45, of which the 
Group A typology suggests a pre-LH IIIC Middle date. See discussion in § 5.4.3. 
1535 This excludes the two Fontana di Papa type knives also inventoried in Catalog III for this period, which do 
not indicate Italo-Aegean connections but point to intra-Aegean connectivity instead (see § 5.4.4.a). 
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stage 1. Perhaps, we rather need to reconstruct a network structure which  at least at the 
regional scale of analysis  is more akin to the decentralized small world model of Figure 2.2 
in Chapter 2. To be precise, in LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Early we seem to catch a glimpse 
of a network which is progressing from a decentralized small world to a scale-free network. 
The reason for not reconstructing a fully decentralized network structure for stage 1 lies in the 
temporal primacy of Mitopolis. Based on the current state of publication, this site in the Dyme 
area can be identified as the first and  initially  the only site in Achaia with Italian 
connections. As far as regional network dynamics are concerned, this fact alone surely gives 
Mitopolis a historical edge over the remaining nodes during stage 1. However, as already 
briefly remarked in § 5.4.8, Mitopolis soon loses its early advantage. Already during stage 1, 
several other sites in the Dyme area and the Patras region are starting to catch up and are 

 Admittedly, the 

items), which makes the above scenario somewhat tentative. In any case, during stage 2 

more prominent in the Dyme area and most hubs are located in the Patras region.  
The preceding analysis reveals a regional network structure in Achaia comprising of both 

structure, two stages of network dynamics can be identified during which the various 
components of the network do not remain stable over time. For the entire period under study, 
the Central area does not partake in the network. Eastern Achaia is initially also not linked up 
but appears to become incorporated into the network during its expansive stage, whether by 
their own agency or through the admission of others. In contrast, the two parts of western 
Achaia seem to be closely involved in Italo-Aegean (and later also Balkan) relations from the 
start of stage 1 until the end of stage 2. Between these two stages the balance shifts from one 
area to the next, which is best exemplified by the rise and fall of Mitopolis in the Dyme area 
and the increasing participation of various nodes in the Patras region in the Postpalatial 
period. Overall, the image we obtain of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network at the regional 
level of analysis is one of a developing network organization. During stage 1 the network is 
relatively small scale, while we see expansion both within Achaia and at the interregional 
level during the subsequent stage 2. The small-scale character of the network during stage 1 
brings the issue of network robustness center stage. One cannot help but wonder whether the 
Achaian part of the network carried enough weight during stage 1 to make a difference in 
maintaining the overall connectivity of the network at the interregional level during the 
tumultuous 12th-century crisis. Yet at the same time, the evidence for continued 
connectedness and network expansion after 1200 BC does indicate substantial internal 
network robustness. In order to further examine this issue, let us turn to the network at the 
local scale of analysis.  
 
5.6.3. Ac -Aegean and Balkan Network at the Local Level of Analysis  
Turning to the local level, an important aspect to stress is the prevalence of burial contexts 
throughout the period under study. With the exception of one object from the citadel site of 
Teichos Dymaion, all weapons and tools, in fact, come from burials. When we exclude the 
problematic Geometric sanctuary finds in eastern Achaia, we see the same pattern recurring in 
the distribution of the ornaments. In this case, two objects come from Teichos Dymaion, 
while again the majority of ornaments comes from burial assemblages. There is no distinction 
between stage 1 or 2 generically in this respect. Although this is most likely a matter of 
diverging depositional practices rather than of different network structures, it does affect our 
ability to detect local hubs in Achaia. Indeed, in the Argolid most of the local hubs were 
identified as areas within settlement sites. An important exception is the Deiras cemetery in 
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stage 2, which could be identified as a local hub within a collective of cemeteries belonging to 
the settlement of Argos. As noted in § 5.2.2, it is possible that a number of cemeteries in 
Achaia also belong to the same unidentified settlement. This is particularly suspected for the 
cluster of cemeteries in the Krini area. This could mean that some of the hubs identified at the 
regional scale of analysis are, in fact, local hubs within a broader settlement association; these 
local hubs thus effectively could form one larger regional hub.  

In order to get our finger behind these potential local hubs, it is necessary to turn to the 
contextual level of analysis. As noted in § 5.6.2, during stage 1 Mitopolis, Teichos Dymaion, 
Spaliareïka, Voudeni, Klauss, and Kallithea have yielded weapons and tools. With the 
exception of Voudeni and Teichos Dymaion, all of the aforementioned sites have been 
subjected to contextual analysis in § 5.4.4. For Kallithea, however, contextual information is 
not available for the LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early finds. The bronzes all comprise of leaf-shaped 
spearheads of Italian type, comparable to those found at Voudeni, Klauss, and Mitopolis. As 
discussed in §5.4.4.a, Mitopolis has yielded a warrior burial with a type D dagger and two 
spearheads of Italian type. Besides this burial, the cemetery brings to the fore several other 
candidates for warrior burials, including one with a spearhead of Italian type and one with a 
Mycenaean-type spearhead and Fontana di Papa type knife  which in this period attests to 
relations with the Argolid. At Klauss and Voudeni, contextual information regarding the 
spearheads is also not yet published, but a number of facts suggest that we are dealing with a 
situation similar to that at Mitopolis. Both sites have yielded LH IIIB:2 warrior burials with 
type D daggers and a Mycenaean- -shaped 
type spearheads. These elements point to the same dynamic of warrior burials which do and 
do not emphasize access to Italo-Aegean networks in the same cemetery  as witnessed at 
Mitopolis. At the latter site, moreover, the burial of the warrior with the two leaf-shaped 
spearheads can be interpreted as an elite assemblage, based on the relative wealth present and 
the ideological concepts expressed. In the absence of published contexts, we need to work 
under the assumption that the other warrior burials also belong to local elites. 

So far, we have established a dynamic in which warrior elites at Mitopolis, Voudeni, and 
Klauss form important nodes in both intra-Aegean and  to what I have referred to earlier as  

- during stage 1. At Kallithea, perhaps future 
publication will point to a similar dynamic considering the presence of several leaf-shaped 

bronzes only make their way to the site during stage 2. The only reason why this site is 
represented in the dataset during stage 1 is that it has yielded a Fontana di Papa type knife. As 
discussed in § 5.4.4.c, this knife may or may not have belonged to a warrior burial. At 
Mitopolis, a Fontana di Papa type knife certainly was not associated with such an interment. 
Nevertheless, this burial can be assigned to a member of the local elite due to its emphasis on 
connectivity, personal care, and ritual. The aforementioned burials indicate that, besides elite 
individuals with a warrior identity, other members of the local elite in western Achaia were 
also part of the network communities in place during LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early. It is 

 elites, as most analyses of the 
, in particular, 

nodes in the intra-Aegean and intra-Adriatic networks during stage 1.  
This is best illustrated by the burial of the individual interred with the Scoglio del Tonno 

razor in tomb H at Klauss. Neither the razor nor the other goods in the assemblage necessarily 
indicate a warrior identity. In fact, it is not even as evident that we are dealing with a member 
of the elite, because the funerary assemblage is relatively modest. Yet this burial is singularly 

intense degree of connectivity still to come. The cultural hybridity attested in the assemblage 
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of burial goods found with the young male in tomb H can be understood as a result of close 
and personal contacts between Achaia and Italy (see also § 5.4.4.b). Yet the general picture 
that arises for stage 1 is that the Italo-Aegean network is relatively decentralized and operates 
at a small scale. As noted in the previous section, only 12 bronzes indicate interactions 
between Achaia and Italy. This forms a great c

follows that the degree of connectivity not only increases greatly from stage 1 to stage 2 but 
also that during stage 1 connectivity overall was relatively limited. Against this background, 
the culturally hybrid male buried in tomb H at Klauss stands out as a highly connected 
individual in a network that had not yet reached its full potential. In this sense, he can be seen 
as a pioneer in the history of Italo-Aegean network dynamics in Achaia and as a predecessor 
of the larger group of nodes that emerges in western Achaia during stage 2 (see § 5.6.2). 

For the Argolid during stage 1, a multiplex network was constructed consisting of a number 
of network communities. Whereas the network community of the weapons and tools was 

For Achaia, it is not possible to reconstruct a similarly multiplex network organization since 
all of the bronzes belong to the same category and are all linked to one particular group in 
society, namely the elite. We get the impression that compared to the Argolid, the network 
structure in Achaia during stage 1 appears to be much simpler. This raises the question of 

context. On the one hand, a network community which only comprises of a small number of 
elite individuals can be regarded as relatively restricted and institutionalized  Achaian 
society as a whole. In contrast to the network communities in the Argolid, nonelite 
components in Achaia appear not to partake in Italo-Aegean relations. Yet within the upper 

elites were able to participate locally within interregional networks. In this context, the small 

access. Instead, it indicates the availability of more options in the expression of elite ideology 
and the agency to choose between these various options. From this perspective, the small 

-
Aegean to intra-Adriatic networks. Yet when we take the two networks together, a 
considerable number of elites seem to be able to emphasize some form of connectivity in their 
burials, which does not give the impression of restriction.  

Stage 2 in Achaia comprises a relatively long period of time compared to the Argolid, from 
LH IIIC Middle down to SM. As far as the modes of transfer and exchange partners are 
concerned, we can witness for the duration of this period small shifts and new developments 
in terms of network dynamics and elite practices. For stage 2 as a whole, we observed that 

ional network expands into the Balkans and Cyprus (see § 
5.4.8), while at the regional level more sites in the Patras region and eastern Achaia become 
involved (see § 5.6.2). To put it differently, we see different types of expansion occurring at 
different analytical scales. A closer inspection of the typology, chronology, and regional 
distribution indicates that these different types of expansion partly run parallel to one another 
and partly diverge. As far as the interregional level is concerned, we already see in LH IIIC 
Middle the first signs of expansion into the Balkans and Cyprus both with the weapons and 
tools and the ornaments. Yet at the smallest analytical scale, the bronzes involved initially 

t happens next is difficult to evaluate 
for the weapons and tools, as many of them come from burial contexts which cannot be dated 
more precisely than LH IIIC Middle:2  Late. In these contexts, it is possible to identify a 
number of bronzes and other objects which are more difficult to associate directly with the 
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 parallel to this  

continue to at
 

What follows from the above is that at the interregional level the situation is not a simple 
divide between LH IIIC Middle and Late. Although it is true that in LH IIIC Middle there are 
no so-  

w a 
separate track that outlasts the weapons and tools  although evidence for this is extremely 
thin. To further complicate matters, we can note a different dynamic at the regional scale of 
analysis which does not run parallel to the network dynamics we can witness at the 
interregional scale. Whereas more sites in the Patras region become part of the network 
already in LH IIIC Middle, expansion into eastern Achaia only seems to occur from LH IIIC 
Middle:2  Late onwards. For LH IIIC Middle:2  Late and Late, both the Dyme area and 
Patras region are well represented in the region. In the short-lived LH IIIC Late phase, eastern 
Achaia disappears from the radar. When it returns in SM, it is with the problematic ornaments 
found in the Geometric sanctuaries. This makes it difficult to reconstruct a clear picture at the 
moment. For western Achaia, the situation is no less challenging. There are faint indications 
of continued connections in the form of the two long pins from Voudeni but beyond this, the 
signal for the Dyme area and Patras region is gone. It cannot be excluded that this is a result 
of the current state of publication, considering the rumors of continuity at Voudeni into SM 
more generally.1536 Despite these caveats, however, the small-scale waxing and waning at the 
regional level do not clearly align with the aforementioned shifts at the interregional scale of 
analysis. This raises the question of whether similarly complex network dynamics can be 
distinguished in terms of network organization at the local scale of analysis. 

in Achaia. Although this category is at first only present in relatively small numbers, the 
ornaments immediately occur in burials of both the Dyme area and Patras region. When we 
consider the distribution of the weapons and tools versus the ornaments at the local level, we 
can note both similarities and differences. As observed in § 5.4.7.a, all of the ornaments from 
well-published contexts can be associated with elite burials. The same holds true for the 
weapons and tools (see § 5.4.4.d). Yet despite this congruency, the two categories of 

one burial, they never appear together at all. This exception is the burial of the Drimaleïka 
warrior, which contained both a Naue II type sword (III.46) and the scabbard with bronze 
ornamentation (III.47). Otherwise, in LH IIIC Middle the ornaments are closely tied to with 

associated with warrior burials for their entire presence in stage 2. This comprises a departure 
from stage 1 uried with this category. In SM, 
these dynamics appear to change once more. In this phase, we no longer have weapons and 
tools at our disposal, while there is only one burial context which has yielded ornaments at the 
cemetery of Voudeni. As this site is not yet published, this makes it difficult to assess whether 
we are dealing with the burial of a member of the Postpalatial Achaian elite. The only other 
context we have is the early deposit at the sanctuary of Trapeza. Here too, the current state of 
research prevents us to make inferences about the status of the dedicants.  

different types of network communities as stage 1 in the Argolid. Instead, the pattern seems to 
be more consistent with stage 2 in the Argolid, with each site representing its own network 
                                                 
1536 As becomes clear from casual remarks in Kolonas 2009b, 8; Moschos 2009a, 239, 242; 2009b, 364 and n. 
81. 
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community. However, in Achaia, it is possible to connect the bronzes to specific groups in 
society, whereas this was not possible for the Argolid. During stage 1, the Italo-Aegean 
network seems to be in the hand of a smaller group of elites in both the Dyme area and Patras 
region. Only weapons and tools are involved and we see that both warrior elites and elites that 
do not express a clear warrior identity partake in the interactions. In addition, the participating 
elites do not demonstrate a great degree of differentiation among each other. Compared to the 
multiplexity in the Argolid, we get the impression that the structure of the Achaian network 
during stage 1 was relatively simple. During stage 2, the network expanded towards a larger 
group of elite individuals within western Achaia  mainly in the area around Patras. We now 

-occurred 
with weapons in warrior burials and no longer appeared in burials that do not express 

warrior burials. There thus appears to be a clear pairing in this period between weapons and 
tools and warrior elites versus ornaments and elites without a warrior identity. 

This development can be viewed as fundamentally different from the network dynamics in 
the Argolid. Here, the change from stage 1 to stage 2 is abrupt and accompanied by a loss of 
multiplexity in favor for a more simple structure. In Achaia, we see an almost opposite 
process occurring, with a simple type of network organization becoming more differentiated 
from stage 1 to stage 2. This is not to say that during stage 2 the network in Achaia is 
comparable to stage 1 in the Argolid. On the contrary, while the network organization in the 
Argolid involved a stacking and overlapping of different types of network communities, in 
Achaia differentiation seems to have taken place within the same network community. 

changes observed above, the basic configuration of the network remains the same. In both 
stage 1 and 2, local elites in western Achaia continued to form the central nodes in the Italo-
Aegean and Balkan network. Overall, therefore, we may conclude that structurally we are 
dealing with a similar type of network organization for both stage 1 and 2 in Achaia. The 
differences that can be observed between these stages are not a difference in kind but a 
difference in scale. 

Towards the end of stage 2, a more significant change occurred in the organization of Italo-
Aegean and Balkan networks in Achaia. As noted above, during this phase we no longer have 
weapons and tools at our disposal. Yet also based on the ornaments, the evidence for 

fact, when we exclude the problematic finds from Rakita (see § 5.2.2), we only have the pair 
of long pins from Voudeni, the bow fibula from Trapeza and perhaps also Italian parallels for 
some of the ceramics from the same site (see § 5.4.7). Are we dealing with a local change or 
is this lack of evidence a sign of network collapse at the interregional level? This is a rather 
difficult question to answer considering the current state of research. In Achaia, the SM phase 
is not easy to recognize, due to local developments in ceramic style and the fact that sites with 
reported SM material have been excavated sporadically and often many years ago, for which 
complete publication is often lacking.1537 Moschos has recently proposed that ceramic 
material previously assigned to LH IIIC Late should be reassigned to his transitional LH IIIC 
Late  SM phase 6a and his SM proper phase 6b, based on his assessment of ceramic style 
(see § 2.8 and Figure 5).1538 It should be noted that this material comes from unstratified 

 cannot at the moment be 
confirmed by stratigraphy. Provided that he is correct, however, it is possible  as Moschos 
himself notes  that an unknown portion of SM material is among the finds from previously 

                                                 
1537 Moschos 2009a, 237. 
1538 Moschos 2009a, esp. 237-239. 
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excavated, poorly published sites.1539 Therefore, it cannot be fully excluded that the lack of 
evidence we have for connectivity merely reflects a lack of evidence for the period more in 
general.  

Yet there are further aspects to consider here. First of all, during LH IIIC Late destructions 
are noted at Mygdalia and Teichos Dymaion (see § 5.2.2). While there as it least unstratified 

for use of the site in phase 6b is currently lacking. More generally, Moschos mentions a series 
of abandonments in the settlements and cemeteries in Achaia at the beginning of his phase 6b, 
which he takes as evidence for depopulation as a result of emigration.1540 The only site in 
western Achaia that continues to be used in phase 6b is the cemetery of Voudeni and the 
associated settlement at Agia Kyriaki1541  precisely the one site in western Achaia to have 

are no more warrior burials found in the region, which suggests a reorganization of the 
societal make-up of Achaia and/or a decrease in the archaeological visibility of elites.1542 In 
connection to this, Borgna has recently tied the decrease in evidence for Italo-Aegean 
relations in Achaia at the end of the Bronze Age to a restructuring of society which had 
consequences for elite visibility as well. According to Borgna, the Bronze Age  Iron Age  
transition is accompanied by a profound societal change in which local communities no 
longer (only) rally around elites who maintained Italo-Aegean relations at an individual level, 
but instead center on ritual action at the communal level  which ultimately will lead to the 
birth of the polis. In support of this hypothesis, she mentions the hints for persisting Italo-
Aegean connectivity among the early cult material at Trapeza in eastern Achaia.1543  

the rise of sanctuary sites in Achaia, it appears to be only part of the story. If we are to fully 
understand what happened with the Italo-Aegean network in Achaia in the outgoing Bronze 
Age, we also need to consider the evidence for destructions and large-scale abandonment in 
this region during LH IIIC Late  SM. Giulia Saltini Semerari has recently interpreted these 
elements as evidence for a crisis in Achaia at the end of LH IIIC, which corresponds with 
evidence for destructions and abandonment elsewhere in the Aegean (see § 3.4). Saltini 
Semerari suggests that this LH IIIC Late  SM crisis contributed to a breakdown in Italo-
Aegean relations on both sides of the Ionian coast in a process for which she has coined the 

the Palatial to the Postpalatial period, Saltini Semerari argues, the fates of Achaia and 
southern Italy had become so intertwined that a crisis on one end of the network would have 
been felt on the other end of the network. Ultimately, this would lead the network to become 

 without fully severing the connections between Achaia and southern Italy.1544 

SM, with its hints of continuity amidst severe contraction. In addition, when projected back in 

witnessed in the organization of the Achaian network in the preceding periods.  
In the previous section, we saw that around 1200 BC there is evidence in western Achaia for 

an emerging Italo-Aegean network with a relatively simple, small-scale structure. At first 
glance, one might say that such a network organization does not appear to be robust enough to 

                                                 
1539 Moschos 2009a, 237.  
1540 Moschos 2009a, 240-243; 2009b, 261. 
1541 Moschos 2009a, 243-244.  
1542 Giannopoulos 2008, 256. See also Moschos 2009a, 240, n. 30, who connects the lack of these burials to the 
aforementioned theory of emigration away from Achaia.  
1543 Borgna 2013, 144-145. 
1544 Saltini Semerari 2016.  
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survive the external dynamics affecting the Italo-Aegean (and Balkan) network during the 
12th-century crisis  witnessed in Achaia by the destruction of nearly all excavated settlements 
(see § 5.2.2). However, the network does survive and, in doing so, expands and becomes more 
complex. From the perspective of Sal

1545 If we turn this around, it follows that a network characterized by a 
relatively low degree of entanglement would be prone to surviving a crisis. Being small-scale 
in character, the Italo-Aegean network in Achaia during stage 1 seems to meet this criterion 
(see also § 5.6.2). To this, we may add a further factor facilitating the survival of this weakly 
integrated, small-scale interregional network. As the local analysis 
shows, the continued involvement of the elite from LH IIIB:2 to LH IIIC Late offers a key 
element of stability in the network organization. These elites can, therefore, collectively be 
identified as the nonpalatial local hubs in the network in both stage 1 and 2. 
 
5.6.4. Confronting Acha etworks  
At the beginning of this chapter, Achaia was posited as an ideal case study to juxtapose with 
the Argolid in the analysis of Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks. First of all, its status as a 
nonpalatial region allows us to expand our notion of potential nonpalatial hubs and to evaluate 
whether an area which was politically organized in a manner distinct from the palatial regions 
would respond differently to the 12th-century crisis. What certainly helps this evaluation is 
that like the Argolid, Achaia provides evidence of Italo-Aegean (and Balkan) connections 
prior to and following the destruction of the palaces elsewhere in the Aegean, which allows us 
to compare and contrast the periods before and after 1200 BC. Finally, there is the notion of 

the question was raised whether the robustness of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network in the 
Argolid should in part be sought outside this region or should be attributed to the individual 
agency of its participants (see § 4.7.5). This query into external versus local agency can also 
be made for Achaia. Although certain iterations of 

in the Argolid.1546 While their model offers a potential way of thinking through the role of 
Achaia in the network structure at the interregional scale, at the regional and local scale we 
are faced with the challenge of trying to reconstruct its organization.  

As noted in § 5.4.8, the 
both Italy and the Argolid between LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early. More specifically, 14 out of 
the 72 bronzes in Catalog III were assigned to these phases, of which two Fontana di Papa 
type knives should be tied to the Argolid rather than Italy. In Catalog II, moreover, 25 

 were inventoried for LH IIIB, of which 16 come from the Argolid/Corinthia (see § 
5.3.5). It was concluded that although these connections seem to run parallel to one another, 
they do not overlap at the contextual level. Therefore, at the regional and local scale of 
analysis, it is possible to distinguish two networks operating within Achaia  one with an 
emphasis on relations between Achaia and other parts of the Aegean and the other with an 
initial focus on Achaian-Italo relations and later on also Achaian-Balkan relations. In § 5.4.8, 

- -
here is that these shorthands carry certain assumptions about the organization of the networks 
in which Achaia participated. First of all, the labels evoke an exclusively regional scope of 
                                                 
1545 Saltini Semerari 2016.  
1546 Borgna/Càssola Guida 2005. 
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- -
binary opposition between two bounded entities without any degree of interaction in between. 
Both of these assumptions need to be open to questioning since they contrast with the idea of 
interlocking regional networks in the Aegean, Italy and the Balkans being a prerequisite for 

elites in the Argolid, Italy, and Achaia all being part of the same interregional network. 
Despite these concerns, I continue to use these shorthands in order to contrast and compare 

- -  
With respect to the former, the preceding paragraphs indicate small shifts and changes in the 

network which arise as two stages in network dynamics at the regional level. Stage 1 includes 
LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC Early and involves small-scale interactions between western 
Achaia and Italy. Stage 2 takes place from LH IIIC Middle to SM and is characterized by 
expansion within Achaia, into the Balkans and eastern Mediterranean. When we compare this 
situation to the other networks in which Achaia participated before and around 1200 BC, we 
can observe similarly complex network dynamics. Based on a total of 62 objects inventoried 
in Catalog II, we can conclude that in LH II the region was mainly connected with other 
Aegean areas. In LH IIIA, Achaia briefly yields more evidence for connectivity with the 
eastern Mediterranean, but in LH IIIB it returned to intra-Aegean connectivity (see also Table 
XXX in § 5.3 for an overview). While this intra-Aegean network indeed initially ran parallel 
to the new intra-Adriatic network, in LH IIIC Middle a shift in balance can be observed 
during w me increasingly popular at the expense of objects 
related to the Aegean (see § 5.4.8). The identification of this shift raises a number of questions 
regarding the issues of agency and network organization. First of all, is this shift indicative of 

- -
network or is this shift better seen as an emergent property of individual choices that took 
place at the local scal
iteration of the main gate model?  

To start off with the first question, in stage 1 the intra-Adriatic network was characterized 
by a relatively simple and small-scale structure. Although the evidence does present some 
degree of clustering at the regional scale of analysis, the differences between various sites are 
rather insignificant. This makes it difficult to identify at present regional hubs within the intra-
Adriatic network and to r - -free network structure at this level of 
analysis. Instead, the network appears to have been organized as a decentralized small world, 

- ee 
also § 5.6.2). Within this small-to-scale-free network, a small number of warrior and 

identified as the only nodes in their respective network communities. Although in purely 
network-theoretical terms it may not be appropriate to speak of these nodes individually as 

 therefore, the elite in western Achaia 
can be identified during stage 1 as the local nonpalatial hubs. There are no signs indicating 
any involvement of participants from eastern Achaia during stage 1, or from the Central area 

tra- ed 
and became more differentiated. During the first part of stage 2, a distinction can be made 

 
phase, the network still seemed to be focused mainly on western Achaia, although it is evident 
eastern Achaia also started to become involved. During the second part of stage 2, the warrior 
elites disappeared, the network contracted and became  
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For the intra-Aegean network, we can also observe different levels of participation for the 
different microregions within Achaia. In LH II  LH IIIA, the Central area is an important 

 in LH IIIB. 
Instead, during LH IIIB the coastal zones of the Patras region, Dyme area, and eastern Achaia 
seem to become more prominent. The three regions participated in various networks in 
various degrees, with the Patras region being the most connected and eastern Achaia the least. 
Conversely, links between the Argolid and Achaia appear to have been most inclusive  with 
all three regions participating  while Cretan connections were more exclusive and reserved to 
the Patras region. When we scale down to the level of participating individuals during LH 
IIIB, a group that has been highlighted in the analysis of intra-Aegean connectivity is that of 
the warrior elites. Of these, two burials of warriors in Patras and Voudeni were emphasized 
(see § 5.3.5). To 
by the multi-
Fontana di Papa type knife (III.05) and double kernos in tomb 1 at Mitopolis comes to mind, 
as well as perhaps assemblage 5 from tomb 2 in Spaliareïka with the Cretan-type stirrup jars 
and Fontana di Papa type knife (III.16) At both the regional and local scale of analysis, 
therefore, we can conclude that the intra-Aegean network in Achaia was organized along 
similar lines as the intra-Adriatic network. Both network structures involved participants who 
were a) mainly from western Achaia and b) members of the elite  involving both those 
individuals with a clear warrior identity and those without such an identity.  

From this, it follows that different types of organization cannot help to explain the diverging 
trajectories of the intra-Aegean and intra-Adriatic network in Achaia. Instead, it is evident that 
we are dealing with the emerging property of decisions made by individual local agents. As 
described in § 5.4.8, in LH IIIB the Mitopolis warrior with the spearheads (III.06; III.07) in 
the Dyme area was the first to be buried with goods that showcased links with the Adriatic 
rather than the Aegean. Although difficult to prove, it is possible that the Mitopolis warrior 

other members of the elite in other parts of the Dyme area and the Patras region soon also 
started 

d 
express intra-Aegean connectivity. As more individuals adopted 
practices of elite display through time, the alternative option became the new norm in LH IIIC 
Middle. During the same phase, connections within the Aegean were no longer emphasized 
and the network expanded both at the regional level towards the area around Patras and at the 
interregional level into the Balkans and Cyprus. During LH IIIC Late, we see a similar 
process occurring. Some individuals opted 

d to use these bronzes to express 
their identity. What we see is a recurring tension between the need to stick to tradition and the 
need for innovation and the individual agency to be able to make a choice between these two 
opposite poles.  

The notion that the agency of individual nodes can affect the network structure as a whole is 
key to the concept of network dynamics (see § 2.3). Therefore, it may not come as a surprise 
that decisions made by specific Achaian individuals reverberated throughout the region and 

-Adriatic connectivity 
made by certain members of the elite in western Achaia prior to and during the collapse of the 
palaces elsewhere in the Aegean set this region on a course of Postpalatial success. It is not as 
much a case of these specific hubs maintaining connectivity through time, but rather of their 
pioneering behavior attracting other local elites to the network. The Mitopolis warrior 

id not help his community move 
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forward but did seem to propel the entire region forwards in terms of connectivity with Italy 
and later also the Balkans  
tomb H at Klauss. Now how did the Argolid fit into all of this? At first glance, the preceding 
reconstruction seems to run entirely against the reconstruct

-Aegean and intra-Adriatic 
networks appear to have been entirely separated endeavors, with local agents looking either to 
the east or west but not functioning as mediators between both networks at the same time. Yet 
here it is important to take a step back. As noted at the start of this section, using the terms 

- -
regionally bounded entities. Although the preceding analysis shows that contrasting and 
comparing these two entities gives us valuable insight into 
these labels are ultimately only relevant from the Achaian perspective.   

If we momentarily switch the analytical focus from Achaia to the interregional level, these 
labels no longer adequately capture the complexity of connectivity. The objects we use to 

- - ch 
-

network originated in the Argolid and Crete but was found throughout the Mediterranean  
including Italy (see § 4.3.3). Moreover, the bronzes which form our source for postulating an 

-  
including the Argolid and Crete.1547 At the interregional level these networks overlapped in 
terms of their geographical scope but at the regional and local scale, different categories of 
objects and also different individual nodes were involved. Therefore, we need not expect that 
pottery from the Argolid and Crete occurs in Achaia within the same contexts as the 

to focus on the bronzes themselves in order to consider 

with the same type of network community, namely the elite. Although this creates the 
conditions necessary for postulating the main gate model, it is more challenging to directly 

evidence can be found outside both regions, within our final case study: southern Italy. In any 
case, this region is examined next to determine whether the robustness of Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan networks across the 12th-century crisis also depended on the local agency of Italian 
nonpalatial hubs.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1547 Iacono 2013, 64.  
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Chapter 6. Southern Italy 
Part I: Archaeological Background 

 
6.1. Introduction 
The evidence in southern Italy for connections 
with the Aegean has been the subject of several 
detailed, recent studies.1548 Catalogs of 
material, as well as in-depth analyses of 
typology, chronology, distribution, and 
provenance, are available to such an extent that 
it is not necessary to start this chapter with the 
collection and analysis of all of the evidence 
pertaining to Italo-Aegean relations. Instead, 
the state of research in southern Italy makes it 
possible to target this region with specific 
questions regarding the dynamics of Italo-
Aegean networks during the Bronze Age  Iron 
Age transition. The primary aim of the present 
inquiry is to determine whether the robustness 
of these networks should at least partly be 
attributed to the continued presence and local 
agency of southern Italian hubs.  

To this aim, the analysis focuses on the 
phases synchronous to the transition between 
the Palatial and Postpalatial periods in the Aegean. However, the Postpalatial period proper is 
also scrutinized in order to compare and contrast the network dynamics in southern Italy with 
those witnessed in Achaia and the Argolid during the same period. In order to facilitate this 
analysis, the current chapter is organized differently from the preceding ones. After a brief 
introduction to the region and its historical trajectories in Part I, Part II delves directly into the 
subject of Italo-Aegean relations in southern Italy by addressing the history and current state 
of research. Part III offers a critical evaluation of the published evidence for Italo-Aegean 

dynamics, the analysis zooms in on two likely contenders for regional hubs: Broglio di 
Trebisacce in Calabria and Roca Vecchia in Apulia. The chapter concludes with a discussion 
of the results. 
 
6.2. Southern Italy: Definition and Historical Trajectories 
The Italian peninsula is famously shaped like a hip-length boot. Southern Italy encompasses 

big toe and up again towards the shin. The region borders the Tyrrhenian sea to its west, the 
Ionian sea to its south, the Adriatic sea to its east and the central part of Italy to its north. In 
Italian archaeology, it is common to subdivide southern Italy according to the modern 
administrative provinces that it holds. Most often included are Calabria in the southwest, 
Campania in the northwest, Basilicata in the center and Apulia in the east.1549 In some cases, 
Molise in the north is also considered part of southern Italy (see e.g. Figure 58). Although 
each province has its own features, the basic geography of southern Italy is roughly 

                                                 
1548 E.g. Bettelli 2002; Van Wijngaarden 2002; Vianello 2005; Saltini Semerari 2010; Blake 2014; Jones . 
2014.  
1549 See e.g. Bietti Sestieri 1983, 68-69 and Fig. 2; Blake 2014, 207. 

Figure 58. The modern definition of southern Italy 
(after https://en.wikivoyage.org/wiki/Southern 
_Italy). 
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comparable. Inland hills or mountains, paired with smaller and larger coastal plains and rocky 
promontories are recurring features.1550 The material culture of southern Italy is generally 
perceived to be remarkably uniform for most of the Italian Bronze Age. This has led to the 

northern part of the peninsula. This culture first develops in the Italian MBA 1 and 2 
(Protoapennine), comes to full fruition in MBA 3 (Apennine) and continues into the RBA 
(Subapennine)  a time span synchronous with the period between LH I  LH IIIC Middle:2 
in the Aegean (see § 2.8  Table II). The last phase of the Italian Bronze Age is usually 

-wide and used for 
the duration of the FBA, a period contemporary to LH IIIC Middle:2  EPG. The 
Protovillanovan phase is accompanied by increasingly pronounced regionalism, which 
culminates in the ensuing EIA.1551  

The Apennine culture is most evident in the handmade  pottery of the MBA and 
RBA. Its emergence is not generally believed to have had political significance. Instead, it is 
tied to the role of transhumance pastoralism in Italian Bronze Age economies.1552 In network 
terms, the Apennine culture is an emergent property of pastoralist networks, which linked up 
parts of central and southern Italy that were otherwise relatively isolated from one another. 
The rise of a shared material culture over such a vast area for much of the MBA, RBA, and 
FBA raises the question of regional unity. In Italian scholarship, there have been through the 
years a number of studies that draw attention to regionalism prior to the FBA.1553 While these 
studies challenge the traditional image of a uniform peninsular culture, they do not, as Emma 

1554 In fact, as Van Wijngaarden notes, 
such studies too have been the subject of critique for failing to demonstrate overlap between 
various regionalized distributions of artifact types or pottery characteristics (i.e. what Relaki 

1555 This situation has led Blake, as well as Bietti Sestieri 
before her, to compare the evidence for external relations between various regions instead.1556 
The evidence for Italo-Aegean relations indicates that southern Italy can be clearly separated 
from the central and northern parts of the peninsula during the MBA, RBA, and FBA.1557 At 
the same time, the analyses by Bietti Sestieri and Blake point to differences within southern 
Italy. First of all, from MBA 3 onwards a distinction can be made between the Tyrrhenian 
coastal zone of Campania and western Calabria on the one hand and the Ionian-Adriatic 
coastal zone of eastern Calabria, Basilicata and Apulia on the other hand,1558 whereas 
Basilicata and Apulia also do not always follow the same trajectories (see also § 6.4).1559 

Over the course of the MBA, permanent, larger settlements first emerged in southern Italy 
alongside the preexisting system of small, temporary habitation sites.1560 Many of these new, 
larger settlements were either built in naturally defensible locations or fortified artificially, 
both in the interior and along the coast.1561 In several areas of southern Italy, the pattern of 
RBA habitation follows that of the MBA, with the addition of newly established sites.1562 

                                                 
1550 See e.g. Van Wijngaarden 2002, 205; Blake 2014, 208. 
1551 Blake 2014, 24-26. 
1552 Blake 2014, 22-24. 
1553 E.g. Peroni 1994a; Macciarola 1995; Damiani 2010. 
1554 Blake 2014, 26.   
1555 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 205; Relaki 2004. 
1556 Bietti Sestieri 1983; 1988; Blake 2014, 32.  
1557 See e.g. Vagnetti 1993; Blake 2014, 87-112; Jones . 2014, 25, Fig. 2.1. 
1558 Bietti Sestieri 1983, 66-92; 1988, 33-49. 
1559 Blake 2014, 107-108, 230-234. 
1560 Yntema 2013, 10-11. 
1561 See e.g. Blake 2014, 208; Jones . 2014, 447. 
1562 Bettelli 2002, 34-36 (central-eastern and eastern Calabria), 40 (Apulia). 
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Among the best-known RBA settlement systems to adhere to this pattern is that of the plain of 
Sybaris in eastern Calabria. Here, habitation concentrates in the subcoastal foothills and 
involves sites smaller than 3 ha, as well as sites larger than 10 ha. The larger settlements of 
Timpone della Motta (Francavilla Marittima), Torre Mordillo, Broglio di Trebisacce and 
Amendolara are thought to represent regional centers in a system that included the inland sites 
as secondary settlements, both because they are fortified over the course of the RBA and are 
the focus of craft specialization and contact with the Aegean.1563 The combination of coastal 
and interior sites is something we see in RBA settlement systems elsewhere in southern 
Italy;1564 contentious is whether a settlement hierarchy should be envisaged in these cases as 
well. Apulia offers a case in point. During the RBA, the area yields a number of inland sites in 
naturally defensible locations, such as Santa Maria di Ripalta, Rissieddi, and Oria. To this 
may be added the more numerous and prominent coastal settlements  such as Coppa 
Nevigata, Torre Castelluccia, and Scoglio del Tonno.1565 The latter are fortified, bear evidence 
for craft specialization and become involved with the Aegean over the course of the MBA  
just like their counterparts in the plain of Sybaris.1566 Yet despite these communalities, Andrea 
Cazzella argues instead for a functional difference between the coastal and inland sites in this 
area, based on the distinct exchange networks in which these sites operated.1567  

The picture we obtain for the transition from the MBA to the RBA is one of settlement 
expansion and stability. Yet there are some notable exceptions. In Apulia, the large, fortified 
coastal settlement of Roca Vecchia is destroyed in a violent blaze towards the end of MBA 3, 
although the site is quick to recover in the RBA.1568 In addition, some minor MBA sites in 
Salento are temporarily abandoned in the RBA, only to be reoccupied in the FBA.1569 In parts 
of Campania, Calabria and Basilicata too, we see the abandonment of MBA sites.1570 In 
Basilicata, those sites that do survive into the RBA form a stable group of at least five centers 
which continue into the FBA. Among this group are both subcoastal sites such as Termitito, 
as well as sites located further inland, such as Timmari near Matera or Toppo Daguzzo in the 
deep interior.1571 The persistence of larger sites from the RBA to the FBA is something we 
also see in other areas of southern Italy, such as Apulia and eastern Calabria.1572 In the FBA, 
several of these larger sites show signs of increasing socio-economic complexity and 
prosperity. This is particularly illustrated by the appearance of facilities for the storage of 
large containers  the .1573 In Apulia, moreover, we see the establishment of several new 
settlements, mainly in the Salento area at inland high points overlooking the plains.1574 In 
contrast to the Salento area, the plain of Sybaris does not appear to witness a period of 
settlement expansion but rather of contraction. In fact, the majority of RBA sites is 
abandoned. Yet this is not interpreted as a sign of depopulation or poverty but rather as a 
result of settlement nucleation. Indeed, several of the larger RBA settlements such as Broglio 
di Trebisacce and Amendolara are thought to control larger swatches of territory compared to 
the preceding phase.1575 

                                                 
1563 Bettelli 2002, 34-36, 252. 
1564 See e.g. Bettelli 2002, 35-37 (central-eastern Calabria, Basilicata), 39-40 (Apulia). 
1565 Bettelli 2002, 39-40, 253-254; Saltini Semerari 2010, 103; Blake 2014, 217; Jones . 2014, 23-34. 
1566 See e.g. Bietti Sestieri 1983, 78 and n. 59 with further references. 
1567 Cazzella 1991; Cazella/Moscoloni 2001. Blake (2014, 211) seems to prefer a similar reconstruction. 
1568 Guglielmino 2009, 185.  
1569 Blake 2014, 217-218. 
1570 Bettelli 2002, 36-37; Albore-Livadie 2007, 231-232; 2010; Blake 2014, 210.  
1571 Bettelli 2002, 36-37, 252; Saltini Semerari 2010, 58-59. 
1572 Attema . 2010, 75, 111. 
1573 Bettelli 2002, 35, 40-41. 
1574 Orlando 1998; Bettelli 2002, 40; Blake 2014, 217.  
1575 Peroni 1994b; Bettelli 2002, 34; Attema . 2010, 93-94. 
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  Torre Mordillo is perceived to be the only center among these peer polities to have reached 
1576 Yet also 

in the area around Francavilla Marittima, it is possible to recognize some form of dependency 
between the larger and smaller sites. Here, survey data collected by the Rijksuniversiteit 
Groningen indicate that the rise of the twin centers of Timpone della Motta and Timpa del 
Castello was accompanied by a filling in of the landscape with smaller FBA sites. These sites 
have yielded fragments of , which suggests their integration into the local or perhaps 
even regional exchange system.1577 Certainly alluding to a regional scale in the exchange of 

 are the recent results of archaeometric analyses of the material at Broglio, which suggest 
that ca. 30% of RBA  and 20% of FBA  at the site were imported from an area of at 
least 20 km away in the southern part of the plain.1578 In neighboring Basilicata,  from 
two sites near Tursi in the Sinni valley located just north of Broglio di Trebisacce can be 
distinguished in composition from the production in the plain of Sybaris. Other sites in 
Basilicata, such as Toppo Daguzzo, have also yielded  but these have not been tested.1579 
Although limited, the data currently available for Basilicata indicate a persistence of the RBA 
settlement pattern into the FBA.1580 In central-eastern Calabria and Campania too, the FBA 
habitation forms a continuation of the preceding phase.1581 In southern Calabria, settlement 
visibility is said to generally increase during the FBA.1582 Overall, it appears that the FBA is a 
flourishing period for southern Italy characterized by marked continuity with the RBA. 

How does southern Italy fare during the transition to the EIA? For the Sibaritide, the FBA 
settlement pattern is believed to remain relatively stable in the EIA up to the establishment of 
the colony of Sybaris.1583 East-central Calabria, on the contrary, sees a major restructuring of 
the settlement system, with only two FBA sites surviving into the EIA and a series of new 
sites becoming integrated into a regional settlement hierarchy. What is more, the region shows 
close affiliations in material culture with northeast Sicily. Southern Calabria does not appear 

- 1584 In Basilicata, the transition to the EIA is 
characterized by the establishment of new settlements, starting with the earliest use of the 
Incoronata necropolis in FBA 3.1585 In Campania, the end of the FBA is characterized by a 
process of centralization towards larger centers in the plains.1586 In the Salento, the transition 
to the EIA is marked by a degree of instability. First of all, the settlement of Roca Vecchia is 
destroyed for a second time at the end of FBA 2, which leads to a period of abandonment. A 
cessation or severe contraction of settlement is also noted for a number of other large, coastal 
sites during this time.1587 Moreover, the Salentine sites which were first founded at the start of 
the FBA are all abandoned by the EIA. Overall, this situation has led Medica Orlando to 
deduce a period of crisis in the Salento at the end of the FBA.1588 However, it should be noted 
that amidst this crisis, several other settlements in Apulia do continue into the EIA without 
disruption. Among these are both coastal sites, such as Coppa Nevigata or Otranto, as well as 
interior sites such as Oria or Santa Maria di Ripalta.1589  
                                                 
1576 Bettelli 2002, 34-35; Attema . 2010, 94, 112. 
1577 Attema . 2010, 94, 112, 114-115.  
1578 Jones . 2014, 192. 
1579 Jones . 2014, 33-34 (  at other sites); 167 (differences between Sinni valley and Sybaris plain). 
1580 Bettelli 2002, 37; Saltini Semerari 2010, 59.  
1581 Marino 1998, 290-291; Albore Livadie 2007; 2010; Jones . 2014, 36-39. 
1582 Blake 2014, 210.  
1583 Bettelli 2002, 34; Attema . 2010, 93-98. 
1584 Marino 1998, 290-291; Blake 2014, 218. 
1585 Saltini Semerari 2010, 59.  
1586 Albore Livadie 2007, 237-238.   
1587 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
1588 Orlando 1998; Blake 2014, 217-218.  
1589 Jones . 2014, 23-33; Saltini Semerari 2016. 
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Part II: Introducing the Aegean Material 
 

6.3. The Aegean Connection: A Brief History of Research 
The history of research pertaining to Aegean connections in the central Mediterranean goes 
back a long time. In fact, the first finds predate the discovery of the Aegean Bronze Age itself 
and were only recognized for what they were after the excavations at Mycenae and 
Knossos.1590 As in the Aegean, the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations in the central 
Mediterranean forms a heterogeneous dataset (see § 4.4.2). Most prominent are the Aegean-
style ceramics. These are commonly divided into imports and local products in Aegean style. 
The earliest imports date to LH I  II. Among these are both pots belonging to the MH 
ceramic tradition, such as Matt-painted, burnished and Minyan pottery, as well as pots 
belonging to the LH/LM ceramic traditions, particularly fine wares and storage pithoi. These 
are later supplemented by imported LH/LM coarse wares.1591 Moving to the local products, 
the most important and abundant category of evidence comprises the Aegean-style fine ware, 

-
traditions have indeed greatly impacted the local production of this ceramic class, Cretan and 
other Aegean influences can be observed as well. For this reason, the more accurate term 

- 1592 -  (see § 
6.2) and  (see § 4.4.2) are also considered among the evidence for Italo-
Aegean relations in the central Mediterranean.1593 To this list can be added a range of other 
imports and local products, including, but not limited to: Aegean-type terracotta figurines, 
glass beads, and Aegean-type bronzes.1594 Finally, while indicative of wider Italo-Aegean and 

 
The first Aegean pottery was discovered in Sicily in 1871. Not soon thereafter, more finds 

were unearthed in both Sicily and southern Italy. By the 1920s, the number of sites amounted 
to five in Sicily and three in southern Italy. In the 1940s, Aegean pottery was also excavated 
in the Aeolian islands, while by this time new sites were also identified in southern Italy and 
Sicily.1595 However, when Lord William Taylour established his first comprehensive catalog 
in 1958, the list of sites with Aegean pottery was still relatively small.1596 Up to the 1950s, 
this evidence for Italo-Aegean relations in the central Mediterranean was mainly considered 
from the  
westerly direction the rays of the Oriental culture should strike upon the Apennine Peninsula 
first after Gree 1597 
Italy saw the rise of a Bronze Age culture because the area functioned as an intermediary in 
the amber trade between the Aegean and central Europe.1598 Others preferred to interpret the 
evidence for Italo-Aegean relations in the central Mediterranean at the time more in terms of 
colonization. In 1906, Sir Arthur Evans already suggested that the Aegean pottery found in a 
tomb near Syracuse pointed to the presence of a Minoan colony on Sicily.1599 In addition, 

                                                 
1590 Bettelli 2002, 11. 
1591 Jones . 2014, 17-18, Tab. 1.2. 
1592 As suggested but not adopted in Jones . 2014, 9.  
1593 Jones . 2014, 18, Tab. 1.2.  
1594 Vianello 2005, 89-94; Blake 2014, 42-63.  
1595 Bettelli 2002, 11; Van Wijngaarden 2002, 203; Vianello 2005, 2-4.  
1596 Taylour 1958 lists eight sites from Sicily, three sites in the Aeolian islands, two sites in the Phlegrean islands 
and five sites in Apulia, with additional finds of unsure provenance from Campania and northern Italy.  
1597 Gordon Childe 1958 [1925], 225. 
1598 Gordon Childe 1958 [1925], 236. 
1599 Evans 1906, 109. 
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Taylour identified Scoglio del Tonno as a likely Rhodian colony since he found the Aegean 
pottery excavated at the site to be strikingly similar to contemporary pottery from Rhodes.1600  

The question of whether Aegean pottery in the central Mediterranean should be viewed in 
terms of trade or colonization comprised a key point of contention in early scholarship.1601 
Yet regardless of which side one was on, Aegean dominance was considered self-evident. 
This notion was not only shared by the aforementioned Anglophone scholars but also by their 
Italian colleagues.1602 Under influence of the New Archaeology and following the exponential 
increase of sites with Aegean pottery in the central Mediterranean, the discussion took a turn 
in the 1970s. Italian scholars such as Massimiliano Marazzi, Sebastiano Tusa, Lucia Vagnetti, 
and Renato Peroni sought to move beyond the trade versus colonization debate by focusing on 

1603 In these reconstructions, 
connections with the Aegean were considered a catalyst for increasing social complexity 
among local Italian communities in varying degrees. Marazzi and Tusa, for example, propose 
a model in which connections with the Aegean stimulated a process of proto-urbanization in 
southern Italy, with the region mediating in trade between the Aegean and central Europe (see 
Figure 59).1604 According to Peroni, this process was already well underway before the first 
evidence for Italo-Aegean relations appears in southern Italy,1605 whereas Vagnetti 
emphasizes how these relations were also to be understood against the background of 
increasing social complexity on the Greek mainland itself.1606 Following their seminal work at 
Broglio di Trebisacce, which for the first time provided clear clues for the local production of 
Aegean-style ceramics, Vagnetti and Peroni also reframed the discussion in terms of the 
presence of small groups of Aegean traders and craftsmen residing in Italian local 
communities.1607 

 

 
Figure 59. Schematic visualization of Marazzi 1979, 318, 
Abb. 4b). 
                                                 
1600 Taylour 1958, 128.  
1601 As observed in Marazzi/Tusa 1979, 331. 
1602 E.g. Pugliese Carratelli 1958; Biancofiore 1967. For other examples, see the overviews in Bettelli 2002, 11-
12; Vianello 2005, 2-3 with further references. 
1603 Marazzi/Tusa 1979; Marazzi 1988; Tinè/Vagnetti 1967; Vagnetti 1970; 1982; 1993; 1999; Peroni 1983. See 
also the overview in Bettelli 2002, 13-14.  
1604 Marazzi/Tusa 1979. 
1605 Peroni 1983. See also more recently Jones . 2014, 447. 
1606 Vagnetti 1970; 1982; 1993; 1999. 
1607 See the discussion in Bettelli 2002, 12-13. 
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For each of these views, the model that is either implicitly or explicitly evoked is that of 
center-periphery interaction (see e.g. § 3.3; § 3.5).1608 Although the Aegean palaces perhaps 
do not have political dominance over Italian communities in the sense of full-blown colonies, 
they are considered the driving force both economically and culturally.1609 However, this 
notion of Aegean dominance and Italian dependency is increasingly questioned. A 
foundational and early paper by Bietti Sestieri addresses the issue head-on by not only 
dismissing the positional superiority of the Mycenaeans in Italo-Aegean relations but also by 
questioning their impact on the local communities of 
Myceneanized coastal sites of Apulia are not the gateway communities of an Aegean world 

1610 According to Bietti Sestieri, 
the local communities of southern Italy were not confronted with the palaces. Instead, she 

1611 Building on this critique, Van Wijngaarden proposes a consumption approach to 
Aegean-style pottery found in the central Mediterranean. In doing so, he seeks to move away 
from issues surrounding the organization and impact of Italo-Aegean relations and aims to 
draw attention to the context in which this pottery was used.1612 Such an approach requires a 
systematic collection and analysis of the data  a methodology which we also see in other 
recent studies, most notably those by Marco Bettelli and Andrea Vianello.1613 Yet whereas 
Vianello focuses on imports and the commercial nature of the exchanges and views local 
products as a byproduct of trade,1614 Bettelli does the opposite by placing the local Italo-
Aegean pottery center stage in his analysis.1615    

A chronological and regional division seems to be at least partly responsible for these vastly 
diverging approaches. Vianello focuses on the early phases and on the islands, for which the 
data more readily indicate the presence of Aegean imports.1616 
area of research, extensive archaeometric programs have determined that from the RBA 
onwards the bulk of Aegean-style pottery is locally produced rather than imported.1617 This 

that the Aegean connection only had a limited impact on local communities in southern Italy. 

between Aegean and Italian craftsmen.1618 Yet what does seem to have resonated are her ideas 
of equal exchanges and nonpalatial involvement, which in varying degrees and for various 
moments in time have been articulated in the contributions by Borgna and Càssola Guida or 
Eder and Jung discussed previously (see § 3.5; § 5.4.8). Blake also accepts these ideas. In 
fact, in one of her earlier contributi
Taking a self-
Aegean presence in Italy have been grossly overestimated.1619 After reviewing the evidence, 
she arrives at the conclusion that a) Aegean relations with the central Mediterranean mainly 
concerned the sporadic exchange of goods, b) equal systems of value at play in Italian and 
Aegean societies prevented the latter from taking advantage of the former, and c) the sporadic 

                                                 
1608 Bietti Sestieri 1988, 24. 
1609 See e.g. Sherratt 1999, 192-195. 
1610 Bietti Sestieri 1988, 37. 
1611 Bietti Sestieri 1988, 49. 
1612 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 23-29. 
1613 Bettelli 2002; Vianello 2005. 
1614 Vianello 2005, 94-96; 2008, 7.  
1615 Bettelli 2002, 18. 
1616 Vianello 2005; 2008, 18-21; Iacono 2010, 191. 
1617 Jones . 2014, 409 and Tab. 6.2. 
1618 See e.g. Bettelli 2011; Buxeda i Garrigós . 2003; Jones . 2014, 453-460.  
1619 Blake 2008, 2.  
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nature of exchanges, paired with the equal systems of value, prevented the Aegeans from 
impacting Italian communities at the scale usually attributed to them.1620  

-face. In a study 
geared towards establishing a link between EIA ethnic groups and LBA regional identities in 
peninsular Italy, Blake starts from the position that the creation of ethnic groups in the Italian 
EIA, such as the Etruscans, is dependent upon the structure of regional exchange networks in 
the RBA and FBA. In order to test this hypothesis, she applies quantitative SNA (see § 2.3) to 
the distributions of Aegean-
donkey bones, to reconstruct these regional exchange networks.1621 For southern Italy, 

 one 
-

and one centering on the coast with the Aegean-style pottery and other foreign technological 
innovations such as the employment of the donkey. The lack of penetration of the Aegean-

-
network in which the Aegean-style pottery circulated was not just supplied but also organized 
by an outside group.1622 In addition, she notes that the coastal sites did not share many goods 

 edge of a type 
 the Italian sites  had 

1623 Ultimately, Blake arrives at the conclusion that 
the Aegean connection in southern Italy prevented the formation of a unified exchange 
network between the interior and coastal sites which would have allowed the emergence of a 
strong regional identity.1624 

from the Achaian perspective. For the region of Salento in Apulia, she identifies only a 
handful of coastal sites which were greatly affected by the process of disentanglement taking 
place towards the end of LH IIIC.1625 Like Blake, Saltini Semerari highlights the heightened 
impact of the Aegean connection on the coastal settlements of southern Italy in comparison to 
other sites in the region. In addition, both scholars propose close connections between these 
sites and the Aegean which persist from the RBA to the FBA. Therefore, the work of these 
two scholars forms a suitable starting point for evaluating the question of Italian hubs. While 
Blake studies the presence or absence of certain classes of objects at the regional scale,1626 
Saltini Semerari presents an overview of the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations at site level. 

vely on sites in the Salento region, while in 
her associated PhD thesis she also examines Basilicata.1627 When confronted, the evidence 
obtained from these different approaches only amounts to a partial picture, with Blake 
presenting a view of the regional scale and Saltini Semerari offering a glimpse into the local 
contexts of the interactions. Therefore, in order to analyze the evidence for Italo-Aegean 
relations in southern Italy from LH IIIB to LH IIIC, the data discussed by Blake and Saltini 
Semerari need to be supplemented with that discussed by other authors. This will not only 
allow us to identify potential hubs in the region but also to examine the dynamics of the Italo-

 which postulates Achaia as a mediator between 
southern Italy and the Argolid (see e.g. § 5.4.8).   
                                                 
1620 Blake 2008, 2, 25. 
1621 Blake 2014, 17-21, 34-36 and Tab. 2.1-2. 
1622 Blake 2014, 225-227, 234. 
1623 Blake 2014, 234. 
1624 Blake 2014, 237-239. 
1625 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
1626 Blake 2014, 88-91. 
1627 Saltini Semerari 2010; 2016. 
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Part III: Analysis 
 

6.4. Evidence for Italo-Aegean Relations in Southern Italy in LH IIIB  C 
Comparative chronology is an important issue when discussing the evidence for Italo-Aegean 
relations in southern Italy. Until recently, it was assumed that the Italian RBA synchronized 
with the Aegean LH IIIB and the FBA with LH IIIC.1628 Yet new comparative studies show 
that the RBA lasted well into LH IIIC Middle (see § 2.8  Table II).1629 Therefore, if our aim 
is to identify potential regional hubs in southern Italy across the transition from the Palatial to 
the Postpalatial period in the Aegean, we cannot rely on a phase as broad as the Italian RBA. 
Fortunately, in the study of the material pertaining to connections with the Aegean in the 
central Mediterranean, it is customary to use dates based on the Aegean sequence.1630 These 
dates are effectively derived from the typochronology of imported Aegean and locally 
produced Italo-Aegean pots, rather than local stratigraphy. This naturally has some 
setbacks,1631 but, as Saltini Semerari observes, the Aegean dates are to be preferred since they 

1632 Blake also uses Aegean dates for the 
Aegean-style pottery she includes in her networks. However, she uses Italian dates for 
reconstructing these networks overall. This means synchronization is of pivotal importance in 
order to incorporate the Aegean-style pottery in the RBA and FBA networks. Unfortunately, 
however, Blake does not appear to have been aware of the developments in comparative Italo-
Aegean chronology at the time of her research. In reconstructing her networks, she simply 
resorts to equating LH IIIB with the RBA and LH IIIC with FBA 1 and 2.1633 This effectively 

ong to the RBA and are 
 

For the RBA, she uses 12 object types to reconstruct the network. The LH IIIB Aegean-style 
pottery counts as one object type; Blake does not distinguish between imports or local 
products. Besides the pottery, she uses several bronze types, as well as donkey bones and an 
awl handle made of deer antler.1634 For the FBA, Blake includes the LH IIIC pottery and 12 
other types, among which are the Frattesina ivory comb and Tiryns amber bead, as well as 
more donkey bones and bronzes.1635 Although the focus in the present analysis is on the 
Aegean and Italo-Aegean pottery, it is worth taking a brief look at these bronzes. For the 
RBA, Blake includes the Montegiorgio Naue II type sword, the Torre Castelluccia dagger, the 
Pertosa dagger, the Scoglio del Tonno knife, the Scoglio del Tonno razor, the violin-bow 
fibula with two knobs, the twisted violin-bow fibula, the Garda dress pin with double spiral 
head and the miniature spoked wheel.1636 For the FBA, she includes the Fontanella knife, 
Menaforo shaft-hole ax, Pertosa winged ax, Castellace bow fibula, Gargano bow fibula, 
Timmari bow fibula, the asymmetrical violin-bow fibula with two knobs and the miniature 
spoked wheel.1637 
weapons, tools and violin-bow fibulae in the RBA to a preponderance of bow fibulae in the 
FBA. As will be discussed below (see § 6.7), this matches well with what we see in Achaia 
and the Argolid. In fact, several of the bronzes Blake includes among her RBA and FBA 
                                                 
1628 Marazzi/Tusa 1979, 325, n. 16, 326, Schem. 3 with further references. 
1629 Alberti/Bettelli 2005; Bettelli/Alberti 2014; Jung 2005; 2006. 
1630 See e.g. Vagnetti 1993; Van Wijngaarden 2002; Vianello 2005.  
1631 For a brief discussion, see Vianello 2005, 14-15. 
1632 Saltini Semerari 2010, 15.  
1633 Blake 2014, 44. This problem has also recently been pointed out by Iacono (2016b, 372). 
1634 Blake 2014, 222, Tab. 8.1. 
1635 Blake 2014, 229, Tab. 8.2. 
1636 Blake 2014, 222, Tab. 8.1. 
1637 Blake 2014, 229, Tab. 8.2. 
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types we have already encountered in the preceding chapters as part o
in these regions. 

Moving to the regional distribution of these types, we can observe that there are 21 sites in 
her RBA network and 41 sites in her FBA network. The majority of RBA sites continues into 
the FBA, with the exception of five sites that disappear from the network. In both the RBA 
and FBA, most sites in her dataset are located in Apulia (15 in RBA, 23 in FBA). In the RBA, 
Basilicata, Calabria, and Campania all barely seem to participate with only two sites each, 
while Basilicata and Calabria become more notable parts of the network in the FBA, with five 
and10sites respectively. Campania continues to be marginal with three sites, two of which are 
new additions to the network.1638 Blake observes that during this phase it is possible to see a 
separation between a network centered on Apulia and one which encompasses Basilicata and 
Calabria.1639 The emergence of Basilicata and Calabria more clearly in the network over time 

ke includes in the network rather 
than the pottery. In both phases, however, the majority of sites only yields pottery (nine sites 

in RBA; four sites in FBA) or 16 sites in FBA).1640 This 
means that the pottery data have a considerable impact on the reconstruction of the network as 
a whole. When we consider that much of the LH IIIC pottery that Blake includes in the FBA 
network probably is more at home in the RBA (see above), we may infer that the significant 
expansion she observes in the network from the RBA to the FBA probably at least in part 
already occurs within the RBA. This expansion is thus better viewed in terms of an increase in 
the number of sites with Aegean-style pottery from LH IIIB to LH IIIC.  

This kind of continuity bodes well for the identification of regional hubs in the Italo-Aegean 
ta alone. 

Blake uses presence or absence to reconstruct her RBA and FBA networks.1641 The sites that 
stand out in her networks are sites that yield the greatest diversity in object types, not the sites 
with the largest quantities of material. As Aegean-style pottery counts as a single category, 
the sites which were only involved in the pottery network do not stand out as potential hubs. 

with over 1000 sherds. Instead, we get sites that either have only a great number of other 
object types or sites that have both pottery and other objects. This could be informative in and 
of itself. Indeed, one could argue that the bridging nodes between the pottery and alternative 
network would make good candidates for regional hubs. The one site that emerges above all 
others in the RBA network when we consider diversity in object types is Scoglio del Tonno. It 
has yielded no less than eight types, LH IIIB pottery included, which is far more than any of 
the other sites.1642 For example, the most diversity found next is at Torre Castelluccia with 
five types, ceramics not included, as well as Coppa Nevigata and Termitito with four types, 
including ceramics.1643  rather misleading when we 
consider that Blake does not take into account all of the evidence for regional connectivity in 
southern Italy. As Iacono points out, she omits local ceramics and neglects certain types of 
bronzes as well.1644 If we were to include 
scores of the various nodes would look rather different. 

                                                 
1638 Compare Maps 8.1 and 8.5 in Blake 2014, 223, 228. 
1639 Compare Maps 8.4 and 8.8 in Blake 2014, 226, 232. 
1640 Compare the sites on Maps 8.1 and 8.5 in Blake 2014, 223, 228 with the data in the appendix, . 257ff. 
1641 Blake 2014, 90-91.  
1642 Blake 2014, 289, no. 226. 
1643 Blake 2014, 267 (Coppa Nevigata  no. 86), 290 (Termitito  no. 239), 291 (Torre Castelluccia  no. 246). 
1644 Iacono 2016b, 372.  
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For this reason, it is necessary to introduce here data collected by other scholars in order to 
alysis of the distribution and contexts of 

imported and locally produced Aegean-style pottery in the central Mediterranean, Lucia 
Vagnetti observes that the vast majority of the sites are characterized by the presence of one 
or two sherds. Within this pattern, a small number of sites stands out for the presence of larger 
quantities of Aegean-style pottery.1645 This observation is confirmed by Van Wijngaarden. He 
does not offer precise quantities of sherds per site but instead ranks the sites according to 
different orders of magnitude. The one site in southern Italy that ranks 5 on his scale from 1 to 
5 is the site of Broglio di Trebisacce, which yielded over 500 sherds. Termitito and Scoglio 
del Tonno have a rank of 4, which means they have yielded between 100-500 sherds, while 
Torre Mordillo with between 50 and 100 sherds has a rank of 3. All of the remaining 16 sites 
with LH IIIB  C material in southern Italy rank lower.1646 
new data published by Jones . shuffle these rankings around to some extent. With ca. 280 
sherds now known from the site, Torre Mordillo moves up a notch to rank 4.1647 Punta 
Meliso, Coppa Nevigata and Roca Vecchia, sites that ranked relatively low in Van 

h ca. 300 sherds, Punta Meliso and 
Coppa Nevigata now have a rank of 4,1648 while Roca Vecchia with ca. 50001649 sherds even 
outranks Broglio  1650 In addition, while Van 
Wijngaarden lists 20 sites with LH IIIB  C material in southern Italy, Jones . now 
catalog 48.1651 The vast majority of these new additions are sites that would rank low on Van 

pronounced.  
In network terminology, the seven sites with sherd counts over 100 sherds may be regarded 

as potential regional hubs in the Italo-Aegean ceramic network. Unfortunately, for none of the 
sites, a differentiation is made between LH IIIB and LH IIIC sherds when considering these 
numbers. What is clear is that all of the aforementioned sites have yielded both LH IIIB and 
LH IIIC material, which means that at least theoretically they could have persisted as regional 
hubs from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period. However, here there is another problem we 
need to consider. In these total sherd counts, no distinction is made between imports and local 
products.1652 As pointed out in § 4.5.6, while local production can indicate connectivity, links 
do not need to continue once foreign styles and technologies have been introduced. Therefore, 
it is possible that much of the LH IIIC material, if indeed locally produced, no longer informs 
about Italo-Aegean connectivity. This leads us back to Jones . They observe that the 
percentage of locally produced Italo-Aegean pottery in the central Mediterranean increases 
steadily with 20% from LH IIIA to LH IIIB and from LH IIIB to LH IIIC.1653 In southern 
Italy, more specifically, although by LH IIIC 75% of the Aegean-style pottery is produced 
locally, imports continue until the end of the phase.1654 The arrival of new imports as late as 
LH IIIC Middle and Late presents us with a strong indication of continued connectivity after 

                                                 
1645 Vagnetti 1999, 141-142 and Fig. 3.  
1646 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 328-329.  
1647 Jones . 2014, 34-35, no. 34.  
1648 Jones . 2014, 23-26 (Coppa Nevigata  no. 3), 30 (Punta Meliso  no. 19a). 
1649 Jones . (2014, 29, no. 17) note ca. 2000 sherds, while 5000 is the figure reported in papers authored by 
members of the Roca Vecchia team, see e.g. Guglielmino . 2010, 257; Iacono 2016a, 126. 
1650 Jones . 2014, 34, no. 32. 
1651 Compare the list of sites in Van Wijngaarden 2002, 328-329 with Jones . 2014, 23-39.  
1652 Van Wijngaarden 2002; Jones . 2014 do not separate LH IIIB from LH IIIC, imports from local 
products. 
1653 Jones . 2014, 452. 
1654 Jones . 2014, 407-409. Note that the text says 75% in LH IIIB but the accompanying Tab. 6.2 makes it 
clear this should be LH IIIC instead.  
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1200 BC.1655 This indication that connections with the Aegean were not severed after LH IIIB 
is also borne out of the local production. At Broglio di Trebisacce, for one, the Italo-Aegean 
pottery follows typochronological developments in the Aegean for the entire duration of its 
production.1656 For example, a necked jar with a decorative wavy line on the neck and a series 
of hanging semicircles on the shoulder can be connected to Greek mainland pottery of LH 
IIIC Middle to Late or to Cretan pottery of the LM IIIB  C transition, which synchronizes 
with LH IIIC Early and Middle in the Aegean.1657 What is more, at Broglio di Trebisacce we 
also find the illustrious carinated cup appearing in the local impasto, Aegean-style ceramics 
and   a type that seems to be indicative of Italo-Aegean relations during LH 
IIIC Early (see discussion in § 4.6.3.b). In all, both the Aegean imports and the Aegean-style 
local production indicate continuity in Italo-Aegean relations from LH IIIA to LH IIIC. 

Besides dynamics through time, Jones . also note dynamics through space. First of all, 
they emphasize that the Aegean imports and local products seem to have rather different 

-type pottery is most 
1658 It is tempting to deduce from 

this the existence of two distinct networks, which occasionally overlapped at sites such as 
Scoglio del Tonno  where imports and local products co-occur.1659 However, analyses of the 
Italo-Aegean corpora at various sites in southern Italy suggest a lack of interaction between 
these sites as far as the production and consumption of this ceramic class are concerned. To 
put it differently, while it is possible to distinguish a 
style, these styles do not seem to influence each other, nor have any imports from the one site 
have been found in the next. The impression Jones . have is that locally produced Italo-
Aegean pottery had a rather limited circulation and was produced for local consumption 
within the coastal sites.1660 Blake notes a similar pattern with other goods and technological 
innovations, such as olive cultivation or the introduction of the donkey, which occur in one or 
two of the coastal sites but do not seem to spread beyond them. She deduces from this that 
there was limited interaction between the coastal sites and between these sites and the interior. 

 is formed by the  at Broglio, which 
were imported from elsewhere in the region (see § 6.2). While she is quick to dismiss these as 
an exception,1661 there are other indications that allude to regional interaction. 

A first indication can be found in the local pottery. Based on stylistic similarities shared 
between sites, Iacono reconstructs regional connectivity for Bronze Age Apulia. For the RBA, 
he notes frequent connections between the sites included in the network, which involve both 
coastal and interior sites. Iacono further observes that the sites that stand out always yield 
Aegean-style pottery. From this, he infers that Aegean connectivity targeted those sites that 
were already hubs in regional networks.1662 Bearing this in mind, let us reconsider some of the 

1663 A 
number of these stand out in the network as a whole because they have yielded the greatest 
diversity in object types, namely Scoglio del Tonno, Termitito and Coppa Nevigata. These 

                                                 
1655 See e.g. Jones . 2014, 146 (sample RO39) for a LH IIIC Late deep bowl at Roca Vecchia imported from 
the northern Peloponnese and ., 170 (sample A51) for a possible LH IIIC Middle necked jar imported from 
the Peloponnese at Broglio di Trebisacce. 
1656 Jones . 2014, 452. See also Vagnetti 1999.  
1657 Jung 2006, 109-110; Bettelli/Alberti 2014, 71. 
1658 Jones . 2014, 453.  
1659 See e.g. Bettelli 2002, 255; Jones . 2014, 32-33, no. 26b.  
1660 Jones . 2014, 455-456. 
1661 Blake 2014, 214-215.  
1662 Iacono 2016a, 129, Fig. 6, 133. See also Tab. 2 of the App. among the supplementary material online.  
1663 Compare the sites on Maps 8.1 and 8.4 in Blake 2014, 223, 226 with the data in . 257ff, App. 
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sites are also among the sites which stand out in terms of the quantity of Aegean-type 
material. Therefore, although the Italo-Aegean pottery in and of itself may not point to 
regional connectivity, the sites which yield this pottery in great abundance do appear to be 
important regional hubs in southern Italy. However, here a qualification needs to be made. 
While in general we can observe a correlation between sites with large quantities of Aegean-
style material and sites with the greatest diversity in object types, the  two sites that have 
yielded most of the Aegean-style material  Broglio di Trebisacce in Calabria and Roca 
Vecchia in Apulia  do not appear to have been involved as much in the alternative RBA 
network as Blake defines it.1664 In order to investigate this further and to also attempt an 
identification of the local agents operating within these potential regional hubs, these two sites 
will be subjected to a more in-depth contextual analysis in 6.5 and 6.6 respectively.  

Broglio di Trebisacce is located in the plain of Sybaris (see § 6.2), on a hill at a distance of ca. 
2 km from the present coast.1665 Broglio was first excavated between 1979 and 1985; 
subsequent excavations have been conducted between 1990  2012.1666 As noted in § 6.4, 
with the exception of Roca Vecchia, Broglio has yielded the largest corpus of Aegean-style 
pottery in southern Italy. The bulk of the corpus (a total of 647 sherds) was found during the 
first excavations.1667 These excavations have been fully published and centered on five areas 
on the acropolis, labeled A through E. Areas A and C did not yield material due to heavy 
erosion, while a MBA hut was excavated in area E. Another possible MBA hut was 
discovered in area B, together with two or three successive structures belonging to the RBA 

partly preserved apsidal structure belonging to the advanced RBA which held much material. 
The central hut may have had one or more MBA/RBA predecessors, as well as possibly a 
successor in the FBA. To the northwest of this hut, a storeroom with FBA  was 
found.1668 At least two and perhaps three more  storerooms were uncovered in the new 
excavations. These all date to FBA and EIA, as do much of the other excavated finds and 
features  such as a wall-and-ditch defensive system. The newly excavated areas are not yet 
fully published and are known as sectors 1-12. Besides FBA and EIA material, these sectors 
also yielded finds dating to the MBA and RBA. Among these is additional Aegean-style 
material.1669 A catalog of the Aegean-style ceramics found between 1990-1999 lists 179 
specimens.1670 More Aegean-style sherds are mentioned in subsequent reports.1671  

Overall, the Aegean-style sherds at Broglio are reported to amount to ca. 1000 
specimens.1672 Not all of these have been published or analyzed in detail.1673 This makes it 
difficult to obtain a full overview of the chronological distribution and character of the corpus 
of Aegean-style material at Broglio. For example, Bettelli presents a graph with the 
percentage of material distributed over the various ceramic phases for the sites of Broglio di 

                                                 
1664 Blake 2014, 260 (Broglio di Trebisacce  no. 27), 285 (Roca Vecchia  no. 200). 
1665 See e.g. Vianello 2005, 109.  
1666 Vanzetti 2010; 2011; 2012; Schiappelli 2015, 242-243, n. 3. 
1667 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 239. 
1668 Levi 1999, 43, Fig. 12, 319-320; Van Wijngaarden 2002, 237. 
1669 Peroni/Vanzetti 1993;  Levi 1999, 319-321; Moffa 2002, 13; Peroni . 2004, 167; Schiappelli 2006, 393-
394; Elevelt 2012, 67, n. 124. 
1670 Bettelli 2002, 165-198. 
1671 E.g. Vanzetti 2012; Jones . 2014, 287 (samples BT713 and BT714 from 2002 and 2003 contexts). 
1672 Jones . 2014, 34. 
1673 Of the 647 sherds from the 1979-1985 corpus, only ca. 350 specimens have been published (see e.g. Vianello 
2005, 109 for this remark). When we add to this the 179 cataloged specimens from the 1990-1999 corpus, the 
total still does not amount to the more than 1000 sherds reported in Jones . 2014, 34. 
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Trebisacce, Scoglio del Tonno, and Lipari.1674 He clearly emphasizes that he does not separate 
imports from local products. What is not clear, however, is whether the total corpus he takes 
for Broglio (see Table XLIV) comprises the finds from the 1979  1985 excavations, the finds 
from 1990  1999 (which he publishes) or both.1675 Despite this lack of transparency, the 
percentages are insightful to some extent, as they denote that the majority of Aegean-style 
material from this unspecified corpus date to LH IIIB and later.1676 For more precise numbers, 
we need to turn to the 1979  1985 corpus. For 352 specimens, Van Wijngaarden inventories 

remaining 117 are distributed as follows: 7 specimens belong to LH IIIA, 3 to LH IIIA  B, 
33 to LH IIIB, 51 to LH IIIB  C and 23 to LH IIIC.1677 These numbers confirm the trend that 
Bettelli observes, although the proportions differ slightly (see Table XLIV). Jones  
identify 11 imports among a total of 66 tested specimens. LH IIIA:2 aside, all phases up to 
LH IIIC are represented, with one specimen potentially belonging to LH IIIC Middle.1678 This 
continuity in imports compares well with the continuity witnessed in the typochronology of 
the locally produced Italo-Aegean pottery on site (see § 6.4).  

 
Table XLIV. Aegean-style pottery distributed over ceramic phases not discriminating between imports or 
local products (after Bettelli 2002, 59, Fig. 9; Van Wijngaarden 2002, 239, Tab. 17.2). 
Phase  % Bettelli 2002 # Van Wijngaarden 2002 % Van Wijngaarden 2002 
LH IIIA  12.5 % 7 6%  

LH IIIA  B  5% 3 2.5 %  

LH IIIB  20% 33 28%  

LH IIIB  C  32.5% 51 43.5%  

LH IIIC  30% 23 20%  

Total  100% 117 100%  
 
Before turning to the character of the locally produced assemblage, it is instructive to 

examine the origins of the imported specimens. In total, seven come from the Peloponnese, 
two from an unknown source and two either from central Greece or central Crete.1679 
According to Van Wijngaarden, the style of these pieces suggests a mainland origin.1680 The 
Peloponnesian imports occur from LH IIIB potentially all the way to LH IIIC Middle.1681 This 

addressed in the previous chapter. Unfortunately, it proved impossible to distinguish imports 
from different regions within the Peloponnese on the basis of the archaeometric analyses of 
the Broglio sample.1682 Stylistic analyses may offer some clues, however. For the 
                                                 
1674 Bettelli 2002, 59, Fig. 9. 
1675 Bettelli 2002, 58-72. 
1676 Bettelli 2002, 60. 
1677 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 241, Tab. 17.2.  
1678 Jones . 2014, 284-285. Van Wijngaarden (2002, 239) notes 12 imports.  
1679 Jones . 2014, 284-285. 
1680 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 239. 
1681 Jones . 2014, 284-285. 
1682 Over the years, three types of chemical analyses have been conducted on the Broglio sample. Depending on 
the type of analysis, different reference databases are available for the Aegean. For the Atomic Absorption 
Spectrometry (AAS), the reference data comes from Mycenae, Knossos, Thebes, Chania, and Trianda on 
Rhodes. This means that a Peloponnesian origin is assigned purely on the basis of similarities in composition to 
pottery found at Mycenae over the other areas, but does not need to mean that the pottery definitely was 
imported from Mycenae. For the Instrumental Neutron Activation Analysis (INAA), the reference collection is 
larger and can be assigned to Mycenae-Berbati, Achaia, Akarnania, Attica, Boeotia, Central Greece, Central and 
West Crete and Rhodes. For INAA, however, it turns out to be virtually impossible at the moment to distinguish 
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Peloponnesian imports, Vagnetti mainly notes links with the Argolid, although parallels with 
Messenia and areas outside the Peloponnese (Attica, Boeotia) are noted as well. Achaia, 
however, is absent from the list.1683 Links between this region and Broglio are not reflected in 
the LH IIIB  C Italo-Aegean pottery found on site either. Instead, the regions on the Greek 
mainland with which the corpus offers parallels are the Argolid, Messenia, Attica, and 
Boeotia.1684  

At the same time, Vagnetti notes a conspicuous popularity of Late Minoan III motifs within 
the locally produced pottery (see Figure 60).1685 Van Wijngaarden states more specifically 

assigned with certainty to Crete.1686 Bettelli makes a similar observation and wonders whether 

were circulating in two different 

infer about the identity of the artisans, 
he does hint at the presence  at least 
temporarily  of Aegean potters on 
site.1687 In connection to this, Jones 

. note that the quality of the corpus at 

production at Roca Vecchia (see § 
6.6). More specifically, they observe a 
tendency to not copy LM III motifs 
and shapes wholesale but to 

. infer 
from this a dialectic between Aegean 
tradition and local innovation that 

well- 1688 
point that the style of the locally produced pottery does not always accord with the origins of 
the imports resonates. It signals that at the interregional scale of analysis, Broglio di 
Trebisacce participated in two networks that only partly overlap.  

But what of the local scale? With respect to the spatial distribution of the 352 specimens of 
the 1979  1985 corpus, Van Wijngaarden mentions two imports and 15 local products for 
area B, one import and 26 local products for area B west, three imports and 187 local products 
for area D, two imports and 46 local products for area D east, one local product for area D 
south, and four imports and 64 local products for area D west. The sterile areas A and C, as 
                                                                                                                                                         
between products from Achaia and the Argolid. Finally, there is Inductively-Coupled Plasma Emission 
Spectrometry (ICP-ES). The reference database for this analysis contains full compositions for Berbati, Tiryns, 
Asine, Attica, and Aegina, but  again  omits Achaia. See Jones . 2014, 101-108 and Tab. 4.2, 111.  
1683 Vagnetti in Panichelli/Vagnetti 1994, 394-396 and n. 7, 14-16, 22, 36, 399. It should be mentioned that one 
of the specimens referred to in these pages (cat. no. 48 and a sherd published in an earlier publication) was 
originally assigned an Boeotian or central Cretan origin but has since been reclassified as Peloponnesian in Jones 

. 2014, 260 (A51  referring to the earlier published sherd).  
1684 Panichelli/Vagnetti 1994, 393-397 with references. See also the in-depth typochronological study by Jung 
(2006, 104-126), in which he discusses parallels for the Aegean-style material at Broglio. 
1685 Panichelli/Vagnetti 1994, 393-397 with references; Vagnetti 1999, 144 and Fig. 4; 2003, 56-57 and Fig. 3. 
See also the in-depth typochronological study by Jung (2006, 104-126), in which he discusses parallels for the 
Aegean-style material at Broglio. 
1686 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 240. 
1687 Bettelli 2011, 113-114 (quote on p. 113). 
1688 Jones . 2014, 455.  
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well as area E with the MBA hut, have not yielded any Aegean-style pottery.1689 From this, it 
follows there is no clear distinction in the spatial distribution of imports and local products at 
Broglio. Both categories are widely distributed on site, but each has a tendency to concentrate 

Wijngaarden identifies also come from area D. Van Wijngaarden interprets this as evidence 
for the use of imports and local products by the same social groups;1690 to this may be added 
that the groups in areas D and D west had more access to Aegean-style material than others. 
Within these areas, Van Wijngaarden notes that 34 locally produced Italo-Aegean pots and 
four imports were associated with a possible structure in area D west, dating to the beginning 
of the RBA. This structure is a likely predecessor of the central hut.1691 Moving to the central 
hut proper, it has yielded a total of 98 locally produced specimens, as well as three imports. 
Besides Aegean-style pottery, the central hut also harbored a full range of , 

, and local  many of which were given a high-quality finish on the wheel. The 
bronze finds comprise of a ring, fragments of a vase, a pendant, and a violin-bow fibula with 
two knobs.1692  

A rejoining study by Maria Antoinetta Castagna reveals some interesting patterns regarding 
the distribution of the various ceramic classes in the central hut. First of all, the majority of 
pots comprise bowls and cups. These, moreover, tend to form clusters of small, medium and 
large size, which Castagna interprets as subsets of larger sets. She identifies one set, 
two sets in  and one Italo-Aegean set. In contrast to the other wares, the Italo-
Aegean set contains more closed than open shapes, with the amphora being the most popular 
shape. Castagna suggests that the Italo-Aegean subset was used for serving, together with one 
of the  subsets used for drinking. In total, she hypothesizes that 24 people 
could have been served with the pottery present in the hut at one time.1693 This indicates that 
both the Italo-Aegean and other wares were part of eating and drinking equipment of 
members of a local elite group who could entertain relatively large groups of feasters. This 
group forms an excellent candidate for the role of persisting local hub at Broglio for several 
reasons. For a start, the group continues to be active from the early RBA (structure in area D 
west) to the late RBA (central hut)  phases which can be synchronized with LH IIIB:1  LH 
IIIC Early and LH IIIC Early  LH IIIC Middle in the Aegean, respectively (see § 2.8  Table 
II). In addition, the Broglio elite seems to have been involved in an intricate network which 
mixed Aegean imports from the Peloponnese with a range of local products influenced in 
various ways by Aegean technology (the Italo-Aegean pottery with Cretan affinities, the 
hybrid , the  and the high quality wheel-turned 
bronzes. In case of the latter, besides the already mentioned violin-bow fibula from the central 
hut, there is also a Matrei knife from a RBA 2 context in sector 7.1694 Together, the ceramics 

 
What happens to this well-connected group after the RBA? As noted above, there are some 

indications of a successor to the central hut in the FBA. This successor seems to be associated 
with one of the storerooms, but there are no indications of Aegean-style material. More 
generally, the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations is thin. Van Wijngaarden notes that 11 of 
his 352 specimens are found in FBA to EIA strata. The majority of these, however, cannot be 

                                                 
1689 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 239-240 and Tab. 17.1. As noted in n. 1682 above, Van Wijngaarden mentions a 
total of 12 imports, rather than the 11 published in Jones . 2014.   
1690 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 240. 
1691 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 240, 244-245. 
1692 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 245-247. See also -style ceramics (2006, 105-
110 and Abb. 11) and the fibula (2006, 115-116) found in the hut.  
1693 Castagna 2002; 2004.  
1694 Jung 2006, 123-124. 
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dated or belong more generally to LH IIIB  C;1695 they could thus represent kick ups from 
the preceding phases. Indeed, most authors state that Aegean-style pottery disappears 
completely from Broglio during the FBA.1696 At the same time, however, the production of 

 and  continues. In addition, a new class of matt-painted pottery is 
introduced that seems to replace the Aegean-style pottery.1697 This new class, known as 
Southern Italian Protogeometric (SIPG)
Aegean-style pottery and  at times  also the wheel.1698 Alongside these developments in the 
local ceramic spectrum, the habitation area at Broglio also experiences considerable 
development. Its layout is restructured with the construction of a wall-and-ditch defensive 
system and several large huts. Moreover, there is evidence for early iron working and the 
collection of agricultural surplus in the  storerooms.1699 Each room held up to five , 
which together could contain at least 1500 liters of olive oil  more than the annual need of an 
individual household.1700 These signs of development indicate some form of central 
organization from which we may hypothesize the continued flourishing of the local elite. 
What we thus see at Broglio is an active elite that no longer appears to be involved with the 
Aegean. As we will see in the next section, this provides an interesting contrast with the 
situation at Roca Vecchia in Apulia.  
 

Roca Vecchia is a settlement in the Salento area of Apulia (see § 6.2). The site is situated on a 
coastal promontory which overlooks the Adriatic. Ca. 200 meters south of the promontory are 
two caves, of which the smaller Grotta Poesia Piccola has yielded thousands of inscriptions 
and carvings dating from the Neolithic to the early Roman Republic. The discovery of the 
Grotta Poesia led to archaeological investigations at Roca Vecchia, which have been 
conducted annually since 1987.1701 So far, the excavations are mainly published in 
preliminary reports;1702 recently, however, the first final publication has appeared on the 
MBA fortifications.1703 As noted in § 6.2, these fortifications were destroyed in MBA 3, after 
which they were rebuilt in the RBA  only to be destroyed again in FBA 2. The settlement 
space within these walls currently seems to span ca. 3 ha. For the RBA, the most significant 
evidence comes from areas IX and X.1704 In area IX, phases I and II contain feasting deposits 
which can be dated respectively to RBA 1 and 2. These deposits were sealed off with a layer 
of fully articulated parts of large animals, tree branches and a limestone pavement upon which 
a series of large, rectangular structures were built during the FBA.1705 In area X, phase I 
predates the finds in area IX, whereas phases II and III are dated to the earlier RBA and RBA 
2 respectively. Phase III in area X contains the remains of a hut with a workshop area related 
to working ivory and other hard animal tissues. Area X has also yielded evidence dating to 
FBA 1 and 2.1706 

                                                 
1695 Van Wijngaarden 2002, 242, Tab. 17.3. 
1696 See e.g. Vagnetti 1999, 147; Levi 1999, 255, Fig. 263, 315; Bettelli 2002, 97, Fig. 44b.  
1697 Bettelli 2002, 97, Fig. 44b.  
1698 Jones . 2014, 18, Tab. 1.2, 458. 
1699 Levi 1999, 320; Jones . 2014, 34. 
1700 Bettelli 2011, 115.  
1701 Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 1.  
1702 See e.g. Guglielmino 2005a; Pagliara 2005; Pagliara . 2007; 2008. 
1703 Scarano 2012.  
1704 Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 3-5. 
1705 Pagliara . 2008; Iacono 2015a, 266-270. 
1706 Pagliara . 2007; Iacono in Guglielmino . forthcoming.  



 

289 
 

A corpus of ca. 5000 Aegean-style sherds is reported for the site of Roca Vecchia. Only a 
small number of these have been published.1707 Iacono analyzes the Aegean-style pottery 
coming specifically from areas IX and X.1708 It is unclear what percentage of the total corpus 
is studied, as he refers to the minimum number of vessels rather than the number of sherds. 
For area IX, Iacono observes that the Aegean-style ceramics of phase I stylistically mainly 
belong to LH IIIB:1  2. He counts 109 vessels, which during this phase represents more than 
3% of the total ceramic assemblage found in the area. The Aegean-style pots of phase II can 
be assigned to LH IIIC Early on stylistic grounds. Both the Aegean-style and impasto pottery 
increase during this phase, with 274 Aegean-style vessels comprising 4% of the total 
assemblage. While these numbers are already quite significant, Iacono observes that most of 
the Aegean-style pottery was found in a relatively small area. As he points out, when one only 
takes into account the ceramic assemblage in this area, the percentage of Aegean-style pottery 
comprises 22% for phase I and 23% for phase II. 1709 Iacono does not discuss the next phases 
in area IX; preliminary reports suggest that Aegean-style pottery is still present in phases III-
VII.1710 Moving to area X, Iacono does offer a complete overview of the minimum number of 
vessels. Phase I has only yielded a single sherd of Aegean-style pottery. For phases II-V he 
notes 23, 177, 124 and 70 vessels, respectively. Iacono only notes a LH IIIC Early vessel for 
phase II;1711 according to Marco Bettelli and Lucia Alberti, phases III-V contain respectively 
LH IIIC Early  Middle:2, LH IIIC Middle:2  Late and LH IIIC Late  SM material.1712  

What we thus see for both areas is continuity from LH IIIB:2 to LH IIIC Early, with a peak 
in the number of Aegean-style vessels during LH IIIC Early  Middle:2. In area X, the 
number of vessels drops steadily after this period but a considerable amount of LH IIIC Late  
SM is still present in phase V. The 22 imports that Jones . identify among a total of 39 
tested specimens confirm this pattern of continuity, with the earliest four already dating to LH 
I  II and the latest two to LH IIIC Late.1713 Overall, both the imports and local production at 
Roca thus attest to continued connections with the Aegean after 1200 BC all the way up to LH 
IIIC Late  SM. As far as the origins of the 18 LH III imports are concerned, the Peloponnese 
is best represented with 11 specimens, while a smaller chunk (three specimens) can be 
assigned to central Greece or central Crete. Stylistically, the Peloponnesian imports find their 
closest parallels in the Argolid.1714 So far, the pattern that emerges matches that at Broglio. 
What sets Roca Vecchia apart from this site, however, is the presence of four clearly 
identifiable imports from western Crete.1715 These come in the shape of the renowned course-

rade during 
1716 In his paper, Maran questions this premise and presents 

evidence for the continued circulation of these jars in Tiryns up to LH IIIC Middle.1717 For 
Roca, a Postpalatial date is not considered. The jars are all assigned to LM IIIB1718 and are 

                                                 
1707 See e.g. Guglielmino 2005b, 306-311; 2012, 346-348; Guglielmino . 2010, 270-277; Radina/Recchia 
2010, 352-357 (with contributions by Coluccia, Guglielmino and Iacono).   
1708 Iacono 2015a; Iacono in Guglielmino . forthcoming.  
1709 Iacono 2015a, 266-268. 
1710 Jung 2006, 157ff; Pagliara . 2008; Bettelli/Alberti 2014, 79-82, 86. 
1711 Iacono in Guglielmino . forthcoming.  
1712 Bettelli/Alberti 2014, 75-79, 85-86. See also Pagliara . 2007. 
1713 Jones . 2014, 278-279. In addition, there are also four imports belonging to LH I  II.  
1714 Guglielmino . 2010, 270-277. 
1715 Jones . 2014, 278-279. There is also one imported stirrup jar that is certainly not from Crete but could 
otherwise not be assigned a place of origin. 
1716 Maran 2005, 415. 
1717 Maran 2005, 424.  
1718 Jones . 2014, 279. 
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times (LH IIIA  1719 Yet Iacono counts one specimen in the phase II deposit of area IX, 
which contains LH IIIC Early material.1720 While this single specimen could represent a kick 

attest to continuity in the network which tied Roca to Crete and the Argolid from Palatial to 
Postpalatial times.  

Besides the imports, the locally produced Italo-Aegean pottery also reveals both Cretan and 
mainland Greek connections. Riccardo Guglielmino . note that in this respect, the corpus 
at Roca resembles that of Broglio di Trebisacce.1721 Yet there are also a number of important 
differences. First of all, the range of the Peloponnesian connections at Roca is potentially 
broader than that at Broglio. While both sites yield evidence for relations with the Argolid and 
Messenia, only Roca also offers material that suggests a link with Achaia. More precisely, this 
evidence is said to appear during LH IIIC Middle  Late.1722 Interestingly, a similar pattern is 
witnessed at the nearby site of Punta Meliso,1723 whereas an overarching study of the Aegean-
style pottery in Apulia by Elizabeth Fisher already notes links with Achaia from LH IIIB 
onwards, especially at Scoglio del Tonno, which intensified in LH IIIC.1724 Although this may 

made here. One of the vessels that Guglielmino cites as evidence for this Achaian connection, 
a small stirrup jar with continuous banding,1725 has since been identified as an import from 
central Greece or central Crete. Although this discrepancy can be easily explained by the fact 
that Achaian-style banding is known to have influenced local production in Phocis in central 
Greece,1726 it does raise the question of how reliable this presumed Achaian connection at 
Roca Vecchia truly is. Hopefully, the final publication of the locally produced Italo-Aegean 
pottery found in RBA and FBA contexts on site can provide more solid answers.  

Returning to the character of the local corpus at Roca, Guglielmino . observe a second 
difference with that at Broglio. While both corpora demonstrate close affinities with Crete, 
some vessels at Roca bear Minoan motifs which are not attested elsewhere in the central 
Mediterranean nor on the Greek mainland.1727 In connection to this, the analyses by Jones 

. reveal that the quality of local production at Roca is much higher than that of Broglio and 

considering the faithful imitations of Cretan shapes and decorations in some of the earliest 
local products.1728 Also taken as attesting to the presence of Cretans is some of the evidence 
from the Grotta Poesia Piccola. Among the deposits in the cave, Cosimo Pagliara notes a 
conspicuous number of seashell fragments belonging to the common cockle. While the natural 
habitat of this species needs to be sought in the immediate surroundings of the settlement, 
Pagliara ties the ritual practice of depositing these shells to Crete. As he argues, large deposits 
of the same species are also found in the Shrine of the Double Axes and the Temple 
Repositories in the palace at Knossos.1729 In addition, the Grotta Poesia has also yielded a 

                                                 
1719 Iacono 2015a, 267. 
1720 Iacono 2015a, 267, Tab. 2.  
1721 Guglielmino . 2010, 279. 
1722 Guglielmino 2005a, 643. 
1723 Benzi/Graziadio 1996. 
1724 Fischer 1988, 180-182. 
1725 Guglielmino 2005a, 643. 
1726 Guglielmino . 2010, 273, no. 42. See also Moschos 2009b, 380, n. 157 who already remarked that the jar 
(II.197) resembles Achaian specimens but is not ide  an unexperienced approach to Achaean 

 
1727 Guglielmino . 2010, 279.  
1728 Jones . 2014, 455. 
1729 Pagliara 2005, 634. 
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number of rock carvings which can be related to Cret
(see Figure 61). While Pagliara admits that the carvings cannot be dated, he suggests they 
belong to the Bronze Age.1730  

So far, the picture that emerges is that Roca Vecchia participated in multiple, overlapping 
networks. On the one hand, imports and 
imitations point to the same connections, in 
which both the mainland and Crete are 
represented. On the other hand, certain 
local products and ritual practices suggest a 
preferential attachment to Crete which 
bypassed the mainland and may have 
involved the physical presence of Cretan 
individuals. During the last phases of the 
settlement, something similar may have 
occurred with Achaia. This raises the 
question of whether at the local level we 
should characterize these diverging network 
dynamics along the lines of diverging network communities (cf. Chapter 4).  

The current state of publication makes it difficult to evaluate this question. For example, in 
his analysis of the phase I and II deposits in area IX, Iacono does not distinguish imports from 
imitations, nor comments on the stylistic properties of the corpus. Nevertheless, his analysis 
still offers some insights in the possible network communities involved in Italo-Aegean 
relations at Roca. First of all, Iacono notes a dominance of open shapes among the Aegean-
style pottery in the deposits, with kraters and deep bowls being particularly numerous. Based 
on Aegean analogies, he considers this combination part of a drinking set relating to wine 
consumption.1731 Second of all, although these Aegean-style sets are abundantly present, 
Iacono points out that they constitute a minority in the overall ceramic assemblage. From this, 
he convincingly argues that the use of Aegean-style drinking sets and perhaps, therefore, the 
consumption of wine was reserved for certain individuals or groups within the local 
community and that the majority of participants in the feast made use of impasto sets. More 
specifically, he puts forward the hypothesis that those groups which were allowed to use 
Aegean-style sets included both members of the local elite and their Aegean partners.1732 In 

- 1733 
While the presence of Aegean individuals is certainly possible, Iacono does not cite specific 

evidence to support this hypothesis. For this, we need to turn to Guglielmino. He mentions 
plain Mycenaean-style dippers and kylikes among the feasting deposits, as well as a Mainland 
Popular lentoid seal found in phase III  i.e. in the first structure directly on top of the feasting 
deposits. Guglielmino convincingly presents this evidence as possibly indicating the presence 
of Aegean individuals at Roca.1734 As for the presence of local elites, we may recall that the 
feasting deposits of phases I and II are ritually sealed by sacrificing non-burnt parts of large 
animals. As Iacono points out, this practice is not attested in the Aegean but fits well within a 
local cultural context.1735 He further notes that the deposition of large cuts of meat can be 
regarded as a waste of food on a large scale.1736 This is a common aspect of feasting which 

                                                 
1730 Pagliara 2005, 633.  
1731 Iacono 2015a, 267-268. 
1732 Iacono 2015a, 271-273. 
1733 Iacono 2015b.  
1734 Graziadio/Guglielmino 2011, 313; Guglielmino 2013, 148-150. 
1735 Iacono 2015a, 272-273. 
1736 Iacono 2015a, 270. 
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can be viewed analogously to the potlatch form of ritual destruction of wealth (see § 4.5.3.b). 
Local elites would have had access to the resources required for this type of practice. It is thus 
rather likely that distinguished members of the Roca community organized the feasts and set 
themselves apart from the main body of participants through the use of Aegean-style drinking 
sets. The fact that these sets are present from phase I to II and follow the ceramic style from 
LH IIIB:1  2 to LH IIIC Early makes their users prime candidates for the role of local hubs. 
Additionally, although Iacono does not address this in detail, it is clear that the deposits did 
not only contain Italo-Aegean pottery but also imports from western Crete and the 
Peloponnese.1737  

Besides ceramics, there are also other categories of evidence pointing to connectivity at 
Roca. In phase V of area IX, which corresponds to the end of the RBA 2,1738 a fully preserved 

-ended handle was discovered. It belongs to the so-called Baierdorf 
type , which is commonly found in transalpine Europe. In peninsular Italy, the Baierdorf knife 
is restricted to only a few specimens in northern Italy; Ialysos in Rhodes and Enkomi in 

key role in connecting central Europe to the eastern Mediterranean via the Adriatic.1739 While 
this find certainly adds another layer of interregional network multiplexity, it also puts Roca 

 albeit as an 
isolate.1740 A second RBA 2 typ catalog, comes from phase III in 
area X. It entails a violin-bow fibula with bow plate of a variety found both in Italy and the 
Aegean.1741 As already mentioned, phase III yielded the highest number of Aegean-type 
vessels in area X. In addition, it contained the remains of the hard animal tissue workshop. At 
present, it is unclear whether there is any association between the fibula, the hut and the 
Aegean-style pottery as its context has not yet been published. The same holds true for two 
violin-bow fibulae found in phase IV in the same area. The most complete specimen is a 
violin-bow fibula with two knobs, while the fragment certainly belongs to the twisted bow 
variety.1742 Both types are attested in the Aegean1743 
RBA network,1744 although it should be noted that phase IV is assigned a FBA 1 date.1745  

Moving to the FBA 2, it is necessary to first present a brief overview of the habitation area. 
 structures made of wood. In 

addition, the settlement is organized in a regular fashion, featuring a grid of paths alternating 
with rows of structures running parallel to the fortification.1746 One of these is a 
storeroom akin to the ones found in Broglio.1747 Another is a large rectangular structure 

-
deposits of phases I and II in area IX (see above).1748 The hut-temple contained several mobile 
and fixed hearths, as well as an area in which the still articulated bones of three pigs were 
found in association with an Aegean-type double ax, a northern-type socketed spearhead and 
                                                 
1737 Iacono (2015a) only mentions the coarse-ware stirrup jars from western Crete, whereas Alberti and Bettelli 
(2014, 79) also note the specimen RO49. According to the associated catalog in Jones . 2014, 278, RO49 
comes from the northern Peloponnese.  
1738 Pagliara . 2008, 258.  
1739 Guglielmino in Pagliara . 2008, 267.  
1740 Blake includes the type in her peninsular-wide study (2014, 35, Tab. 2.1) but none of the southern Italian 
sites have yielded examples of the type (2014, 222, Tab. 8.1). 
1741 Maggiulli in Pagliara . 2007, 348-349, Fig. 17 (III.42). For the type, see also Kilian 1985, 173ff.  
1742 Maggiulli in Pagliara . 2007, 348- 349, Fig. 17 (IV.1, IV.2). 
1743 Kilian 1985, 147-152, types 1D-E (twisted varieties), types VI, VII (varieties with two knobs). 
1744 Blake 2014, 222, Tab. 8.1. 
1745 Pagliara . 2007, 341.  
1746 Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 5. 
1747 Guglielmino 1999.  
1748 Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 6.  
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a small knife. In this same area, a collection of  tripod trays were found, which the 
excavators link to offering tables found in the Aegean and Cyprus. Large quantities of 
material were found on the floor of the structure, including hundreds of local vessels, 
dozens of SIPG vessels, a number of and a few Aegean-style vessels belonging to LH 
IIIC Late  SM.1749 Among the shapes were vessels used for food and drink consumption,1750  
which could indicate continuity in the feasting activities which in the preceding phases were 
conducted in the same area. Amber beads and various types of hard animal tissue were also 
part of the rich assemblage. Most notable, however, is the discovery of two metal hoards.1751  

 jar, 
which was placed in a pit which was sealed with a limestone slab underneath the floor of the 
building. This hoard contained ca. 300 fragmented bronze artifacts, mainly consisting of 
sickles and axes of RBA and FBA typology. A number of these can be connected to types 
common in the head of the Adriatic and the northwestern Balkans.1752 The second hoard was 
found in a posthole, which was still in the process of being filled at the time of the destruction 

 
two discs of gold sheet which were embossed and engraved with sun symbolism, such as the 
solar boat and the wheel cross. A second pair was found on the floor close to the hoard 
together with various other gold objects in finished and unfinished state, which further 
indicates that the process of filling the hoard was disrupted. 
Besides gold, the hoard also contained numerous bronze 
ornaments, tools, and weapons, as well as ingots, casting 
waste, and necklaces made of glass and faience beads.1753 
Among the bron
symmetrical twisted bow fibula (see Figure 62) also found in 
the Aegean (see e.g. § 4.5.4.a).1754 Other bow fibulae can be 
attributed to the Timmari and Castellace varieties.1755 While 
these are to my knowledge not known in the Aegean,1756 they 
do form part of the types Blake uses to construct her 

Italy and thus point to intraregional connectivity.1757 
Overall, the find assemblage in the hut-temple indicates a great amount of wealth and points 
to a multiplexity of regional and interregional networks in Italy, the Balkans, and the Aegean.  

-
s a public building,1758 

high-status male and female individuals, as well specialized craftsmen.1759 The role of local 
elites is also hypothesized by Saltini Semerari, who argues that developments at Roca such as 
the large-scale building activities or the deposition of valuable objects are compatible with 
strategies geared towards gaining and maintaining sociopolitical control.1760 In connection to 
                                                 
1749 Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 6. For the typology of the spearhead, see Maggiulli 2005, 314. 
1750 Jung 2006, 154-156 (detailed discussion of impasto), 157-158, Abb. 22 (catalog of LH IIIC Middle  SM 
Aegean-style ceramics), 158-165 (detailed discussion of Aegean-style ceramics). 
1751 Scarano/Maggiuli 2014, 6-8. 
1752 Jung 2006, 156 and n. 1098; Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 11. 
1753 Maggiulli 2009, 205-210; Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 8-11.  
1754 Maggiulli 2009, 206 and n. 11, 209, Fig. 1, nn. 15b/35. 
1755 Maggiulli 2009, 206 and n. 9 (Timmari variety), n. 10 (Castellace variety), 209, Fig. 1, nn. 45-46, n. 61. 
1756 Jung (2006, 156, n. 1096) notes that there are no exact parallels for the Timmari variety in the Aegean aside 
from a few Macedonian finds, tentatively dated to PG.  
1757 Blake 2014, 229, Tab. 8.2. 
1758 Malorgio/Maggiulli 2011, 153. 
1759 Maggiulli in Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 9. 
1760 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
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this, it may be mentioned that Maggiulli points out that this hoard is comparable in terms of 
its heterogeneity and wealth to the hoards found in Gualdo Tadino, Delos, and Tiryns.1761 In 
fact, these hoards even share gold sheet items related to sun symbolism.1762 While the precise 
date of the Tiryns Treasure is uncertain, as discussed in § 4.5.3.b, it can be interpreted as a 
deposit related to ceremonial feasting by local elites. A similar interpretation may not be too 

 especially when we consider that area IX has a 
history of feasting organized by local elite groups. As for the role of these groups in the Italo-
Aegean network, the evidence is somewhat ambiguous. On the one hand, the locally produced 
Italo-Aegean pottery found in the hut-temple still follows the ceramic developments of LH 
IIIC Late  SM.1763 On the other hand, as Saltini Semerari points out, the amount of Aegean-
style pottery within the overall ceramic assemblage decreases greatly.1764 From this, we may 
infer that these groups continued to function as local hubs in the Italo-Aegean network in LH 
IIIC Late  SM, but that simultaneously this network became increasingly disentangled.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1761 Maggiulli in Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 8, n. 11. 
1762 Jung 2007a. 
1763 Jung 2006, 157ff.  
1764 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
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Now that the two case studies have been analyzed, it is time to return to the main purpose of 
the present chapter. In order to determine whether hubs in southern Italy could have 
contributed to the survival of Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks after 1200 BC, it is first 
necessary to discuss the regional and local dynamics of these networks within southern Italy 

- an was introduced as a suitable starting point 

model of RBA and FBA net
hold up to scrutiny. The analyses by Jones . reveal that much of the Aegean-style pottery 
in southern Italy is locally produced from LH IIIA onwards and represents a highly localized 
phenomenon in terms of its production and consumption.1765 Indeed, a comparison of the local 
production at Broglio and Roca also reveals more differences than similarities (see further 
below). Yet although the locally produced Aegean-style pottery in and of itself does not 
indicate regional connectivity, a confrontation of the RBA networks constructed by Blake 
with the evidence collected by Van Wijngaarden, Iacono, and others makes it clear that Italo-
Aegean relations in southern Italy plugged into preexisting regional networks. Within these 
networks, the sites that stand out in terms of the diversity of bronzes and/or local pottery also 
tend to be the ones that have yielded the largest amounts of Aegean-style ceramics. This 

ties.1766 Instead, they are better viewed as key hubs in both regional and interregional 
networks.1767   

-
of Italo-
disentanglement model? As noted in § 5.6.3, disentanglement presupposes a prior phase of 
entanglement. More specifically, Saltini Semerari likens the process of connectivity to the so-

complex systems (see also § 2.3 for change in complex systems). The panarchy loop starts 
with a phase of accumulation and then moves to a phase of conservation of the equilibrium, a 
situation which becomes increasingly untenable. This then leads to a phase of release of the 
equilibrium, followed by a phase of reorganization towards a new equilibrium from which 
accumulation can start once more. Following this loop, Saltini Semerari envisages increasing 
entanglement between the southern Italian region of Salento and the Aegean region of Achaia, 
with a long phase of slowly accumulating connectivity between LH II  LH IIIC Early and a 
shorter phase of more rapidly increasing connectivity in LH IIIC Middle, as a result of ever 
more fraught attempts to maintain the fragile equilibrium. Within this process, she identifies 
at the regional scale in southern Italy an important role for a number of Salentine coastal sites, 
while at the local scale she argues that elite individuals would have had the power and 
resources necessary to participate in interregional networks.1768 Now how does this 
reconstruction compare to the evidence analyzed in the present chapter?  

Provided that the amount of Aegean-style ceramics per site is indeed a good proxy, it is 
possible to identify seven potential regional hubs in southern Italy. These are Broglio di 
Trebisacce and Torre Mordillo in Calabria, Termitito in Basilicata and Coppa Nevigata, Roca 
                                                 
1765 Jones . 2014, 451, 453, 455-456. 
1766 Blake 2014, 225-227, 234. 
1767 For a similar remark, see e.g. Yntema 2013, 24. 
1768 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
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Vecchia, Punta Meliso and Scoglio del Tonno in Apulia. Without exception, these sites are all 
coastal or subcoastal; the fact that the majority of these hubs is located along the coast of 
Salento could indicate a preferential role for this particular region and these particular sites in 
Italo-Aegean relations. As noted in § 6.4, the persistence of LH IIIB  C imports and LH IIIB 
 C stylistic features in the locally produced pottery indicates continuity in these connections 

after 1200 BC. In addi
expansion of the number of sites with Aegean-style ceramics taking place from LH IIIB to LH 
IIIC. From this, it follows that at a coarse-grained level of analysis, the evidence for Italo-
Aege
moving to a more detailed level of analysis, let us first switch briefly to the local scale. At 

elatively high quantities 
of Aegean-style ceramics used for feasting indicates continuity in the participation of this site 
in Italo-Aegean networks. At Roca, the presence of Aegean-style ceramics in the feasting 
deposits of phase I and II in area IX points in a similar direction. In both cases, moreover, it is 
possible to see an increase in the percentage of Aegean-style ceramics found on site from LH 
IIIB to LH IIIC and to link the use of Aegean-style ceramics to feasting practices of local 
elites. Therefore, a coarse-grained analysis of the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations in 

 
Yet upon closer reading, the available evidence in southern Italy becomes more challenging. 

Saltini Semer
Achaia. In the previous chapter, it was argued that a relatively low degree of entanglement in 
LH IIIB could help to explain both the small-scale evidence for Italo-Aegean relations found 
in Achaia during this phase and the apparent continuity and expansion of these connections 
after 1200 BC (see § 5.6.3). While the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations in Achaia thus 
matches the tempo of connectivity accumulating slowly between LH II and LH IIIC Early, in 
southern Italy such evidence is harder to come by. As noted in § 6.5, there are no indications 

Admittedly, this does not invalidate Saltini Sem
the relations between the Salento and Achaia. Yet precisely for this reason, the lack of any 
evidence for ceramic connections between Roca Vecchia and Achaia during LH IIIB and LH 
IIIC Early is more troubling. As observed in § 6.6, neither the imports nor the locally 
produced Italo-Aegean ceramics attest to such a relationship prior to LH IIIC Middle. 
Although Fischer does note similarities in the LH IIIB pottery found in Achaia and Scoglio 
del Tonno,1769 Roca Vecchia is precisely the site where Saltini Semerari sees disentanglement 
unfolding most clearly in LH IIIC Late  SM.1770 We thus get the impression that at Roca, the 
process of disentanglement starts almost as soon as the link with Achaia is first formed, rather 

presupposes. What are we to make of this apparent discrepancy?  
A comparison between the corpora of Aegean-style ceramics at Broglio and Roca indicates 

that besides Achaia, there are other Aegean exchange partners to consider. First of all, both 
sites yield evidence for connections with Crete. At Roca, the high quality of local production 
and the appearance of motifs without parallels at other sites in the central Mediterranean or 
the Greek mainland could point to the presence of Cretan potters. This possible presence of 
Cretan individuals on site is also borne out the deposits and rock carvings at the Grotta Poesia 
Piccola. These unique elements  paired with Cretan imports found on site   indicate a strong 
relationship between Roca and Crete. At Broglio, Cretan imports are lacking and the quality 
of local production leaves room for the involvement of local potters. Yet even if local potters 
were involved, the Cretan affinities for which Broglio is renowned in the literature suggest 
                                                 
1769 Fischer 1988, 180.  
1770 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
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robust ties with the island. In all, while the evidence points to site-specific trajectories, Roca 
and Broglio both yield indisputable evidence for intense connections with Crete. Second, 
these two sites also yield ample evidence for connectivity with the Argolid. In fact, at both 
Broglio and Roca, links with Crete and the Argolid co-occur at least from LH IIIA onwards 
and are well-established by LH IIIB, which suggests that preferential attachment to Crete 
and/or the presence of Cretan potters are only part of the story. 

What this could mean is that  at least from a ceramic perspective  Italo-Aegean relations 
in Broglio and Roca initially mainly involved Crete and the Argolid. This could help explain 

slow accumulation phase from LH II to LH IIIC Early, relations between our two case studies 
and the Aegean did not entail Achaian ceramics or ceramicists. It is only during the phase of 
conservation in LH IIIC Middle, when connectivity increases more rapidly, that Achaian-style 
ceramics start making their way to Roca. While such a reconstruction matches the expansion 
of interregional networks within Achaia in the same period (see § 5.6.3), it is more 

explained in § 5.4.8, this model presumes that Achaia formed an important link in the 
connections between Italy and the Argolid. While some authors only foresee such a role for 
the region in the Postpalatial period, Borgna and Càssola Guida argue that nonpalatial regions 
such as Achaia already played a key role in the Palatial period. In such a model, however, one 
would expect to find evidence for connections between Achaia and southern Italy in southern 
Italy, possibly in tandem with material from the Argolid, and . In LH IIIB, neither 
Broglio nor Roca yields such evidence. Rather than Achaia, we see the Cretan connection 
being paired with the material from the Argolid. Perhaps our first gut reaction would then to 
just substitute Crete or the Argolid for Achaia and postulate that one of these regions had a 
mediating role in connections between southern Italy and the other.  

Yet here, there are two more aspects to consider. First of all, we need to take into account 
the ceramic evidence from other sites beyond Broglio and Roca. As already noted above, 
Fischer mentions Achaian parallels for the LH IIIB pottery found at Scoglio del Tonno, which 
does indicate ceramic connections between southern Italy and Achaia in the Palatial period. 

in § 6.4, Blake includes seve
While there is no one-to-
bronzes in Achaia and the Argolid, with the RBA comparing well to the contemporary stage 1 
(weapons, tools, and violin-bow fibulae) and the FBA comparing well to the contemporary 
stage 2 (bow fibulae). At a very coarse-grained level of analysis, therefore, this indicates 
connections between Achaia, the Argolid, and southern Italy both during the RBA and FBA, 
i.e. from LH IIIB:1  LH IIIC Middle:2 and from LH IIIC Middle:2  SM. A more detailed 
look at some of the RBA types present at Broglio and Roca confirms this general impression. 
For example, the violin-bow fibula with two knobs from Broglio finds goods parallels in LH 
IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early specimens from Teichos Dymaion (III.21), Tiryns (I.80), Mycenae 
(I.25; I.27; I.28; I.34) and Iria (I.23), whereas the violin-bow fibula with bow plate at Roca 
can be compared to two likely LH IIIC Middle specimens from Kallithea (III.36) and Voudeni 
(III.55).1771 Beyond the scope of our case studies, more links with Achaia can be noted in 
southern Italian metalwork. For the purpose of the present overview, it suffices to recall the 
Scoglio del Tonno razor found in a LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early context at Klauss (III.42), 
which has an exact parallel at the site of Scoglio del Tonno.1772  

                                                 
1771 Another example is the Matrei knife from Broglio, which seems to match an unpublished Matrei knife from 
Voudeni (my III.59).  
1772 Bietti Sestieri . 2010, 463, Fig. 7.41. 
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From this, it follows that whereas the ceramics of Broglio and Roca do not attest to relations 
with LH IIIB Achaia, the bronzes do hint at such a connection. What is more, the ceramics 
and bronzes found at other sites also point at connections with Achaia at the time. This kind 
of multiplexity indicates a great degree of network dynamics at the local scale. It appears that 
while there were various ways of connecting with the Aegean available to southern Italy as a 
whole, each individual community had the agency to express in their practices with whom 
they wanted to emphasize connectivity. As a result, the sites of Broglio and Roca show only 
weak 
sites demonstrate varying degrees of stronger connectivity with the Argolid and Crete in the 
sphere of the Aegean-style ceramics and the bronzes. These site-specific trajectories in 
network dynamics become even more apparent when we consider the Postpalatial period. 
Whereas Roca becomes increasingly entangled with the Aegean and, as part of this process, 
starts showing ceramic connections to Achaia from LH IIIC Middle onwards, Broglio never 
goes through these steps. In fact, after LH IIIC Middle this site no longer brings forward any 
evidence for Italo-
in contrast, clearly continues to be linked to the Aegean and Achaia in LH IIIC Late  SM. 
Yet whereas this site is subsequently destroyed and abandoned, habitation at Broglio 
continues uninterrupted until the founding of Sybaris (see § 6.2). An explanation for this 
might be found in Saltini Semerar interruption of occupation of Roca 
as a sign for untenable entanglement with Achaia (see also § 5.6.3). Perhaps, the earlier 
disentanglement of Broglio from the network after LH IIIC Middle meant that this settlement 
inadvertently 1773  

This raises the question of why Roca and Broglio follow such different trajectories to begin 

race for increasing connectivity and entanglement  comparable to Mitopolis in Achaia (see § 
5.6.2). It is, for example, conceivable that Broglio loses its status as a hub in the Italo-Aegean 
network during the FBA due to the emergence of rivaling hubs. Within the plain of Sybaris, 
potential rivals that come to mind are Torre Mordillo  which emerges as a central place in 
the settlement hierarchy during the FBA (see § 6.2)  or Francavilla Marittima, a site that in 
the Early Iron Age becomes a key hub in Mediterranean connectivity.1774 During the FBA, 
however, neither site yields any evidence for reconstructing such a scenario. In fact, the 
evidence at Torre Mordillo suggests that it too loses its status as a hub in the Italo-Aegean 
network after the RBA.1775 The contemporary exit of the two Calabrian hubs in southern Italy 
can be explained in two complementary ways. On the one hand, it is possible that after LH 
IIIC Middle the Italo-Aegean network as a whole shifts its focus and bypasses Calabria. The 
increasing entanglement between Salento and the Aegean during the same phase could point 

-get-
certain real-world networks.1776 At the same time, however, the developments taking place in 
the FBA settlement at Broglio, such as the appearance of the fortification wall,  storage 
rooms and the SIPG ware, do not give the impression of a community that fell victim to the 

ean
                                                 
1773 Along similar lines, Saltini Semerari (2016) notes that only the three Salentine sites most closely connected 
to Achaia (Roca Vecchia, Scoglio del Tonno, and Punta Meliso) suffered a period of disruption or contraction of 

 
1774 For the role of Francavilla Marittima in Early Iron Age connectivity, see most recently Guggisberg 2016.  
1775 Jones . (2014, 34) report a single, LH IIIB Aegean-style sherd from Francavilla Marittima. For Torre 
Mordillo, they mention 280 sherds dating between LH IIIA and LH IIIC ( ., 34-35). Bettelli and Alberti note 
that both the RBA and FBA layers on site have yielded LH IIIC Middle material (2014, 74). However, as 

-137, esp. Abb. 15-18, 150-153, Abb. 21) the 
FBa material is problematic and pales in comparison to the amounts of RBA sherds recovered.  
1776 Barabási 2003, 103. 
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r
Italian peninsula  as implied by the rise of the SIPG matt-painted ware. Whether this shift in 

-Aegean network or should rather 
1777  

 Summing up, we can recognize regional hubs in the Italo-Aegean network in southern Italy. 
After 1200 BC, moreover, the network does not only persists but also intensifies and expands. 
This gives the impression of a robust network structure. At the regional scale, the southern 
Italian network structure is characterized by the presence of seven hubs. Closer scrutiny of 
two of these hubs, Broglio di Trebisacce and Roca Vecchia, reveals evidence for continued 
Italo-Aegean relations before and after 1200 BC. This confirms that these regional hubs 

possible to identify elites as a factor of stability in the network communities at Broglio and 
Roca from the earlier to later RBA. These elites, therefore, make good candidates for the role 
of local hubs. While this reconstruction is similar to the model proposed by Saltini Semerari 
for Salento and Achaia, it is necessary to factor in network multiplexity. Southern Italy was 
not only involved with Achaia but also with Crete and the Argolid. In fact, depending on what 
evidence one takes at which site, the Achaian connection becomes more or less pronounced  
especially in the earlier RBA (i.e. the phase directly before and after 1200 BC). Throughout 
the RBA, Broglio and Roca follow their own trajectories in network dynamics. Also in the 
FBA, each site goes their separate way  with Broglio di Trebisacce becoming disentangled 
from the Italo-Aegean connection after LH IIIC Middle and Roca Vecchia continuing to stay 
connected into LH IIIC Late  SM. From this, we get the impression that local agency is the 
key to understanding interregional network dynamics. This dialectic between the micro and 
the macro or the local and the global is explored more in-depth in the next chapter.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1777 See also remarks in Saltini Semerari 2016 regarding this phenomenon in Salento.  
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In the previous three chapters, each individual case study was analyzed at the regional and 
local scale. The purpose of these analytical steps was to a) reconstruct for each region the 
organization of the Italo-Aegean (and Balkan) network in the Palatial and Postpalatial periods, 
to b) identify potential regional and local hubs within these networks, and to c) reveal possible 
changes in regional and local network dynamics through space and time. As a final step in the 
multi-scalar approach, this chapter is concerned with the interregional scale. Interregional in 
this context refers primarily to a comparison  the three study regions. Although the 
analyses of the Argolid, Achaia and southern Italy have each involved different materials and 
contexts which cannot always be compared directly, it is possible to confront the network 
structures reconstructed on the basis of these analyses. Such an exercise seeks to evaluate 
continuity and change in supraregional patterns of intercommunication before and after the 
fall of the palaces and to identify potential regional trajectories in network dynamics. To this 
end, the organization of Palatial and Postpalatial networks will be compared between the 
study regions at the regional, local and interregional scale. Here, interregional  acquires 
additional meaning beyond comparison of the three case studies by referring to the wider 
geographical context in which Italo-Aegean (and Balkan) networks operated. To conclude, the 
Palatial and Postpalatial network structures are also confronted with each other, in order to 
address how Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks survived the 1200 BC crisis.   
 

For much of the Palatial period, we do not find in the Argolid and Achaia any evidence for 
Italo-Aegean relations. Instead, between LH IIIA  B the Argolid was mainly connected to 
the eastern Mediterranean, whereas the Achaian data prior to 1200 BC predominantly 
highlight ties with the Argolid and Crete (see § 7.4). It is only in LH IIIB:2 that the first 
evidence for Italo-Aegean relations appeared in these regions, in the form of imported and 

imported and locally produced 
Aegean-style pottery had been around for centuries in southern Italy. Besides having different 
points of departure from which Italo-Aegean connectivity developed, our three regions also 
differ in terms of their subsequent developments. As already noted in § 5.6.2, in the Argolid 
and Achaia two stages in Italo-Aegean network dynamics can be identified. In the Argolid, 
the first stage occurred between LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC Middle. During this phase, the 
network was characterized by a degree of continuity which is remarkable in face of the 1200 
BC crisis. Not only did connectivity persist after the fall of the palaces but the network 
structure remained unaltered. In Achaia, stage 1 had a narrower chronological range from LH 
IIIB:2 to LH IIIC Early. Here too, the Italo-Aegean network did not appear to be affected by 
the fall of the palaces outside Achaia. If anything, the network expanded and connectivity 
intensified in the ensuing LH IIIC Middle phase. In southern Italy, the transition from LH IIIB 
to LH IIIC was also accompanied by intraregional expansion of the Italo-Aegean network (see 
§ 6.4). In addition, the RBA  which can be synchronized with LH IIIB:1  LH IIIC Middle:2 
in the Aegean (see § 2.8  Table II)  showed different dynamics from the FBA. We will 
return to the significance of this chronological patterning for understanding Italo-Aegean 
networks below, but first, let us turn to the spatial dynamics.  

As already observed in § 4.7.2, during stage 1 the Italo-Aegean network in the Argolid was 
characterized by a centralized structure. In this scale-free network, Mycenae and Tiryns can 
be identified as the two regional hubs, while the five other sites only 
took part marginally. This pattern is most pronounced when we consider the weapons and 
tools, whereas the violin-bow fibulae are more dispersed. Compared to the Argolid, the 
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Achaian network of Italo-Aegean relations was more decentralized during stage 1; a small 
world network structure moving towards a scale-free type of organization (see § 5.6.2). In 
total, six known sites wh  participated, two of which stood apart 
slightly from the remaining four. These sites may be regarded as incipient, rather than full-
blown regional hubs, as their status in the network was comparable to that of the other nodes. 
How does the Italo-Aegean network in southern Italy compare? For southern Italy, the spatial 
data are not differentiated chronologically. Therefore, we can only consider the data for LH 
IIIB  C as a whole. Southern Italy yielded a total of 48 sites with LH IIIB  C material, of 
which the majority contained very little Aegean-style material and seven stood out as regional 
hubs. This means that for each hub in the region, there were 
comparison, the Argolid had -to-normal-
although both southern Italy and the Argolid were characterized by scale-free type networks, 
these regional networks had their own specific architecture. At the same time, the networks 
that were in place in southern Italy and the Argolid during stage 1 can be regarded as more 
comparable with one another than with the decentralized Achaian network.  

A contributing factor may have been the intensity of contacts. As already noted in § 5.4.8, in 
Achaia only 12 of the 72 cataloged bronzes belonged to the Italo-Aegean network during 
stage 1 and there were 15 possible HBW specimens from Teichos Dymaion which could also 
indicate connectivity at the time. In the Argolid, 59 out of 98 bronzes belonged to stage 1. In 
addition, during this stage, the HBW reached peak levels, with 200+ specimens spread over 
the different corpora in LH IIIC Early. Both categories of evidence imply more intense 
connectivity conducted on a larger scale in the Argolid in comparison to Achaia. Moving to 
southern Italy, although many past scholars questioned the scale and intensity of the Aegean 
connection, in recent years the balance has shifted back to more intense relationships (see § 
6.3). Indeed, the amount of material found at the regional hubs suggests an even higher degree 
of contact intensity than the evidence in the Argolid. Each of the hubs yielded over 100 
specimens of Aegean-type ceramics, with the material at Broglio and Roca even reaching in 
the 1000s. Here, we need to be careful i
in the Aegean with the Aegean-style ceramics in southern Italy, since they may not point to 
the same modes of transfer and network dynamics. Yet one cannot escape the impression that 
the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations found in Achaia during the late Palatial and early 
Postpalatial periods suggests a far less intense and certainly a more small-scale enterprise than 
the evidence found in the contemporary Argolid and southern Italy.  

So far, the picture that emerges is one of disparity between the three study regions when it 
comes to the organization of Italo-Aegean relations and the degree of connectivity. In 
addition, we can also observe disparity within the three study regions. As noted in § 5.6.4, 
Ach  not all partake in interregional networks to the same degree. 
Whereas the Patras region, Dyme area, and eastern Achaia were all linked to the Argolid, 
during stage 1 only the western areas were also linked to Italy, while the Patras region had 
exclusive ties to Crete. These differences emerged from an environment of intraregional 
competition between communities and individuals. In the Argolid, in contrast, access to 
interregional networks was so centralized that we can no longer speak of intraregional 
competition. Tiryns and Mycenae monopolized - -

to note is the lack of competition between these two sites. There are no longer grounds for 
 (see § 4.3.5). 

What is more, both sites participated at the same time and with the same type of materials 
when it came to connection d 
more material and diversity in bronze types (see § 4.7.2). Instead of competition, we may 
rather characterize the situation in the Argolid as one of cooperation between the two palatial 
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settlements. In southern Italy, while we can certainly observe a centralized network structure, 
the evidence did not reflect a cooperative endeavor. Instead, the Aegean-style ceramics were 
unevenly distributed between the microregions and each site had its own production and 
exclusive ties (see § 6.7). 

What follows from the above is that it is possible to identify during the late Palatial to early 
Postpalatial period regional trajectories in Italo-Aegean network dynamics for each of the 
study regions. These trajectories did not occur as a result of the 1200 BC crisis, but instead 
appear to have been part of the starting conditions of Italo-Aegean connectivity in each 
region. In Achaia, the network appears to have still been in an embryonic state, in which the 
participating nodes competed for external relations more in general and none of the nodes 
achieved true hub status when it came to Italo-Aegean relations specifically. In the Argolid, 
while evidence for Italo-Aegean relations occurs at the same time as in Achaia, the network 
was more developed and connections were more intense, perhaps due to the cooperation 
between the two regional hubs Tiryns and Mycenae. Finally, in southern Italy, Italo-Aegean 
relations were most developed, intense and centralized, yet  in contrast to Mycenae and 
Tiryns  the Italian hubs were not able to monopolize access to Italo-Aegean networks. This 
issue is further addressed at the local scale of analysis. For now, it should be noted that while 
regional trajectories in network dynamics can be observed, in each region the Italo-Aegean 
network survived the 1200 BC crisis. This suggests that network robustness comes with 
different forms of network architecture and that the hypothesis of a scale-free network model 
in which nonpalatial hubs guaranteed connectivity is not the sole answer. Indeed, as much is 
hinted by the decentralized network structure that was identified in Achaia during stage 1. In 
order to examine this issue further, let us now turn to the Palatial to early Postpalatial 
networks at the local scale.  
 

In the previous section, different network structures were identified in each of the three study 
regions during the Palatial to early Postpalatial period. Two of these were centralized 
(Argolid, southern Italy), while the third was decentralized (Achaia). The difference between 
the two centralized structures offers a useful entry point for a discussion of Italo-Aegean (and 
Balkan) networks at the local scale. Comparatively, the southern Italian network was the more 
centralized of the two when we consider the hub-to-normal-node-ratio and the steepness in the 
amount of material accumulated at the hubs in comparison to the normal nodes (i.e. hundreds 
of Aegean-style specimens versus one or two fragments). At the same time, one can argue that 
the Argolid produced the more centralized structure, due to the near exclusive presence of 
Italo-Aegean materials at Tiryns and Mycenae and the extent of cooperation that can be 
witnessed between them. Together, the palatial settlements can be said to have formed a 

d access to Italo-Aegean and Balkan connections in the region 
to a considerable degree. To some, these observations at the regional scale could trigger long-
held assumptions about the role of the palaces in Aegean external relations in general and in 
Italo-Aegean relations more specifically. For this reason, it is worth reiterating here some of 
the observations made in the previous chapters, before moving to a comparison at the local 
scale between the networks in the Argolid, Achaia and southern Italy during stage 1.  

Throughout the present research, the assumption that the Mycenaean palaces monopolized 
the organization of Aegean external relations was questioned. As already addressed, this kind 
of center-periphery thinking fails to explain the continuity in external relations after the fall of 
the palaces around 1200 BC. Reframed in network terms, a scale-free network in which the 
palaces were the only hubs would not have been robust enough to survive the disappearance 
of these hubs. As a starting point, therefore, the analysis of the case studies sought to evaluate 
whether in each region nonpalatial hubs can be identified which survived the 1200 BC crisis 
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(see § 1.3; § 3.6). Naturally, this hypothesis relies on the premise that the network structure 
had a scale-free topology to begin with. As the analysis at the regional scale demonstrates, 
while this is certainly not a given (see also below), the Italo-Aegean (and Balkan) network in 
the Argolid was indeed organized as such. At first glance, however, the identification of 
Tiryns and Mycenae as the only regional hubs within this scale-free network seems to confirm 
the idea of a palatial monopoly. This first impression is exacerbated by the observation that 
maintaining this monopoly was a cooperative endeavor. In some reconstructions, Tiryns is 
regarded as a dependency of the palace at Mycenae (see § 4.2.2); if these two sites were 
indeed cooperating in organizing Italo-Aegean relations, it is tempting to read into this a high 
degree of palatial oversight. Yet here, with the risk of sounding repetitive, it is necessary to 
stress once again the importance of scale in understanding networks. The palatial site does not 
equal the palace, nor does consumption at such a site equal palatial control (see e.g. § 4.3.4). 

In the Argolid, the analysis of the local structure of the Italo-Aegean network during stage 1 
proves as much. At the settlement level, neither Tiryns nor Mycenae yielded any evidence for 
a palatial involvement in Italo-Aegean and Balkan relations. Instead, the evidence pointed to 
involvement beyond the immediate environs of the palaces, in areas such as the Cult Center 
and NW Quarter at Mycenae and the Lower Citadel at Tiryns. Admittedly, the link between 
these areas and the palaces is subject to debate. In addition, the lack of evidence in the palaces 
proper could well be a result of the post-depositional history of the site (see § 4.7.3). 
However, while the state of research does not allow us to determine whether the palaces were 
local hubs in the Italo-Aegean network either way, we can state with confidence that other 
habitation areas were. When we zoom in on these areas, we arrive at the scale of individuals 
and groups. For lack of a better term, this analytical scale may be referred to as the 

At this level, it was possible to identify several network 
communities within the local hubs. Weapons and tools were associated with elite groups, 
while fibulae and HBW were the prerogatives of distinct nonelite network communities. 
These communities were not organized in the same way. First of all, the elite network appears 
to have been relatively restricted whereas the nonelite networks were characterized by relative 
openness. Additionally, each had their own dynamics as far as connectivity was concerned, 
with the HBW network being relatively static in comparison to the other classes of evidence. 
In § 4.7.3, an explanation for this discrepancy was sought in the idea that the HBW 
represented a network of people who continued to be present locally but ceased to stay 
connected at the interregional scale. In contrast, the dynamism witnessed in the bronzes, Grey 
Ware, carinated cups and clay spools indicates that the exchange of ideas persisted at the 
interregional scale.  

When we further examine the structure of these communities, we are severely hampered by 
the nature of the evidence. In settlement sites, it is rarely possible to attribute contexts to 
specific individuals or groups. As a result, differentiation between the members of these 

beyond our reach. In the case of the Tsountas hoard(s) and Tiryns Treasure, however, more 
can be gauged. Although it is unlikely that these assemblages were contemporary, they did 
both appear to belong to stage 1 of the Italo-Aegean network. As noted in § 4.5.3.b, the Tiryns 
Treasure displayed a much wider range of connections than the Tsountas hoard(s). While this 
can be understood as a sign of increasing connectivity over the course of stage 1, it also hints 
at potential status differences within and between network communities. Whatever their 
precise 
of a multi-scalar approach. At the regional scale, the network structure did not reveal the 
existence of these communities. Yet it is precisely their interactions in physical space, which 
allowed for the emergence of the nonpalatial hubs at the local scale. In their turn, these local, 
nonpalatial hubs made the palatial settlements of Mycenae and Tiryns stand out in the Argolid 
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as regional hubs. This degree of multiplexity led to a rather complex, layered network 
structure that consisted of three tiers: 1) the regional scale, in which two sites were identified 
as regional hubs, 2) the local scale, in which at least two areas within Mycenae and one in 
Tiryns were identified as local hubs, and 3) the sublocal scale, in which it was possible to 
identify one elite and two nonelite network communities.  

It is not possible to reconstruct a similarly complex network structure in Achaia. In part, this 
has to do with the nature of the evidence. As explained in § 5.6.3, the majority of the finds 
came from cemeteries rather than settlements. As it is unclear whether any of the cemeteries 
belonged to the same settlement, the regional and local scale become conflated. At the 
sublocal scale, however, the network structure was also less complex. In Achaia, we cannot 
recognize multiple network communities within each site. Instead, each site contained a single 
network community, which involved the exchange of a single category of evidence and a 
single group in society. In this sense, it is not possible to distinguish differences in the degree 
of connectivity or relative open- or restrictedness between network communities. What is 
possible in Achaia, however, is to zoom in on the community members. While the Achaian 
network appears to have been relatively decentralized and small scale during stage 1, at the 
sublocal level it is clear that certain individuals had an edge over others in terms of access to 
Italo-Aegean relations. Prime examples are 
at Klauss. Once more, the difference between these individuals and the other nodes may not 
have been 

e responsible for maintaining Italo-Aegean connectivity. Metaphorically, 
 was 

robustness. As argued in § 5.6.3, the Italo-Aegean network in this region can also be 
c  
effects of the crisis did not reverberate as strongly throughout the network. The demise of a 

- erefore, did not cause disentanglement. Instead, it allowed other 
nodes to emerge as alternative hubs.  

For southern Italy, the structure of the Italo-Aegean network per se was not one of the main 
concerns in the analysis. Instead, the analysis focused primarily on the identification of 
potential hubs. Seven candidate hubs were identified at the regional scale, of which two  
Broglio di Trebisacce and Roca Vecchia  were further analyzed at the local scale. Although 
the analysis was not specifically geared towards reconstructing the local and sublocal network 
structure, a few observations can, nevertheless, be made. In southern Italy, most of the sites 
involved in the network were settlement sites. This means that, at least theoretically, it would 
be possible to identify a three-tiered network structure as in the Argolid. At the settlement 
level, both Broglio and Roca demonstrated a clear clustering of imported Aegean and locally 
produced Italo-Aegean ceramics in certain parts of the settlement. At Broglio, the central hut 
and its predecessor stood out in the RBA, while the same phase at Roca was dominated by the 
feasting deposits in area IX (see § 6.7). Akin to the situation in the Argolid, we may, 
therefore, think of these areas as local hubs. At the contextual level, we can connect these 
areas to the activities of local elites. In turn, these elites were excellent candidates for the role 
of sublocal hubs in Italo-Aegean networks. However, to what extent other communities in 
society were involved in these networks was more difficult to ascertain contextually. On the 
one hand, it is clear that different categories of evidence played a role in the Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan networks at Broglio and Roca. This situation contrasts with Achaia, where we only 
had 1. On the other hand, we could observe that 
at Broglio Aegean-style ceramics were found in the same context as a violin-bow fibula (see § 
6.4), which suggests that the ceramics and bronzes were not circulating in different network 
communities.  
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What further complicates the discussion is the production/consumption conundrum. From a 
consumption perspective, the Aegean-style ceramics at Broglio and Roca mainly pointed to 
use by local elites. Yet from a production perspective, the evidence can be interpreted along 
the lines of a network community of local and/or foreign potters. Neither at Broglio nor Roca 
there was direct evidence pertaining to these potters, however, in the form of kilns or 
workshops. It is quite possible, therefore, that these individuals were not residing in proximity 
to those elites that ended up using their products.1778 For this reason, the community of Italo-
Aegean ceramics cannot easily be compared to the HBW community in the Argolid, for 
which it was assumed  based on the notion of a domestic mode of production  that 
producers and users were one and the same (see § 4.4.4). Instead, we may better compare this 

es not 
allow us to distinguish whether local, immigrant or traveling craftsmen were responsible for 

elite 
interconnectivity appears to have been an important mode of exchange, although the analysis 
at the local scale also revealed the participation of nonelite communities in the case of the 
Argolid. For the ceramics, in contrast, it is evident that local craftsmen could not fully explain 
the Italo-Aegean production in southern Italy. However, whether foreign craftsmen were 
residing or itinerant is not easily determined either.1779  From a consumer s perspective, the 
local production of Aegean-style ceramics and the  makes it likely that local 

nd the associated technology. 
Ultimately, we have no means to decide whether, at the sublocal level of analysis, the Italo-
Aegean network in southern Italy should be envisaged as a multiplexity of network 
communities or rather as a single community. In the following section, however, we will see 
plenty of evidence for network multiplexity at the interregional scale.  
 

So far, the present study has mainly examined the evidence for interregional networks from a 
regional and local perspective. However, these past networks did not end at the borders of our 
case studies. By their very nature, interregional networks would have transcended the local 
and the regional. For this reason, while our Italo-Aegean networks in the Argolid, Achaia and 
southern Italy each had their own individual structures at the regional and local scale, at the 
interregional scale these networks blended into bigger wholes. The use of the plural here is 
deliberate because the lines between regions were not all drawn in the same way. Instead, the 
various categories of evidence attest to a multiplexity of interregional networks, which 
overlapped and collided, at times in full and at times only partially. It seems like a Herculean 

1780 
Therefore, this is not attempted here. Rather, this section presents a series of observations 
pertaining to interregional connectivity, stemming from the analysis of the three case studies.  

onzes and HBW in LH IIIB:2 
took place against the background of preexisting interregional connections (see § 4.3; § 5.3). 
Since the evidence in southern Italy for Italo-Aegean relations can be understood as part of 
these preexisting networks (see e.g. § 4.3.3), it is important to first discuss these before 

dominant Aegean player in the Mediterranean networks of  and of Aegean pottery. 
This pottery network is of particular interest because it brought together our three case studies 
and connected them with the wider Aegean and eastern Mediterranean. As noted in § 4.3.3, 
                                                 
1778 See discussion in Jones . 2014, 403-405.  
1779 Jones . (2014, 404) opt for a model in which foreign potters resided in southern Italy, perhaps with the 
addition of some itinerant potters that went back and forth from southern Italy to mainland Greece.  
1780 Malkin 2011, 18.  
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the majority of Mycenaean pottery found overseas originated in the Argolid. In Achaia, 
imports from the Argolid were taken as indicative of an intra-Aegean network, in which the 

and HBW 
(see e.g. § 5.3.5; § 5.6.4). In southern Italy, both imports from the Argolid and locally 

-Aegean network 
(see § 6.7). In both case studies, however, the Argolid was not the 
and Aegean-style ceramics. Crete, for example, also played a role. In Achaia, the Patras 
region appears to have had exclusive relationships with the island (see e.g. § 5.3.5), whereas 
in southern Italy the local communities at Broglio and Roca stood out for their particularly 
close ties with Crete in comparison to other sites in the region (see § 6.5; § 6.6). Although we 
might read into this a degree of exclusivity in terms of Cretan connections, these connections 
did not exclude relationships with the Argolid. In fact, both in Achaia and southern Italy, 
Cretan material and material from the Argolid often went hand-in-hand.  

This link between Crete and the Argolid was also attested in the Argolid itself. The House 
of the Oil Merchant, for example, yielded several imported stirrup jars from western Crete 
(see  § 4.3.5); perhaps not coincidentally, similar stirrup jars were found at Roca (see § 6.6). 
But is it possible to go full circle and to also connect Achaia with southern Italy? Based on the 
two selected case studies in southern Italy, this does not appear to be the case. Neither Broglio 
di Trebisacce nor Roca Vecchia yielded any evidence for ceramic connections with Achaia in 
LH IIIB. Yet as noted in § 6.7, the site of Scoglio del Tonno did offer this kind of evidence. 
The picture that arises at the interregional scale is that of a series of overlapping networks 
(goods, ideas, people) which tied together the Argolid, Achaia and southern Italy with other 
regions  particularly Crete. At the regional and local scale of analysis, however, we do not 
always see this full range of connections expressed in our data. As already noted, in Achaia 
only the Patras region was connected to both Crete and the Argolid, while in southern Italy 
individual sites such as Broglio and Roca did not demonstrate connections with Achaia. This 

, we do not obtain a full picture of 
connectivity, as this only emerges at the macro scale.  

We get the same 
between typology and archaeometry demonstrated 
cannot be easily classified. Foreign/local dichotomies and origins thinking fail to capture the 
cultural hybridity that these bronzes attest to. The fact that the bronzes already exhibited this 
hybridity from the moment they appeared in the Argolid in LH IIIB:2 suggests the existence 
of a close network of interactions between the Aegean, Italy and the Balkans already prior to 
LH IIIB:2 (see § 4.5.6). Yet this Balkan aspect of the network was not strongly reflected in 
the Achaian bronzes during stage 1 (see § 5.4.8). What we do have in Achaia is an evident 
connection with the Argolid, in the form of the early Fontana di Papa type knives. During 
stage 1, these knives did not yet seem to be part of the i  but 
instead pointed to more circumscribed, regional interactions. As pointed out in § 5.4.8, only in 
stage 2, these knives started to also appear in Italy and Crete and became part of the 

ed negative 
evidence for the involvement of Crete in the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network during stage 1, 
another type clearly pointed in this direction. As one may recall, the Peschiera dagger from 
Tsoungiza bears close affinities with Peschiera daggers found on Crete (see § 4.5.2.c). 
Although the case of the Peschiera daggers is a poignant example illustrating the limitations 
of typological analysis (see § 4.5.6), a specimen from southern Italy could support this Cretan 
connection. At Scoglio del Tonno, archaeometric analyses tentatively identified a Peschiera 
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dagger as an Aegean import. The piece is typologically close to specimens from Crete and 
Phylakopi,1781 which  in combination with the archaeometry  hints at its insular origin.   

From the above, it follows that there was a certain degree of overlap between the networks 

Argolid, Achaia, Italy, and Crete comprised important participants within a wider 
interregional web which also involved the Balkans (see further below). The concept of 
network multiplexity teaches us this does not need to mean these networks were one and the 
same. Instead, we may think of a scenario in which preexisting networks in LH IIIB 
facilitated the emergence of new networks involving the same regions. This kind of parallel 
development is something that we can observe in the Achaian case study. Here, at the smallest 
level of analysis, it was possible to see a dynamic at work in which local elites had the ability 
to aff

d during LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early (see e.g. § 5.4.8; § 
5.6.4). In Chapter 5, these networks were tra-

- scale of analysis, these convenient shorthands 
fall short as both of these networks had a reach far beyond the areas denoted by them. Indeed, 
the networks of Aegean ceramics certainly incorporated the entire Mediterranean from the 
coastal Levant in the East to Sardinia in the West and also stretched into the Balkans (see 

it was already possible to see a 
far wider range during LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early. Jung, for example, discusses a number of 
early warrior burials in the Dodecanese and Cyprus which contained Naue II type swords and 
solid-
which offer a possible parallel for the Achaian greaves of LH IIIC Middle.1782 

The asynchronicity between the Cypriot and Achaian greaves is symptomatic of a wider, 
apparent paradox. Before moving to this paradox, however, we first need to address two more 
aspects of interregional connectivity. The first is the role of local elites. While the network of 

producers, as argued in § 4.5.6, production is only part of the story. When we consider the 
consumption of these bronzes, a recurring pattern is the involvement of the elite. In Chapter 4, 
the concept of elite mobility was introduced as a means to characterize this involvement. 
Based on the evidence in the Argolid, it is possible to understand the Italo-Aegean and Balkan 
network during stage 1 as part of a distinct phase of elite interconnectivity, which was 
separated in time from the next phase of elite interconnectivity which started to occur towards 
the end of the Postpalatial period (see § 7.7). In Achaia, we can observe a similar dynamic. In 
this region, however, the two phases were not separated in time but rather overlapped. In 
addition, there was an o  which involved 
and a previous phase which involved the network of Aegean ceramics (see § 5.4.8). The 
second aspect that needs to be briefly addressed is that parallel to these phases, we also have 
the HBW. The HBW occurred es. 
Over the course of the late Palatial to early Postpalatial periods, the distribution pattern did 
not only include the Argolid and Achaia, but also other parts of the Greek mainland, Crete, 
and Cyprus.1783 There was thus evidently a degree of spatio-chronological overlap between 

showed this discussion).  
This leads us back to the apparent paradox attested by the Cypriot and Achaian greaves. As 

involved the Balkans during the Palatial and early Postpalatial periods, this did not become 
                                                 
1781 Bietti Sestieri . 2010, 465-466. 
1782 Jung 2009b. 
1783 Lis 2009a, 150.   
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clear from the Achaian data. The same held true for the Cypriot link. Instead, the picture that 
emerged in Achaia is that of small-scale exchanges with Italy during LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC 

ed to also encompass 
Cyprus and the Balkans (see § 5.4.8). Yet this reconstruction does not fully account for all of 
the evidence. For example, the spear butts in Achaia  which did already occur in LH IIIC 
Early  appeal to this wider network of interactions which connected the Aegean and Italy 
also to the Balkans and Cyprus (see § 5.4.4.c). In addition, as argued in § 7.3, the comparison 
between the Tsountas hoard(s) and Tiryns Treasure could point to differences in the range of 
connections displayed between network communities. Therefore, we get the impression that 

by Saltini Semerari,1784 this process occurred at different rates for different nodes in the 
network. Some of these nodes, whether they represented communities, groups or individuals, 
were ahead of the curve, while others were lagging behind. It is important to stress that this 
was not a linear process. A node that would be ahead of the curve during one phase, could no 
longer be in the next. The already frequently mentioned site of Mitopolis in Achaia offer a 
prime example of this dynamic, but at a larger scale, the Argolid and its alternative trajectory 
in stage 2 may be understood in this way as well (see § 4.7.4 and § 7.7 below).  

One of the factors determining this nonlinearity in the entanglement process is local agency. 
While the network offered the full potential of connectivity at the interregional scale, at the 
local level of analysis it would have been decided whether to make use of this potential or not. 
When we consider the case of southern Italy, for example, while the Aegean ceramic network 
provided consumers a range of possibilities in affiliating with the Argolid, Crete, and Achaia, 
members of local communities were able to choose from the options available. They decided 
whether to accept or reject these affiliations and combined them in one way or the next (see § 
6.5; § 6.6). For the Aegean, it was possible to observe a similar dynamic in the shift from the 

- - -
- were dealing with 

a situation in which some members of local societies were relatively open to foreign goods, 
ideas and people and were 
time, other members remained conservative and stuck 
4.6.5; § 5.4.8). This dynamic becomes even clearer when we compare the Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan network dynamics of stage 1 with that of stage 2. In order for us to do so, however, we 
first need to compare the late Postpalatial networks in our three case studies at the regional, 
local and interregional scale.  
 

From the preceding sections, we obtain for each of our case studies a picture of continuity in 
Italo-Aegean networks across the Palatial-Postpalatial divide. These networks began to 
change in the later Postpalatial period, starting with Achaia in LH IIIC Middle. During this 
phase, we observe what he Italo-Aegean 
network, during which 
sites within the region increased exponentially. Smaller shifts occurred in LH IIIC Late  SM. 
Nevertheless, it is possible to regard the period between LH IIIC Middle and SM as a single 

eceding 
LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early period (see § 5.4.8). In the Argolid, LH IIIC Middle did not 
emerge clearly from the data. What we do have suggests it may be best regarded as an 
extension of stage 1. During LH IIIC Late  -Aegean network 
transformed markedly. The first word that comes to mind for describing the nature of this 

                                                 
1784 Saltini Semerari 2016  see also my Chapters 5 and 6. 
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, as both the number of bronzes and participating sites 
decreased during this stage (see § 4.7.4). For southern Italy, it is difficult to get a grip on the 
later Postpalatial period. Catalogs with material only separate LH IIIB from LH IIIC; the LH 
IIIC material is rarely assigned to a specific subphase. Yet the sites of Broglio di Trebisacce 
and Roca Vecchia do offer more precise dates. These allow us to examine the FBA, which 
can be synchronized with LH IIIC Middle:2  SM in the Aegean (see § 2.8  Table II). While 
the FBA comprised a period of change in Italo-Aegean network dynamics at both sites, each 
site followed its own local trajectory (see § 6.7). 

During stage 2 the Italo-Aegean network in the Argolid continued to be characterized by a 
relatively centralized structure. As noted in § 4.7.2, it is still possible to identify two hubs in 
the region, although Argos had replaced Tiryns alongside Mycenae. Besides these two hubs, 
there were only three other sites partaking in the network. The contrast with Achaia could not 
have been greater. Here, during stage 2 we can observe the incipient scale-free network of the 
preceding phase fully taking shape, with six hubs among a total of 18 sites (see § 5.6.3). 
Among the hubs, Voudeni and Kallithea stood out very clearly from the others, while the hub 
status of Rakita may be questioned due to the problematic status of the supposedly SM finds 
in a late Geometric votive deposit (see § 5.4.6). Yet even when we leave Rakita out of the 
equation, what we are faced with is a true scale-free network, with two super-hubs, three 
smaller hubs and 12 lready noted in § 7.2, we were not able to separate 
the LH IIIB and LH IIIC regional network structures for southern Italy. For LH IIIB  C as a 
whole, seven sites were appointed as regional hubs. The analysis of the two case studies 
revealed, however, that at least one of these hubs  Broglio di Trebisacce  no longer 
participated in the Italo-Aegean network after the RBA (see § 6.5). Roca Vecchia, in contrast, 
did continue to be a key hub. Even during LH IIIC Late  SM, this site still yielded evidence 
for continued Italo-Aegean connections, although there were also signs that may be viewed as 
the start of the disentanglement process proposed by Saltini Semerari (see § 6.6).1785  

From the above, it already becomes clear that the Italo-Aegean networks in the Argolid and 
Achaia during stage 2 showed rather different dynamics. When we compare the hub-to-
normal-node ratios for the network structures from stage 1 to 2, the distinction between the 
two Aegean regions becomes even more pronounced. In the Argolid, as noted in § 7.2, the 
hub-to-normal-node ratio during stage 1 was 1:2.5. The Achaian ratio was not calculated 

enough to postulate a centralized network structure. Moving to stage 2, the Italo-Aegean 
network in the Argolid had two hubs for a total of five sites. This gives a hub-to-normal-node 
ratio of 1:1.5, which is a clear reduction of the degree of centralization compared to the 
previous stage. For Achaia, the Italo-Aegean network structure during stage 2 is different 
depending on whether one takes into account Rakita. Six hubs among a total of 18 sites gives 
a hub-to-normal-node ratio of 1:2, whereas five hubs among a total of 17 sites gives a hub-to-
normal-node ratio of 1:2.4. In each case, the degree of centralization witnessed in the Italo-
Aegean network in Achaia during stage 2 does not compare well to the decrease in 
centralization we can observe in the contemporary Argolid. Instead, the Achaian ratios 
indicate a network that was either slightly less (1:2) or nearly as centralized (1:2.4) as the 
Italo-Aegean network in the Argolid during stage 1. At the regional scale of analysis, 
therefore, during stage 2 Achaia and the Argolid developed in a completely opposite 
direction. While the Italo-Aegean network in Achaia became more centralized, in the Argolid 
the degree of centralization decreased.  

Once more, the intensity of contacts could have played a role in these diverging trajectories. 
In the Argolid, stage 2 of the Italo-Aegean network was characterized by the introduction of 

                                                 
1785 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
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the bow fibulae, wheel-shaped ornaments, and dress pins, as well as the appearance of the 
clay spools. As was argued in § 4.6.5, HBW also continued to be present but no longer 
informed about interregional networks. While the clay spools certainly indicated close 
connections between the Aegean, eastern Mediterranean, Italy and the Balkans, they are at 

which 39 of the 98 cataloged specimens can be attributed to stage 2 of the Italo-Aegean 
ed to 

stage 2. Comparatively, 80% of the bronzes found in Achaia belonged to stage 2 (58 out of 72 
bronzes). Among these, moreover, were a number of types that never seem to have made their 
way to the Argolid, such as the greaves, headgear and Group C Naue II type swords. As was 
observed in § 5.4.2, these types attested her 
regions involved in the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network, which suggested close and frequent 
interactions (see also § 7.7). In the Argolid, these dynamics can be observed to some extent. 
For example, in § 4.5.4.c, I made the case that the four-spoked wh

-Aegean network. However, 
the absence of so many types which characterized the later phase of the metallurgical koinè, 
paired with the smaller percentage of bronzes present in the region, suggested that the later 
Postpalatial Argolid was participating to a less intense degree in the Italo-Aegean and Balkan 
network as contemporary Achaia was.  

Within Achaia, it was also possible to recognize differing degrees in the intensity of 
contacts. As noted in § 7.2, the Italo-Aegean network structure during stage 1 mainly involved 
the Dyme area and Patras region. During stage 2, the network expanded further into the Patras 
region and eastern Achaia. Yet although three of the regio  now 
participating in the network, they were not all involved to the same degree. In eastern Achaia, 
the degree of contact intensity was relatively low. The region only yielded nine bronzes; with 
the exception of Rakita, no hubs were identified in eastern Achaia. In comparison, western 
Achaia was intensely involved in the Italo-Aegean network, with the overwhelming majority 

a, most of the 
regional hubs were located in the Patras region. In addition, the region yielded double the 
amount of bronzes compared to the Dyme area (33 versus 16 bronzes). While both regions 
were partaking in stage 1 and the Dyme area initially had an edge over the Patras region (see 
§ 5.6.2), during stage 2 the latter surpassed the former in terms of the degree of connectivity. 
As in the preceding stage, therefore, these network dynamics can be understood as a factor of 
intraregional competition. This aspect of continuity in network dynamics raises the question 
what happened to the cooperation witnessed in the Argolid during stage 1. As already noted, 
Tiryns lost its hub status and no longer offered a viable partner for Mycenae during stage 2. 
However, we did not get the impression of cooperation between Mycenae and Argos in LH 
IIIC Late  SM either. Instead, as argued in § 4.7.4, the local communities in the late 
Postpalatial Argolid were also characterized by intraregional competition. 

In sum, we can conclude that in the later Postpalatial period the Italo-Aegean and Balkan 
networks in Achaia and the Argolid developed in opposite directions. The network structure 
in the Argolid became less centralized, while the Achaian network became more centralized. 
In addition, whereas the degree of contact intensity decreased in the Argolid, connectivity 
became more intense in Achaia  particularly in the Patras region. This indicates that, as was 
already the case during the preceding stage, the Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks in these 
two case studies followed regional trajectories. At the same time, one could say that while 
these trajectories were vastly different from one another, they ended up meeting somewhere 
in the middle. During stage 2, each region was characterized by a centralized network 
structure. What is more, intraregional competition rather than cooperation appears to have 
been a key mechanism in the two regions. Both these elements were points of divergence 
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between Achaia and the Argolid during the preceding stage of network dynamics. At the 
regional scale of analysis, it is not entirely evident how the Italo-Aegean network in southern 
Italy fared during this time of change. The fact that a former hub such as Broglio di 
Trebisacce no longer participated in the Italo-Aegean network could perhaps hint at an 
increase in centralization  akin to what happened in Achaia. As argued in § 6.5, the 
disentanglement of Broglio from Italo-Aegean connectivity can also be understood in terms of 

/or a rewiring of the Italo-Aegean network 
as a whole. We take up this issue further in the next two sections, as we have more data on 
southern Italy for the local and interregional levels.  

In § 7.3, the local network structures in the Argolid, Achaia and southern Italy during stage 1 
were discussed. For the Argolid, a multiplex network was reconstructed, consisting of one 
elite and two nonelite network communities that overlapped at local nonpalatial hubs. For 
Achaia, it was observed that each site represented a single network community, comprised of 
local elite individuals. Elites were also found to be at the center of Italo-Aegean relations in 
southern Italy during stage 1, but to what extent additional network communities need to be 
envisaged alongside these elites became less evident from the present study. During stage 1, 
then, the networks in the Argolid and Achaia were organized in a rather different manner at 
the local scale, whereas the local network structure in southern Italy  based on the present 
analysis  appears to have been structurally more akin to the Achaian network. This is 
perhaps not what one would expect based on the analysis at the regional scale, which revealed 
the southern Italian network to have been structurally more similar to the Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan network in the Argolid (see § 7.2). This dissonance between the regional and local 
scale is rather interesting when we consider the changes observed at the regional scale during 
stage 2 in the Italo-Aegean network structures in our three study regions (see § 7.5). Network 
theory teaches us that that network structures are nonlinear and that their emerging properties 
prevent us from directly linking the whole and the parts (see § 2.3). Therefore, the changes 
observed at the regional scale can, but do not necessarily need to be reflected at the local 
scale. In order to determine whether or not this is the case, let us turn to a comparison of the 
local network structures in the Argolid, Achaia and southern Italy during stage 2. 

In the late Postpalatial Argolid, most finds attesting to Italo-Aegean and Balkan relations 
came from funerary rather than settlement contexts.1786 This change in depositional practices 
has the potential to affect our reconstruction of the local network structure (see § 7.3). Yet at 
first glance, the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network in the Argolid during stage 2 appears to 
have been structurally similar to the network observed in the preceding phase. Within the 
regional hubs of Argos and Mycenae, it was still possible to identify local hubs, namely the 
Deiras chamber tomb cemetery for Argos and the area of the former Cult Center for Mycenae. 
Here, however, the structural similarities end. As was argued in § 4.7.4, the identification of 
the former Cult Center at Mycenae as a local hub is better understood as a break rather than as 
an element of continuity, conside  function. What is more, at 
the sublocal level, it was no longer possible to identify a multiplexity of network 
communities. First of all, as already briefly noted in § 7.5, the community of HBW users and 
producers no longer participated in the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network. Second, among the 

nts remained; these ornaments, moreover, were associated 
with both wealthier and poorer graves. From this, it follows that during stage 2 we need to 
reconstruct a network structure in the Argolid that comprised of a single network community 
                                                 
1786 It should be noted that while settlement contexts are generally more rare in the late Postpalatial Argolid than 
in previous phases, as noted in § 4.6.3.b with respect to the distribution of HBW at both Tiryns and Mycenae 
there are settlement strata dating to LH IIIC Late. In addition, SM strata are reported for Tiryns, see § 2.8. 
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per site. It is difficult to further characterize these site-specific communities, as the differences 
between the individual graves were rather small. Whatever their precise make-up, what is 
clear is that during stage 2, the local network communities within the Argolid were aware of 
each other and were asserting their respective similarities and differences within their burial 
practices. 

In Achaia, we can observe a similar intraregional awareness. As already argued in § 5.4.4.d, 
the nearly identical LH IIIC Middle  Late burials of the warriors with headgear and greaves 
at Portes in the Dyme area and Kallithea in the Patras region suggest close communications 

d this more generally. 
Moving to the structure of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network at the local scale, the nature 
of the Achaian evidence during stage 2 still prevents us from identifying local hubs (see also § 
7.3) but does allow us to reconstruct network communities. Although from LH IIIC Middle 
onwards there were 
Achaia, these categories of evidence were both exclusively retrieved from elite burials. 
Therefore, when comparing stage 2 to the preceding stage in network dynamics, the basic 
configuration of a single elite network community at each site remained intact. What changed 
during stage 2 is that there was more differentiation within these elite communities, during 
which the distinction between elites with and without a warrior identity became more clearly 

 during stage 
1, however, this was only a minor shift. In all, the local fabric of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan 
network in Achaia did not change significantly from LH IIIB:2 through LH IIIC Late. It was 
only during SM that we could 
tools disappeared completely and the few ornaments still present in Achaia did not allow us to 
reconstruct work structure. Although this was in part a result of changing 
depositional practices, as argued in § 5.6.3, it also marked the start of Saltini Semerari
disentanglement process.1787  

When we compare the local network structures in our two Aegean study areas, the 
permutations observed in the Argolid were far more dramatic. Whereas the Achaian network 
structure only changed in scale and not in kind, the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network in the 
Argolid completely transformed from a multiplex to a more simple structure. In a sense, we 
may even state that the network in the Argolid became more akin to the Achaian network, 
aside from the fact that the network in the Argolid was not specifically attributed to local 
elites while these appear to have been exclusively involved in Achaia. For southern Italy, as 
already noted in § 7.3, we only had local data for the two case studies. At Broglio di 
Trebisacce, the FBA evidence indicated a break in Italo-Aegean relations, while the 
contemporary evidence at Roca Vecchia suggested continued relations with both the Aegean, 

were particularly significant. This context is often interpreted as a public building, but, as 
argued in § 6.6, its location in an area previously used for elite feasting, paired with the 

ed elite involvement. Maggiulli contends that 
besides these elites, specialized craftsmen also were among the individuals responsible for the 

1788 While this 

Tiryns Treasure and Tsountas hoard(s) indicate that it should be seen primarily as a deposit 
related to ceremonial feasting by local elite groups (see § 6.6). Therefore, we may reconstruct 
at Roca a network structure during stage 2 in which local elites continued to form the most 
important network community.   

                                                 
1787 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
1788 Maggiulli in Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 9. 
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The picture that arises when contrasting the late Postpalatial network structures at the local 
scale is one of considerable change in the Argolid versus continuity in Achaia and southern 
Italy. When we compare this to the situation observed at the regional scale during the same 
period, an interesting pattern emerges. In the Argolid, during stage 2 there was a decrease in 
the degree of centralization although the regional network structure was roughly comparable 
to that of stage 1. In Achaia, centralization increased which led to a new network structure at 
the regional scale. At the regional scale, one could thus say that the Achaian network 
appeared to change more dramatically than the network in the Argolid, which is opposite to 
what we observed at the local scale. It is thus only when we confront the regional and local 
scales that we can understand what happened 

Conversely, we 
can much better appreciate the small decrease in centralization in an otherwise seemingly 
unchanged regional network structure in the Argolid when we realize that this involved a 
dramatic shift in the local organization of the network. What southern Italy adds to this 
narrative is that continuity and change in network dynamics cannot only occur in different 
ways at the regional and local scale but can also be two sides of the same coin at the local 
scale. Whereas the community at Broglio disappeared from the Italo-Aegean network in the 
FBA, the one at Roca not only apparently persisted but continued to function in the same way 
as it did during the RBA. This complex dynamic between change and continuity in 
interconnectivity is further explored in the next section, which deals with late Postpalatial 
networks at the interregional scale.  

 

In the last two sections, a picture emerged of both continuity and change in Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan network dynamics during the late Postpalatial period at the regional and local scale. 
Also at the interregional scale, we can see these two opposing forces at work. On the one 
hand, the introduction of new id, paired 
with the presence of LH IIIC Middle, Late and SM pottery in southern Italy, gives the 
impression of continued intercommunications during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. 
Yet continuity does not equal stasis. In fact, throughout the late Postpalatial period we can 
observe a number of bigger and smaller changes in interregional network dynamics in our 
three study regions. As in the preceding period, these changes did not all follow the same 
tempo and individuals and groups in each region appear to have had considerable local 
agency in deciding to adhere to regional and interregional trends or to sail their own course. 
The following section takes a closer look at these developments and seeks to determine how 
our three case studies inform about continuity and change in interregional connectivity during 
stage 2. 

As noted in § 5.4.8, in LH IIIC Middle network dynamics in Achaia changed considerably. 
During this phase, the balance in the region switched from to what I have called in Chapter 5 

tra- -
region  preferred to emphasize connections over connections with the 
Argolid and Crete. This change was accompanied by the appearance of new types of 

as the headgear and greaves, which no longer were attributable solely 
to Italy but which clearly placed 
included the Balkans and Cyprus as well. As these regions were already part of the network of 

 LH IIIC Early period (see § 7.4), one 
could say that the expansion witnessed locally within the Achaian Italo-Aegean and Balkan 
network was not so much a change in interregional network dynamics as a change in local 
agency. It represented the decision or newfound opportunity by Achaian elites to exploit the 
full potential of what was already on offer at the interregional scale, but either was 
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consciously rejected or somehow not accessible prior. Accompanying this more active 
engagement on the part of Achaia was that this region took up an important role in the further 
development of the metallurgical koinè, particularly with the creation of the Group C Naue II 
type swords  which swiftly found their way to Italy, the Balkans, Crete and  incidentally  
Cyprus (see Figure 39 in Chapter 5).1789 We get the impression that during LH IIIC Middle, 
Achaia not only caught up with other regions but emerged thin the 
exchange networks that tied together the Mediterranean and continental Europe. 

ed in Achaia with the 
Naue II type swords and Mycenaean-type spearheads. The warrior burials of LH IIIC Middle 

phase of elite interconnectivity in the Argolid between LH 
IIIIB:2-LH IIIC Middle, which was characterized by the Tsountas hoard(s) and Tiryns 
Treas e, we were also able to see in Achaia the occurrence of 
cremation burials. The first of these already dated 
and seem to have formed an alternative option available to the r  
cremation being paired with a ut during stage 2 cremation became 
dissociated from warrior burials. In the case of Spaliareïka, it was not even linked to other 
references to connectivity, while the burial at Kallithea was nts. 
Slightly later, we also witness t
in the Argolid. It should be noted that in the Argolid the adoption of these new practices was a 
group thing, possibly related to a form of communal status, whereas in Achaia it was more 
linked to individual status. Nevertheless, what is evident is that these new practices were used 
both for distinguishing individuals or groups from other communities within the region and 
for demonstrating affiliation with these other groups. What is particularly interesting to note is 

Some communities used cremation but did 
others that did use these ornaments did not use cremation while others still used the 

cremation appear to have comprised alternative options available to local individuals and 
groups to actively express regional and interregional affiliation phase of 
elite interconnectivity  

So far, we reconstructed the network of warrior elite interconnectivity and the alternative 
network of ornaments and cremation. In the Argolid, these connectivity phases did not 
overlap, while in Achaia they clearly ran parallel to one another  particularly in the late 
Postpalatial period. In both regions, however, we get the impression that the decision to 
affiliate with either network depended fully on local choice. In Achaia, agency seems to have 
been located within contemporary individuals within local communities, whereas in the 
Argolid the decision to disconnect from the first phase of elite interconnectivity was 
accompanied by a turn away from expressions of warriorhood and greater status differences 
more broadly. Yet whether the decision was personal or communal, a quick glance at the 
comparative data in southern Italy informs us that this choice only became available over the 
co cataloged by Blake show a development 
that is analogous to the bronzes in the Argolid and Achaia. In the RBA, we observe a 
combination of weapons and tools and ornaments, while in the FBA the weapons virtually 
disappeared.1790 From this, we get the impression that although the switch from the first phase 
of elite interconnectivity to the alternative phase involved a degree of individual or group 
choice at the local level, it either facilitated or was facilitated by changes in what kind of 
                                                 
1789 Jung and Mehofer (2005-2006, 114 and n. 16) mention a Group C sword from Enkomi but note that the type 
is otherwise rare in Cyprus. The identification of this specimen as a Group C sword is questioned by Pabst 
(2013, 110, n. 28), who, therefore, does not include it in her map reproduced in Figure 39.  
1790 Compare Blake 2014, 222, Tab. 8.1 with 229, Tab. 8.2. 
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bronzes were available at the interregional scale. Here, Saltini Semerari
feedback loop is instructive.1791 We may envisage a scenario in which the increased 

eir availability as an alternative 
option in the Aegean. This initially did not catch on in Achaia, whereas in the Argolid the use 
of ornaments became the new norm after this region became disentangled from the first phase 
of elite interconnectivity between LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Middle.   

Towards the end of LH IIIC Middle, a shift occurred in Achaia again. As noted in § 5.4.8, 
ed to contain objects which were no longer as 

 LH IIIC Middle predecessors. Instead, the 
 have appealed more to the Aegeo-Cypriot cultural realm and can be 

connected to the new phase of elite interconnectivity that emerged towards the end of the 
Postpalatial period which also involved the Tiryns warrior in the Argolid, the various warrior 
burials in Crete and Cyprus and the Toumba warrior in Lefkandi.1792 It is particularly difficult 

network  bronzes were already 
hard to pinpoint in and of themselves and the new objects do not exclusively point to Cyprus 
and the Aegean but also still  at times  indicate Italo-Balkan connections. The burial of the 
SM  EPG Tiryns warrior offers a case in point (see § 4.5.5.d). Later in the EIA, however, we 

some similarities between the  decoration of the breast plates found with the female 
buried alongside the Toumba warrior in MPG and the LH IIIC  SM gold sheet items from 
the Roca and Tiryns hoards (see § 6.6). While he rightly stresses the chronological, 
technological and functional differences between these items,1793 the similarities could 
indicate that the connections between East and West were not completely severed after the 
Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. 

Yet amidst this tentative evidence for continuity, Saltini Semerari l 
is supported by the evidence in Achaia and the Argolid.1794 In Achaia, while the two 
Spaliareïka warriors appeared to kick off the second phase of elite interconnectivity that 
would lead id not have any successors (see § 5.4.8).1795 In 
the Argolid, the Tiryns warrior was an anomaly in a region where otherwise the network 
dynamics apparently followed the alternative cremation/ornaments path (see § 4.5.5.d). The 
fading out of both regions around the same time is significant when we consider that the 
preceding network dynamics in each region followed their own pace. From the analysis of the 
late Palatial and early Postpalatial period, we get the impression that in the Argolid, the 
entanglement process started to intensify more quickly in comparison to Achaia between LH 
IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early (see § 7.4). As a result, the first phase of elite interconnectivity started 
to disentangle more quickly and the alternative phase represented b
kicked in. In Achaia, in contrast, because entanglement took a slower pace, the region had a 
later peak in LH IIIC Middle. This peak coalesced with both the alternative phase of 
cremation/ornaments and the new phase of elite interconnectivity that started in Achaia 
already towards the end of LH IIIC Middle. During LH IIIC Late  SM, however, these 
different regional trajectories gradually came together. In both the Argolid and Achaia, we 

phase of elite interconnectivity 
that characterized the interlocking EIA elite networks. Yet as Saltini Semerari convincingly 

                                                 
1791 Saltini Semerari 2010; 2016. 
1792 See e.g. Catling 1995; Crielaard 1998. 
1793 Jung 2007a, 225 and n. 40. 
1794 Saltini Semerari 2016.  
1795 Crielaard 1998.  
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argues, the participation of these regions in interregional networks was halted by the second 
crisis that hit the Peloponnese towards the end of the Bronze Age.1796  

We can observe these different tempos of entanglement in the southern Italian evidence. As 
noted in § 6.7, there was a long phase of accumulating connectivity with the Argolid and 
Crete. In southern Italy, the evidence suggests that this phase started long before the first 

bronzes appeared in the Aegean. When the Argolid started to become disentangled 
from the first phase of elite interconnectivity, the evidence for ceramic connections with 
Achaia grew stronger at Roca. This coincided with the LH IIIC Middle peak in connectivity 
and the expansion of interregional networks witnessed within Achaia. At the same time, 
Broglio disentangled from the Italo-Aegean network entirely and seems to have turned its 
gaze towards the Italian peninsula. Whether the latter was a consequence or a cause of the 
former is unclear (see § 6.5). As for Roca, initially during LH IIIC Late  SM there were signs 
that entanglement was still on the increase between Italy, the Aegean and the Balkans. The 
dominance of FBA orna  well with the alternative phase of 
connectivity we observed in the Argolid and Achaia during LH IIIC Middle  Late, while 

phase 
of elite interconnectivity (see above). Yet this ever-increasing entanglement was stopped dead 
in its tracks at the end of FBA 2 when Roca Vecchia was destroyed in a violent blaze that 
brought down the hut- 1797  

At the beginning of this chapter, the goals were laid out for comparing the three case studies 
at the regional, local and interregional scale. First of all, this multi-scalar comparison seeks to 
evaluate continuity and change in supraregional patterns of intercommunication before and 
after the fall of the Mycenaean palaces. As a corollary to this evaluation, the second aim is to 
identify possible regional trajectories in network dynamics. With these purposes firmly in 
mind, the Palatial and Postpalatial network structures were each analyzed separately in the 
preceding sections. Now that this has been completed, it is time to confront the Palatial and 
Postpalatial periods with one another in order to obtain a more complete picture of the 
dynamics of Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. 
This final step offers a stepping stone for our return in Chapter 8 to the opening premise of the 
present research, which states that understanding connectivity and networks holds the key to 
understanding the Postpalatial period more in general (see § 1.1). As a preamble to this 
concluding chapter, the present discussion first reflects on a key question that can help us 
better understand Postpalatial connectivity and networks: how did Italo-Aegean and Balkan 
networks in the Aegean and Italy survive the 12th-century crisis?  

The present study started from the position that the answer to this question was to be found 
ure. More specifically, by rethinking previous assumptions about the 

organization of Aegean external relations, I put forward the hypothesis that a scale-free type 
of network structure in which nonpalatial hubs maintained connectivity when the palatial hubs 
were destroyed would be robust enough to survive the 12th-century crisis (see e.g. § 1.3; § 3.6; 
§ 7.4). The validity of this hypothesis was tested primarily by focusing on the structure and 
dynamics of Italo-Aegean networks during the Palatial period and by examining whether or 
not these networks survived the 1200 BC crisis in the Argolid, Achaia and southern Italy. 
What the analysis revealed is that a scale-free network in which local nonpalatial hubs played 
an important role is a valid model for understanding the organization of Italo-Aegean relations 
in the Argolid during the Palatial period. To this may be added, however, that at the sublocal 
scale of analysis, these nonpalatial hubs consisted of a multiplexity of network communities  
                                                 
1796 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
1797 Scarano/Maggiulli 2014, 5; Saltini Semerari 2016.  
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which is something that was not hypothesized. The two remaining case studies further 
modified the starting hypothesis. In southern Italy, although we can reconstruct a network 
structure that was similarly centralized as the network in the Argolid at the regional analytical 
scale, it may not have been as multiplex at the local scale. In Achaia, moreover, we were able 
to reconstruct a decentralized, singular network structure. As Italo-Aegean relations persisted 
after 1200 BC in all three regions, this indicates that the scale-free network with nonpalatial 
hubs is but one of several network structures robust enough to survive the 12th-century crisis.  

In each of our study regions, the attested Italo-Aegean network structure not only survived 
the immediate aftermath of the crisis but continued to exist throughout the Postpalatial period. 
At different moments in time, however, the structure of the network was subjected to change. 
In Achaia, change occurred in LH IIIC Middle, when the attested network structure became 
more centralized at the regional scale, but did not differ significantly in terms of its local 
organization. In the Argolid, change did not come until LH IIIC Late. For this study region, 
the observed changes to the regional network structure were relatively minor but concealed a 
drastic reorganization at the local scale. This reorganization involved the dissolving of the 
multiplexity of network communities attested in the preceding period in favor of a simpler, 
singular structure. In both the Argolid and Achaia, the end of the Bronze Age saw a more 
significant change, during which connectivity was greatly diminished and it was no longer 
possible to reconstruct a clear network structure. In southern Italy, the responses to these 
changes in the Aegean were varied. Whereas the network community at Broglio disconnected 
from the Italo-Aegean network in LH IIIC Middle:2, the community at Roca remained 
connected and the structure of the network did not change locally. At Roca, too, however, 
connections faded after SM and the network structure became disentangled. The picture that 
arises is that Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks in each of the three study regions were robust 
enough to survive the 1200 BC crisis, yet did not remain stable during the Postpalatial period 
and did not survive in the long run. This implies that network structure alone cannot explain 
continuity and change in supraregional patterns of intercommunication, nor can fully account 
for regional trajectories in network dynamics.  

Therefore, in order to address these issues, we need to consider continuity and change in 
interregional network dynamics more broadly. During the Palatial period, the Argolid and 
Achaia initially mainly participated in networks which involved the exchange of Aegean-style 
ceramics and 
connected the Aegean not only to the east but also to the west. Indeed, the evidence for Italo-
Aegean relations in southern Italy in LH IIIA  B attested ation in this 
preexisting ceramic network alongside the Argolid, Achaia and other regions such as Crete. 
During LH IIIB, new interconnections emerged in the Argolid and Achaia which connected 
these regions to Italy and the Balkans in the realm of the consumption and production of the 

(HBW). These new connections 
were 
counterpart to the Palatial networks of  and Aegean-style ceramics. Despite these 

Saltini 
Semerari herefore, we may regard the emergence of the new Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan interconnections as a sign of increasing entanglement between regions that were 
already previously connected.1798 Indeed, the hybrid qualities of the bronzes suggest a closed 
circuit of intense connections between the Aegean, Italy and the Balkans prior to the first 
attested bronzes in the Aegean in LH IIIB:2 (see § 7.4). 

                                                 
1798 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
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As argued in § 7.4, this process of entanglement was nonlinear and did not occur at the same 
tempo in the various regions involved. Whereas the degree of entanglement between Achaia 

southern Italy experienced higher degrees of entanglement  
regions and the Aegean. In addition, while in the Argolid and Achaia we can observe a switch 

-period -Aegean and 
atial-era 

relations involving Aegean-style ceramics continued to go from strength to strength in 
southern Italy. This may seem like an unsolvable paradox when we consider Italo-Aegean 
(and Balkan) relations from the point of view of a single, unified network existing at multiple 
analytical scales. From the Aegean perspective, we may observe a change in this single 
network from ceramics to bronzes, while we do not see this change occurring in what is 
supposedly the same network in southern Italy. Therefore, what needs to be stressed is that the 
increasing entanglement between the Aegean and Italy described by Saltini Semerari1799 from 
the Palatial to the Postpalatial period was not simply a matter of increased traffic being driven 
through the same, singular network. Rather, this increase in entanglement involved the 
emergence of new network structures at the regional and local scale, parallel to preexisting 
ones. These new and old structures conflated at the interregional scale to form a greater 
whole. The reconstruction of such a multiplex network allows us to understand nonlinearity 
and diverging tempos of entanglement as aspects occurring in different parts of the network. 
What it does not explain, however, is the changing emphasis we witness repeatedly in the 
Postpalatial period between the individual parts.  

This is where local agency comes in. As explained in § 7.4, the switch in emphasis from the 
- - -

- ks in Achaia is best understood as a result of changing practices of elite 
interconnectivity. From LH IIIB onwards, when entanglement between the Aegean, Italy and 
the Balkans increased as a result of this first phase of elite interconnectivity, the cumulative 
choices made by local elites to either participate in networks involving the ceramics 
and 
led in the Aegean to a tipping of the proverbial connectivity sc
Urnfield networks. As explained above, this change in emphasis does not mean that the 
ceramic network disappeared; this network was still maintained and highly visible in southern 
Italy  which was also involved in the new phase of elite interconnectivity centered on the 

again when certain individuals or groups opted out of this first phase of elite interconnectivity 
and started emphasizing the alternative phase of connectivity involving the ornaments and/or 
the practice of cremation. While in Achaia this alternative phase still clearly involved elite 
individuals, in the Argolid the status of the group involved remains unclear. In any case, this 
development ushered in the shift from stage 1 to stage 2 in Italo-Aegean and Balkan network 
dynamics in the Aegean and was also reflected in the bronzes cataloged by Blake for southern 
Italy.1800 At the interregional scale, this alternative phase can be seen as the addition of a new 
subnetwork and, therefore, as a further increase in the ever-more rapidly increasing 
entanglement between the Aegean, Italy and the Balkans. At the regional and local scale, 
however, the responses to this development were more varied.  

In the Argolid, first of all, the wholesale switch to the alternative phase of connectivity is 
best understood as a conscious disentanglement from the first phase of elite interconnectivity. 
This shift was reflected regionally in the contraction of the network structure and locally in 
the restructuring of the network community. In Achaia, this alternative phase of connectivity 
                                                 
1799 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
1800 Compare Blake 2014, 222, Tab. 8.1 to 229, Tab. 8.2. 
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did not lead to such drastic overhaul. Instead, it appeared as a parallel, but not particularly 
popular option available to individual elites besides the still popular first phase of elite 
interconnectivity. Over the course of LH IIIC Middle  Late, a third option or subnetwork was 
added to the mix, in which the emphasis returned from west to east. This second phase of elite 
interconnectivity presented  have 
provided new opportunities for social differentiation in the late Postpalatial Argolid. These 
diverging regional and local responses were also reflected in the southern Italian networks. 
On the one hand, we can observe signs of increasing entanglement at Roca, where the ceramic 
network now also clearly included Achaia and the bronze network started to include items 
referring to the second phase of elite interconnectivity and the 

 in the Aegean. On the other hand, Broglio became completely 
disengaged from the Aegean at this time. Instead, this settlement shifted its focus towards 
intraregional networks within the Italian peninsula in the FBA. 

In hindsight, this shift turned out to be beneficial for the community at Broglio. During the 
subsequent LH IIIC Late  SM period, the different tempos of entanglement in the Argolid, 
Achaia and southern Italy all started hitting the tipping point and began moving towards 
disentanglement. By SM, the degree of contact intensity between the Aegean and the 

d greatly diminished and a new phase of elite interconnectivity took over 
in the EIA, centered on relations between the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean. While elite 
individuals in Achaia and the Argolid were initially partaking in this development and  in the 
case of Achaia were even at its forefront  ultimately the second crisis in the Peloponnese 
halted their development and caused the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network to disentangle (see 

phase of elite interconnectivity emerged more 
eastwards in Euboia, Crete, and Cyprus  places that may not have been as reliant on Italo-
Aegean and Balkan connectivity before and, hence, responded differently to the disentangling 
of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network. In southern Italy, a community such as Roca which 
had remained closely entangled with the Peloponnese was not able to bounce back from the 
violent destructions it sustained during the late Postpalatial crisis, whereas Broglio  which 
had already become disentangled from the Aegean after LH IIIC Middle  made it through the 
Bronze Age  Iron Age transition successfully. These developments indicate that although a 
robust regional network structure was a key prerequisite for the persistence of Italo-Aegean 
and Balkan networks after the 1200 BC crisis, subsequent network dynamics involving 
different rates of entanglement at the interregional scale and the local agency of communities 
to anticipate these dynamics affected the fate of these networks in the long term.  
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Chapter 8. Synthesis and Conclusions 
 
8.1. A Multi-Scalar Network Approach to the Survival of Italo-Aegean Connections 
In this PhD thesis, I set out to examine network dynamics and the connections between the 
Aegean and Italy during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition (ca. 1250  1000 BC). More 
specifically, I sought to understand how these connections were able to survive the so-called 
12th-century crisis  and continued to thrive during the ensuing Postpalatial period. From the 

onset of this examination, I have argued that previous research fails to sufficiently explain the 
evidence for these continued Postpalatial connections  due to a number of deeply engrained 
assumptions about economy and society in the preceding Palatial period. For the Palatial 
period, it was previously assumed that the Aegean palaces dominated all aspects of socio-
economic life, including the organization of external relations. Consequently, their destruction 
around 1200 BC is thought to have formed the end of these relations. What is more, the 
organization of Mycenaean external relations is usually perceived of in terms of center-
periphery interaction. Throughout this thesis, I have attempted to show that this model, which 
presupposes power relations between the more advanced Aegean palace centers and less 
complex societies located in their periphery, cannot account for continued interactions after 

-periphery interaction 
 

As an alternative, I sought to explore in this research the potential of a network perspective 
on the organization of Mycenaean external relations. By using the scale-free network model 
as a starting point, I hypothesized that the palaces were not the only hubs in the network and 
that the continuation of Italo-Aegean relations depended on the presence of nonpalatial hubs, 
which maintained part of the network when the palatial hubs were destroyed. In order to test 
this hypothesis, I conducted a multi-scalar contextual analysis of the evidence for Italo-
Aegean relations in three selected case studies: the Argolid, Achaia, and southern Italy. Italo-
Aegean relations present an excellent test subject for the premise of surviving nonpalatial 
hubs. Previous research had already ascertained that these relations not only continued after 
1200 but may have even grown in strength. The results of my analysis demonstrated that this 
was indeed the case; Italo-Aegean networks not only survived the 12th-century crisis but 
showed continued dynamics throughout the Postpalatial period. These dynamics take us far 
away from the Postpalatial period as merely an insignificant aftermath to the Palatial period 
and underscore the importance of analyzing both periods in tandem.  

 
8.2. Modes of Contact Before and After 1200 BC 
In order to understand how Italo-Aegean relations survived the 1200 BC crisis, it was first 
necessary to establish the nature of these relations before and after the crisis. Therefore, the 
first research question that my thesis sought to answer was: what were the modes of contact 
between the Aegean and Italy before and after the demise of the palaces? In each of the three 
case studies, the evidence indicates that Italo-Aegean relations were already in place before 
the palatial destructions and continued until the end of the Bronze Age. In the Aegean, this 

spearheads and violin-bow fibulae, as well as the so-called Handmade Burnished Ware  
(HBW)  which both first appeared in LH IIIB:2. In southern Italy, in contrast, the evidence 
already occurred at least from LH I  II onwards in the form of Aegean-style ceramics. In all 
of the three case studies, the exchange of finished goods did not comprise the dominant mode 
of , and Aegean-style ceramics were 
produced locally. In contrast to previous researchers, I have argued throughout this thesis that 
these three phenomena do not point to a single mode of contact. In the Aegean, the available 
evidence presents a convincing case for the presence of Italian immigrants on the one hand, as 
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well as for the involvement of local elites in interregional exchange networks pertaining to 
metalwork on the other hand. In southern Italy, local elites participated in these metal-based 
networks as well, but simultaneously took part in ceramics-based networks that may or may 
not have involved immigrant or itinerant craftsmen from the Aegean.   

As far as Italian immigrants in the Aegean are concerned, the evidence is formed mainly by 
the presence of substantial quantities of HBW in the Argolid. HBW is a domestic class of 
ceramics that in terms of both its production method and formal repertoire diverges in almost 
every possible way from the local Mycenaean-style ceramics, yet presents a close analog for 
domestic pottery in southern Italy. In Mycenae and Tiryns, the contextual associations of 
HBW did not suggest that this ware held an elevated status but instead indicated that it was 
tied to the daily life of its users. What is more, the evidence allows us to posit that these HBW 
users settled in relatively small numbers during LH IIIB:2, followed by a much larger number 
in LH IIIC Early. This is borne out by both the significant increase of HBW in the Argolid 
during LH IIIC Early, as well as the introduction of the so-
time in Italy and the Aegean. After LH IIIC Early, however, this network of people ceased to 
function and the HBW communities present in the Argolid no longer seem to have kept in 
touch with their home communities in southern Italy. At least, the absence of new southern 
Italian influences in the HBW produced locally in the Argolid points in this direction.   

In current scholarship, there is a persisting tendency to tie the presence of Italian immigrants 

we are dealing with the local production and consumption of foreign stylistic forms and we 
have evidence pointing to the presence of foreigners, this must mean that these phenomena 
are related. In this thesis, I have demonstrated that there are reasons to question this deeply 
i of 
spatio-temporal overlap, at the same time they attest to rather different dynamics. First, while 
the HBW can be assigned a clear point of origin, the bronzes cannot be pinpointed to a 
specific region. Second, whereas the HBW underwent a process of hybridization after its 

the HBW did not receive new input from Italy after LH IIIC Early, the bronzes attest to 
continued connections between the Aegean, Italy and the Balkans from LH IIIB:2 to SM. 

closely related phenomena and that the bronzes should not be understood in terms of the 
presence of Italian immigrants in the Aegean. Instead, my analysis of their chronological and 
typological developments, as well as their multi-scalar contextual associations have led me to 

elite connectivity during both the Palatial and Postpalatial period.  
For the late Palatial and early Postpalatial Argolid, my analysis showed that two important 

 the Tsountas hoard(s) and Tiryns Treasure  
can be interpreted as depositions stemming from competitive elite consumption. In Achaia, 
the so-
elites. In the late Postpalatial Argolid, although the evidence became more difficult to 
associate clearly with activities of local elites, it is not unlikely that prominent members of the 
community were involved in the decision-making that led to the incorporation of new types of 

the adoption of new burial 
practices, such as cremation. A similar mode of contact is appropriate when considering the 
evidence in southern Italy. Here too, the debate has so far centered on the question of whether 
the local production of Aegean-style ceramics should be understood in terms of local or 
Aegean craftsmen and whether Aegean craftsmen were itinerant or residing in Italian 
settlements. Yet a shift in focus in recent scholarship to the consumption of this ceramic class 
and to the multi-directional networks that may be reconstructed based on the analysis of 
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typological details, has made it possible to identify that local elites played a central role in 
maintaining Italo-Aegean relations during the Recent (RBA) and Final Bronze Age (FBA). In 
both Roca Vecchia and Broglio di Trebisacce, Aegean-style ceramics were consistently 

these areas  particularly in the case of FBA Roca  indicated that Italian elites formed nodes 
both in the ceramics-based network and the metal-based network that also involved Aegean 

(see further § 8.7). 

One of the side-effects of the center-periphery model is that it is disproportionately concerned 
with the center. In the study of Mycenaean external relations, the Argolid is often viewed as 
such a center and draws attention away from both other Aegean regions and extra-Aegean 
exchange partners. In my research, I sought to redress the balance by not only focusing on the 
perceived center but by including also Achaia and southern Italy  two regions often regarded 

 More specifically, through a comparison of these regions, I 
aimed to define the roles these three regions played in Italo-Aegean relations, by addressing 
the following question: 

  
In the Aegean, a comparison between the two case studies revealed both similarities and 

differences in network dynamics. In Achaia and the Argolid, I have been able to define two 
stages in network dynamics, based mainly on the typochronological distribution of the 

roughly contemporary but they were also characterized in part by the presence of the same 
types of bronzes. Although these stages have not received attention in previous scholarship, 
they are key to understanding the survival of Italo-Aegean networks after 1200 BC. The first 

right before and after the fall of the palaces (ca. LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early/Middle). In both 
regions, it was characterized by the dominance of weapons and tools, such as the leaf-shaped 
spearheads, Peschiera daggers, and  in the Argolid  also by the Naue II type sword. In the 
latter region, this stage also saw the introduction of the violin-bow fibula. The second stage 
encompassed the later Postpalatial period (ca. LH IIIC Middle/Late  SM). In both regions, 
this stage was dominated by the appearance of new ornament types, namely wheel-shaped 
ornaments, bow fibulae, spiraled finger rings and dress pins. In Achaia, this stage also 
involved the introduction of the violin-bow fibula and Naue II type sword, as well as new 
weapons and tools that never appeared in the Argolid (greaves, headgear). 

Despite these general congruencies, it is possible to recognize differences in the degree of 
interconnectivity and the organization of the Italo-Aegean network between the Argolid and 
Achaia for these two stages. For stage 1, I reconstructed a centralized and multiplex network 

the regional scale, this network comprised of Mycenae and Tiryns as regional hubs and five 
other sites, which only p
identified within the regional hubs which, in their turn, each comprised of several network 
communities. I have argued that these local hubs and network communities were not 
associated w
and tools) versus nonelite (violin-bow fibulae; HBW). In Achaia, I found the network of Italo-
Aegean relations to be characterized by a decentralized, more small-scale and less complex 

Regional hubs could not be identified among the six participating sites, whereas at the local 
scale the network comprised of the elite as a single network community. Apart from these 
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differences in network architecture, I observed that the Argolid and Achaia were also not 
equally connected to the Italian region during stage 1. It appears that the Argolid was more 
closely entangled with Italy relative to Achaia, based both on the amount of Italo-Aegean 
materials found in this  

During stage 2, connectivity in Achaia expanded considerably and the network became 
more centralized and complex. What is more, connection
regions intensified and became more intimate. For this stage, I was able to reconstruct at the 
regional scale a true scale-free network comprising of Kallithea, Voudeni, Klauss, Portes, and 
Spaliareïka as regional hubs among a total of 17 participating sites. While the elite remained 
the sole network community involved, I was able to identify more diversity between these 
elites, with one group that sought to affiliate itself 
and tools), whereas the other 
In contrast, the degree of connectivity and centralization decreased in the Argolid and the 
local network structure lost its multiplexity. At the regional scale, Argos replaced Tiryns as a 
hub alongside Mycenae, whereas only three other sites participated in the network. At the 
local scale, moreover, only a single network community could be identified, based on the 

 other find categories. This reversal in 
terms of network organization is also reflected in the degree of interconnectivity between both 
regions. During stage 2, it was Achaia rather than the Argolid that yielded the largest amounts 
of Italo-Aegean materia Indeed, the absence in 
the Argolid of symbolically-charged bronzes such as the headgear indicates that this region 
was less intimately  

For LH IIIB  C as a whole, seven hubs were identified among a total of 48 sites, based on 
the quantity of Aegean-style ceramics found at each site. This extent of centralization in the 
regional network was not accompanied by a multiplexity of network communities at the local 
scale, as was the case in the Argolid. Instead, the southern Italian network was structurally 
more similar to the Achaian network and seems to have involved only a single network 
community comprised of local elites. As stated, the hubs in the network of Aegean-style 

 
 

8.4. Local and Social Responses to Italo-Aegean Relations 
A third issue that was addressed in my thesis relates to the question: 

? In order to answer this question, I first had to understand the background against 
which the relations between the Aegean and Italy initially emerged. At the time the first 

in interregional networks. The Argolid participated in an eastern-based network in which 
circulated, as well as a ceramics-based network which connected this region to the 

other two case studies and beyond. Indeed, the evidence for Italo-Aegean relations in southern 
Italy relates mainly to this preexisting ceramics-based network, which tied the region not only 
to the Argolid and  to a lesser extent  Achaia, but to other Aegean areas such as Crete as 

addition of new Italo-Aegean contacts to this already complex configuration.  
One of the fundamental contributions of the present research is that I found no evidence in 

the Argolid for palatial involvement in Italo-Aegean relations. While this may in part be a 
result of certain biases in the dataset, simultaneously the data did reveal the involvement of 
various nonpalatial hubs. The identification of these hubs means that a center-periphery model 
of the organization of Italo-Aegean relations in the Argolid can finally be put to rest. The 
observation that the network also comprised of nonpalatial hubs is an important element for 
explaining how it maintained its robustness during the 12th-century crisis. As mentioned, in 
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both Mycenae and Tiryns, these hubs can be understood as hotspots of elite activity (see 

society. In fact, in this region elite individuals appear to have been the sole group involved in 
the upkeep of Italo-
dynamics. From the late Palat incorporated into 
elite practices and ideology and, therefore, exclusively impacted a circumscribed, elevated 
segment of Achaian society. Southern Italy represents a comparable case. The data from this 
region also highlight a dominant, perhaps even an exclusive, role for local elites, judging from 
the concentration of Aegean-style ceramics in contexts related to elite feasting practices (i.e. 
the RBA central hut at Broglio and area IX at Roca and the FBA hut temple at Roca). 

In the Argolid, however, elites did not comprise the sole network community involved in 
Italo-Aegean relations during stage 1. My analysis of the evidence demonstrated that nonelite 
network communities were also involved. First of all, whereas weapons and tools could only 
be associated with elite contexts, the early violin-bow fibulae were found in contexts that 
could not be tied to the activities of local elites but instead suggested the involvement of a 
nonelite component in society. In addition, the HBW users also seem to have held a nonelite 
status, based on the fact that this ceramic class demonstrated a strong contextual association 
with areas related to service and craft. During stage 2, this multiplex character of the Italo-
Aegean network in the Argolid changed to a more simple structure, involving a single, larger 
group in society of unclear social status. This group could be recognized in the dataset by 

I already 
noted in § 8.2, it is possible that some or all members of this network community held a more 
prominent position in society, yet the differences with individuals not adhering to these 
changes was so small that no conclusive inferences could be made regarding status.  

These differences in the social composition of the local network structure, both within 
stages 1 and 2 and between these stages, directly relate to the question of how communities in 
the Argolid responded to Italo-Aegean relations. For instance, because weapons and tools did 
not circulate in the same network community as the ornaments, these different categories of 

the weapons and tools were easily incorporated into preexisting practices as single objects 
replacing objects with a similar function of Mycenaean type. This suggests that these objects 
had a limited impact on LBA communities in the Argolid, stemming from the relative 
restrictedness of the elite network community. Ornaments, in contrast, were circulating in a 
broader, more open network community. Particularly during stage 2, they were not only 
adopted as single objects but also as part of more complex conceptual packages that impacted 
local dress styles and infused the symbolic realm. For the HBW, the question of impact can be 
understood both from the perspective of the local communities in which the HBW users 
settled or from the perspective of the HBW users themselves. In the Palatial period, the 
network community of HBW users was more open to interaction than the local Mycenaean 

whereas local corpora of Mycenaean ceramics did not show any influence from the HBW in 
return. This changed during the Postpalatial period. From LH IIIC Early onwards, there was a 
dialectical process of hybridization that included the HBW and local Mycenaean ceramics 
both in terms of shared shapes and styles, suggesting that societies in the Postpalatial Argolid 
were relatively fluid and open to change and innovation. 

What the Achaian case study demonstrated most clearly is that there is always a tension 
between the will to change and the urge to stick to tradition. While some pioneering 

bronzes at the expense of the previous ceramics-based networks, others maintained the 
 and did not change their network affiliations. At first, this dynamic led to the 
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elite burial  akin to what happened with the weapons and tools in the Argolid. However, as 
the tension between innovation and tradition reached a tipping point during LH IIIC Middle, a 
new type of warrior burial emerged which allowed members of the Achaian elite to 

Whereas earlier burials had included the 
unchanged practice, these new warrior burials revolved around the persisting presence of the 

decorated scabbards, or knives. These kinds of objects suggest a more intense or intimate 
 that involved a shared vocabulary of symbols. It did 

not take long before the  changed again, however, this time involving a subtle shift 

headgear, greaves,  at least to the modern 
observer   pointed towards the 
eastern Mediterranean. Examples are the spear butts and shield bosses, which occurred in the 
slightly later warrior burials of Euboia, Crete, 
were also associated with bird vases, which circul  

The fourth research question that I set out to answer in the present thesis was this: 

 One 
of the most significant results of my research is that I was able to demonstrate that, contrary to 
models based on the center-periphery model, the destruction of the Aegean palaces did not 
particularly impact Italo-Aegean connectivity. In fact, the 12th-century crisis did not incite 
substantial changes in Italo-Aegean network dynamics in the three study regions, nor did it 
change the dynamics of preexisting networks in these areas. As mentioned, the Italo-Aegean 
network emerged during the late Palatial period as an alternative network alongside the 
preexisting networks of  and ceramics. In the Argolid, the new Italo-Aegean 
network was organized in a similarly centralized way as these preexisting networks  the 
notable difference being that it was not possible to identify the palaces as a hub in the Italo-
Aegean network, whereas the latter evidently functioned as hubs in the network of . 
In Achaia, both the more developed ceramics-based network and the incipient Italo-Aegean 
network appear to have been elite-dominated. However, it should be noted that local elites 
generally did not comprise nodes in both networks at the same time. Despite these regional 
differences, both in Achaia and the Argolid the preexisting networks and the newly formed 
Italo-Aegean networks initially continued unchanged after the fall of the palaces. This 
continuity is also reflected in southern Italy, where we see a shift to local production of 
Aegean-style ceramics  which, however, had started already long before 1200 BC.  

In the course of the Postpalatial period, however, a number of changes did occur. I have 

all, I identified four phases of connectivity during the Late Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. 
The first phase involves the ceramics- -
others pertain to phases in 
Aegean and Italy. In Achaia, the most significant change took place in LH IIIC Middle, which 

-Aegean network dynamics. During this stage, 
the previous phase of ceramics- -

phase had already started during the preceding stage of the Italo-Aegean network in Achaia. 
Around the same time, the Italo-Aegean network expanded both in intraregional and 
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interregional scope. As stated, it became a true-scale free network revolving around regional 
hubs in western Achaia (see further § 8.3) but which included nodes in eastern Achaia as well. 
Various new types of bronzes, such as the already mentioned headgear, greaves, violin-bow 
fibulae and wheel-shaped ornaments were introduced in the region and the region also 
actively introduced new types into the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network  most notably the 
Group C variety of the Naue II type sword and possibly the Fontana di Papa type knife as 
well. Despite these changes at the interregional and regional scale, the local network 
organization in Achaia remained markedly similar to the network of stage 1.  

Also in the Argolid, stage 1 of the Italo-Aegean network can be tied to the first phase of 

disentangled from the network that emphasized weapons and tools and became entangled with 
Italy and the Balkans in a different manner, namely one that focused on cremation and 

 in contrast to the other two phases  in the Argolid it is not evident whether or not this phase 
was associated with local elites. What is clear is that this shift from weapons and tools  such 

 to ornaments  such as the bow 
fibula, long dress pin or spiraled finger ring  represented stage 2 of the Italo-Aegean network 
in the Argolid and was accompanied by a dramatic contraction in the local organization of the 
network structure (see further § 8.2). Meanwhile also in southern Italy, important changes 
occurred during this time. Whereas Broglio di Trebisacce disconnected from the Italo-Aegean 
network, Roca Vecchia became increasingly entangled with the Aegean  not only in the 
realm of Aegean-style ceramics but also in terms of the alternative phase of connectivity 

 
This alternative connectivity phase can also be observed in Achaia. In this region, in fact, 

this phase appeared alongside both the first phase of elite interconnectivity and a second 
phase of elite connectivity that emerged towards LH IIIC Late. To complicate matters, in 
Achaia the alternative phase of connectivity does appear to have been associated with the 
activities of local elites  contrary to the situation in the Argolid. In any case, as stated prior, 
towards LH IIIC Late a new phase of connectivity emerged once more that could clearly be 

as the second phase of elite connectivity, as a counterpart to the first phase between LH IIIB:2 
and LH IIIC Middle. As noted, this second phase was characterized by the introduction of 

(see further § 8.4). This second phase did not only characterize the last warrior burials in 
Achaia but also briefly flared up in the Argolid with the burial of the Tiryns warrior before it 
finally fizzled out in both regions in SM  PG. During this time, Italo-Aegean connectivity 
disentangled almost completely  also in southern Italy  and new elites in the eastern parts of 
the Aegean and Mediterranean emerged as champions of Early Iron Age connectivity.  

The picture that I have painted throughout the present thesis of intercommunications before 
and after the fall of the palaces is one of both continuity and change. On the one hand, the 
Italo-Aegean network continued across the often supposed Palatial-Postpalatial divide, while 
on the other hand this network was 
It is important to highlight that for the entire duration of the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition, 
the 
phases not only tended to overlap but also followed a nonlinear trajectory, with any given 
region being ahead of the curve in one phase but lagging behind in the next or . To 

in Chapter 1 (see § 1.2) but forces that frequently occurred at the same time and alongside 
each other. I have argued that this nonlinearity can be understood as the result of the 
cumulative actions of local nodes in the network, whose agency regarding interconnectivity 
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influenced the network dynamics of their region as a whole. This dialectic between the local 
and global underlines the importance of a multi-scalar approach to network dynamics.  

The fifth and main question my research sought to answer was: 
The analysis of the three case studies reveals that my 

initial hypothesis of a scale-free network in which nonpalatial hubs guaranteed the robustness 
of the network after 1200 required modification. Although this structure can be recognized in 
the Italo-Aegean network of the Argolid during stage 1 at the regional and local scale, at an 
even smaller analytical scale the nonpalatial hubs comprised of a multiplexity of overlapping 
network communities. This multiplexity could not be identified in southern Italy and Achaia, 
since the networks in these regions only involved local elite groups as a single network 
community and elite individuals as nonpalatial hubs. Despite this difference, the Italo-Aegean 
network in southern Italy also exhibited a scale-free topology, characterized by seven regional 
hubs among a total of 48 sites (see further § 8.2). In contrast to the Argolid and southern Italy, 
in Achaia, the scale-free topology was not yet fully formed prior to 1200 BC. Although we 
are dealing with three different regional network structures, in each study region Italo-Aegean 
connectivity survived the 12th-century crisis. What is more, in each region the connections 
between the Aegean and Italy followed their own regional trajectory in network dynamics in 
the ensuing Postpalatial period.  

These dynamics involved not only different developments in regional network structure but 
also different rates of entanglement and, subsequently, disentanglement. In addition, these 
entanglement and disentanglement processes followed a nonlinear progression. For example, 
while Achaia was less strongly connected to Italy prior to 1200 BC compared to the Argolid, 
in LH IIIC Middle  Late the tables turned and Achaia became the most entangled region of 

connectivity was at a maximum with its participation in all 
three phases of  connectivity (see further § 8.5), the Argolid disentangled from a 
key part of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network  the first phase of elite interconnectivity 

lytical scale, we can see 
similar dynamics in southern Italy when we compare Broglio and Roca. In Chapter 7, I 
demonstrated through my multi-scalar contextual analysis of the evidence in the three case 
studies that the shift in emphasis between the successive phases of (elite) connectivity and the 
various subparts of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network can only be explained as a factor of 
local agency. I firmly believe that the decisions made by the nodes in the network, be they 
individuals or larger communities, holds the key to understanding how Italo-Aegean and 
Balkan networks survived the 1200 BC crisis but were not able to fence off the second crisis 
occurring at the end of the Postpalatial period. While these networks were demonstratively 
robust enough to withstand a crisis, I concur with Saltini Semerari1801 that the cumulative 
effects of changes brought about by the local nodes in the course of the Postpalatial period led 
to such an increase in interconnectivity at the interregional scale that a crisis occurring in one 
region could reverberate through these networks and reach other parts.  

Ultimately, this led the Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks to disentangle 
towards the end of the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. Yet it should be stressed that these 
networks never completely became undone, as attested  for example  
affinities of the breast plates buried with the female in the MPG Toumba burial at Lefkandi. 
What is more, while Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks disentangled, other networks oriented 
more towards Cyprus and the eastern Mediterranean started to become more entangled. 
Perhaps, rather than thinking of these dynamics in terms of progressive and regressive phases 

                                                 
1801 Saltini Semerari 2016. 
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in Mediterraneanization  it is 
better to think of them as a change in emphasis within Mediterranean networks.   
 

Throughout this research, I have attempted to show how the center-periphery model fails to 
explain continuity in Italo-Aegean relations during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition and 
why a network perspective forms a better alternative. My critique of the center-periphery 
model, however, also has methodological implications beyond the archaeological problem at 
hand. In a recent study, Alex Knodell also adopted a network perspective to examine the 
broader societal changes taking place in the Euboian Gulf during the Bronze Age  Iron Age 

can result 
the identification of long-term trends across lar 1802 

 for analyzing network complexity in past 
societies,  for scope  to paraphrase Knodell  also 
means sacrificing part of our understanding of such complexity.  

In my research, I have devoted much time to the specifics of individual objects and broader 
objects types as a means to reconstruct Italo-Aegean network dynamics in the three case 
studies. Yet I approached these objects and types through a multi-scalar analysis of both their 
immediate local find context, as well as their regional distribution and the wider interregional 
context in which objects become imbued with cultural associations. The advantage of this 
approach is that it takes into account the main premise of Complex Network Theory that 

This 
premise, also known as the  of networks (see § 2.3), makes it impossible 

Instead, the whole and the parts  or the micro and the macro  need to be studied together. At 
the same time, the adopted approach also revealed a counterintuitive aspect of complex 
networks that goes against this common adage and instead mirrors the general tenets of Actor-
Network Theory. Through my analysis of Italo-Aegean relations during the Bronze Age  
Iron Age transition I was able to show that not only do we n

,  
-style 

ceramics at the regional scale allowed me to reconstruct robust network structures for all three 
case studies in which nonpalatial hubs played an important role. In each region, however, 
these hubs had their own local strategies for maintaining Italo-Aegean connectivity after 1200 
BC. These strategies were only revealed at the most detailed level of analysis, by examining 
the network communities hidden behind the regional and local hubs. In each of the case 
studies, moreover, individual objects, broader object types and their cultural associations 
presented a wealth of information about Italo-Aegean network dynamics at the interregional 
scale. In the Argolid, for instance, imported Naue II type swords from Italy and either Albania 
or the eastern Alps were found in the same settlement as locally produced specimens. As a 
group, these swords may be contrasted to the swords found in Achaia, which belonged to a 
later variety that may have been developed in this region. Simultaneously, in both of these 
regions, the Naue II type sword was closely linked to elite practices, such as lavish burial or 
conspicuous hoarding. This elite connotation can also be found in other areas, such as Italy 
(hoards and warrior burials), the Balkans (hoards) or the eastern parts of the Aegean and 
Mediterranean (warrior burials). Southern Italy offers a different example. Here, individual 
specimens of Aegean-style ceramics combined local production with various influences from 
the Argolid and Crete. These local products were found alongside imports from the Aegean 

                                                 
1802 Knodell 2013, 341. 
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that did not always map directly onto the areas of influence as demonstrated by their locally 
produced counterparts. , these imports and local products 
were used together in the context of Aegean-style feasting practices. Collectively, these 
individual and small-scale data points allow us to reconstruct the modes of transfer, exchange 
partners, and organization of the Italo-Aegean and Balkan network as a whole. This rather 
lengthy exposé aims to make the following, seemingly paradoxical, methodological point: in 
order to get to the macro and the generic, we need to study the micro and the particular.  

In this thesis, I have demonstrated that this apparent paradox can be resolved with the 
concept of network multiplexity. Multiplexity envisages network structures as consisting of 
various separate but overlapping micronetworks that coalesce at the macro scale. In the case 
of Italo-Aegean relations during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition, what may be viewed 
as a single network connecting the Aegean, Italy and the Balkans at the interregional scale, 
simultaneously comprised of regional network structures featuring regional and local hubs, 
which  in their turn  consisted of one or multiple network communities. Within these 
networks, moreover, individual nodes held considerable local agency. I have argued that, 
ultimately, it was the cumulative effect of the decisions made by these local agents that helped 
maintain the Italo-Aegean network during the 1200 BC crisis at the interregional scale but 
subsequently changed its dynamics during the ensuing Postpalatial period. We may, therefore, 
reverse the adage common in Complex Network Theory and state that, at least as far as 
networks and connectivity in the Postpalatial Aegean are concerned, the parts were at least as 
great, if not greater than the network as a whole.  

My detailed, multi-scalar and multiplex contextual approach to networks and connectivity in 
the Postpalatial Aegean also helps to envisage the Postpalatial period more in general in a new 
light. Where previous scholarship treated this period either as a downgrade from the grandeur 
of Palatial times or as a fresh start that ushered in the Early Iron Age, I have argued that the 
Postpalatial period did not involve such dramatic changes in economy and society. First of all, 
I demonstrated that, during the Palatial period, the palaces did not play as dominant of a role 
in Mycenaean external relations as the center-periphery model prescribes. Consequently, their 
demise ca. 1200 BC was not as impactful as to topple preexisting structures of interregional 
connectivity. In fact, I was able to demonstrate through my research that during the transition 
from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period continuity and change were not only two sides of 
the same coin (see § 1.2), but that continuity initially dominated over change. This continuity 
is often downplayed in current scholarship in an attempt to explain why the Late Bronze Age 
looks so fundamentally different from the ensuing Early Iron Age. In Chapter 3, I discussed 
the work of Dickinson as a prime example of this point of view.1803  

More recently, a number of thorough studies have also highlighted the significance of the 
Postpalatial period for understanding subsequent developments from the position of change. 
While these studies arrive at numerous commendable conclusions, they still do not seem to be 

radical reorganization and recession.1804 What I have attempted to show throughout the 
present study is that when we switch our vantage point and consider both periods together, we 
find alongside these changes substantial aspects of continuity  at least as far as Italo-Aegean 
and Balkan relations are concerned. Increasingly, there are scholars who are finding similar 
results in other realms of Mycenaean society that support this view (see further § 3.4). For 
example, a recent diachronic study of domestic architecture in Bronze Age Greece found that 
the changes in building practices witnessed from LH IIIB to LH IIIC were far less drastic than 
                                                 
1803 Dickinson 2006. 
1804 Murray 2013; Knodell 2013; Molloy 2016.  
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changes observed from LH IIIC to PG.1805 This picture matches well with the two stages in 
network dynamics I observed in the realm of Italo-Aegean and Balkan relations, as well as 
with the entanglement/disentanglement model put forward by Saltini Semerari.1806  

My emphasis on continuity across the supposed Palatial-Postpalatial divide also takes us 
back to the issue of continuity versus change. While I have argued that we need to take 
serious the evidence for continuity from the Palatial to the Postpalatial period, I have also 
argued that continuity does not equal stasis. In the Argolid, Achaia and southern Italy, the 
picture that emerges at the local scale is one of fluid, open societies in which new people were 
welcomed and new ideas were easily incorporated into existing practices and material culture. 

a shared cultural vocabulary, which subsequently would find their way back to local 
communities in a particular, localized form. At the same time, the fact that the new Italo-

preexisting networks of Aegean ceramics and  and did not involve a quick, 
wholesale switch indicates a clear tension in these communities between the willingness to 
welcome the new and a countermovement to preserve traditions. The ability of local groups 
and individuals to decide for themselves to what extent they would adhere to these 
countertendencies and the high degree of interregional connectivity implied by these opposing 
forces make the Postpalatial an extraordinarily dynamic period in the chronicles of Greek 
history  undoubtedly worthy of its own chapter.  
 

Throughout my research, I have identified two recurring themes that offer avenues for future 

during the late Palatial and Postpalatial periods. In Aegean studies, the Balkans often present 
 although there have been some previous attempts to 

remedy this, particularly in the realm of connectivity.1807 Yet in order to further improve our 
understanding of networks and connectivity during the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition, two 
courses of action are required. First of all, a study of Balkan-Aegean relations needs to be 
conducted that looks at how various areas in this diverse region interacted within the broader 
framework of Italo-Aegean and Balkan interactions. My research suggests that the Carpathian 
basin, in particular, 
whether this 
now the area of Caput Adriae, Croatia, Montenegro, 
communities in contemporary Bulgaria, is not evident and thus requires future study. Such a 
study, moreover, would need to involve the type of multi-scalar contextual approach that I 
developed for the purpose of the present research. Only through such an analysis will it be 
possible to account for the multiplexity that characterizes Italo-Aegean and Balkan networks 

my approach to the study of relations between the Balkans and Italy in the same period.  
The second recurring theme that emerges from my analysis is the role of Crete. In all three 

-based networks and in the 
-Aegean relations that developed alongside them. Like the Argolid and Achaia, 

Crete was an early participant in the Italo-Aegean network and offered both evidence for 

regions to emerge as central hubs in the new Early Iron Age phase of eastern Mediterranean 
                                                 
1805 Jazwa 2016; Jazwa forthcoming.  
1806 Saltini Semerari 2016.  
1807 See, for example, Bouzek 1985, contributions in Galanaki . 2007 and, more recently, Molloy 2016. 
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connectivity that followed the last phase of Italo-Aegean and Balkan connectivity during the 
Bronze Age  Iron Age transition. While this new phase generally involved new elites in 
upcoming areas such as Euboia and Cyprus, the presence of Crete among this illustrious 
company of Early Iron Age hubs suggests an aspect of continuity amidst change in 
Mediterranean network dynamics towards the end of the Postpalatial period. Against this 
background, the question that arises is how, for the duration of the Bronze Age  Iron Age 
transition, Crete fits exactly into the picture of Italo-Aegean connectivity that I reconstructed 
in the present thesis. For this reason, a comparison of the Cretan data with the evidence that I 
collected for the Argolid and Achaia presents an opportunity for refining the picture of how 
Aegean and Italian communities managed to keep, but also ultimately, lose touch in the 
changing world of the Bronze Age  Iron Age transition.  
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Catalog I. Possible Italian-Style Objects in the Argolid (ca. 1250-1000 BC) 
 
Locale: FIND SPOT UNKNOWN (total number of entries: 4) 
 

# Description Collection Date Reference 
I.01 1 lead six-  

type 
K. Müller - Matthäus 1980a, 126-

127 
I.02 1 lead six-

type 
K. Müller - Matthäus 1980a, 126-

127 
I.03 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife 

 
K. Müller - Matthäus 1980a, 132 

I.04 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife 
 

K. Müller - Matthäus 1980a, 132 

 
K. Müller Collection (total number of entries: 4) 

Type of collection Private collection 
Location Collection Archaeological Institute Göttingen; antiquities department 

Kassel Museum 
Description Collection of metal artifacts of probable Argolid provenance; precise find 

spot unknown 
Selected bibliography Matthäus 1980a 

 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.01. lead six-  

Type of artifact Six-  
Type of material Lead 
Size 4 cm in diameter 
Further details Damaged hub; surface corroded; resembles Redù type; similar to wheel 

I.82 (Tiryns) 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Last known location Collection Archaeological Institute Göttingen 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 126-127, Abb. 14 

 
I.02. lead six-  

Type of artifact Six-  
Type of material Lead 
Size - 
Further details Broken in 2 parts; more delicate than object I.01 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Last known location On loan to antiquities department of Kassel Museum 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 126-127, Abb. 15 

 
I.03. bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  
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Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Fragment 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool?  
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Some early specimens in 
the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity 

Last known location Collection Archaeological Institute Göttingen 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 132, Abb. 20.1 and n. 101; Harding 1975, 198; Bouzek 

1985, 149 
 
I.04. bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Fragment 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Some early specimens in 
the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity 

Last known location Collection Archaeological Institute Göttingen 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 132, Abb. 20.2 and n. 101; Harding 1975, 198; Bouzek 

1985, 149 
 
Locale: Argive Heraion (total number of entries: 5) 
 

# Description Site Date Reference 
I.05 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 

smooth bow 
Heraion LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Bouzek 1985, 153 

I.06 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
smooth bow 

Heraion LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Bouzek 1985, 153 

I.07 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
bow plate 

Heraion LH IIIC/SM? Bouzek 1985, 156 

I.08 1 bronze symmetrical bow fibula 
with knobs 

Heraion SM? Blinkenberg 1926, 70 

I.09 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
bow plate 

Prosymna LH IIIC/SM? Bouzek 1985, 156 

 
Argive Heraion (total number of entries: 4) 

Type of site Sanctuary/settlement 
Location Located between Mycenae and Midea on terraces below Mt. Euboia in 

 
Main period(s) of use Geometric to Roman periods (sanctuary); also substantial Mycenaean 

phase (settlement) and evidence of earlier use 
Research history Early small-scale investigations by Gordon (1836); Rangabe (1854); 
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Schliemann (1874) and Stamatakis (1878); mainly excavated by the 
American School of Classical Studies in Athens; first under Waldstein 
(later Walston; 1892  1895), later under Blegen (1925  1928; see also 
Prosymna below) 

State of research Extensive excavation; final publications; various articles 
Selected bibliography Waldstein 1902; Blegen 1937; Wright 1982; Antonaccio 1992 

 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.05. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 8.3 cm 
Further details Bouzek type B; not mentioned by Blinkenberg 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB/LH IIIC; no conclusive evidence for 

early date cult 
Suggested origin Urnfield /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion  incl. northern Italy, but 

could also be locally produced in the Aegean   
Context Votive deposit in Argive Heraion; no further details noted 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Waldstein 1902, 240, Pl. LXXXIV, 811; Bouzek 1985, 153 

I.06. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 6 cm 
Further details Bouzek type B; not mentioned by Blinkenberg 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB/LH IIIC; no conclusive evidence for 

early date cult 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion  incl. northern Italy, but 

could also be locally produced in the Aegean 
Context Votive deposit in Argive Heraion; no further details noted 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Waldstein 1902, 240, Pl. LXXXIV, 812; Bouzek 1985, 153 

 
I.07. bronze violin-bow fibula with bow plate 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bow plate 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 7.1 cm 
Further details Bouzek type I; not mentioned by Blinkenberg 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC/SM; no conclusive evidence for early 

date cult 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion  incl. Italy, but could also 

be locally produced in the Aegean 
Context Votive deposit in Argive Heraion; no further details noted 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Waldstein 1902, 240, Pl. LXXXIV, 815; Bouzek 1985, 156 
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I.08. bronze symmetrical bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Symmetrical bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 6 cm 
Further details Blinkenberg type II.12; not mentioned by Bouzek 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: SM; no conclusive evidence for early date cult 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion  incl. Italy, but could also 

be locally produced in the Aegean 
Context Votive deposit in Argive Heraion; no further details noted 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Waldstein 1902, 241, Pl. LXXXV, 843; Blinkenberg 1926, 70, II.12h 

Prosymna (total number of entries: 1) 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location Various groups of tombs on the 3 ridges and 1 hill to the north and 

northwest of the Mycenaean settlement at the Argive Heraion 
Main period(s) of use LH I  LH IIIB:2; 1 burial dating to LH IIIC Early 
Research history Tholos dug by Stamatakis (1878); the rest excavated by the American 

School of Classical Studies in Athens, first 2 chamber tombs discovered 
by Waldstein (1892  1895); 3 extensive campaigns by Blegen (1925; 
1927  1928). Additional discoveries mentioned by Antonaccio (with 
references) 

State of research Extensive excavation; final publication 
Selected bibliography Waldstein 1902; Blegen 1937; Antonaccio 1992, 98 and n. 38 

Total number of tombs Unknown 
Number of tombs excavated 53 plus additional discoveries 
Type of tombs 52 chamber tombs; 1 tholos 
Burial form(s) Primary and secondary inhumation; single and multiple  
Anthropological analysis Limited: cranial counts 
Associated settlement The Mycenaean settlement at the Argive Heraion 

 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.09. bronze violin-bow fibula with bow plate 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bow plate 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Bouzek type I 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC/SM (Bouzek) or Geometric1808  

(Blegen); Date based on stratigraphy: also Geometric? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion  incl. Italy, but could also 

be locally produced in the Aegean 
Context Chamber tomb 37 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Blegen 1937, 71, Fig. 301, 124; Bouzek 1985, 156 

                                                 
1808 Blegen refers to a Geometric bronze pin in his main text (1937, 124) but clearly depicts a bronze fibula on 
the accompanying Fig. 301 (1937, 71). 



 

381 
 

 

Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos 
Location West of Classical sanctuary of Hera (Kephalari Hill) 
Main period(s) of use Phase 1: LH IIIA:1  IIIA:2 (middle and lower level); Phase 2: LH IIIB:1 

(upper level); Phase 3: Geometric funerary cult? 
Burial form(s) Primary inhumation burials; secondary inhumation burials; min. no. of 14 

individuals (incl. 1 in cist in dromos) 
Anthropological analysis Limited: cranial counts 
Discussion Lintel of door has collapsed; underneath the pin was found. It is not 

 
Bibliography Blegen 1937, 123-128; Shelton 1996, 238-241 

 

Primary inhumation burial (upper 
layer; right) 

Fragments of a beaked jug and a hydria (LH IIIB:1) 

Primary inhumation burial (upper 
layer; south) 

1 obsidian blade; 1 strainer jug; 1 unpainted kylix stem (LH IIIB:1) 

Primary inhumation burial 
(lower layer; right) 

1 deep angular cup (LH IIIA:2) 

Primary inhumation burial (lower 
layer; middle) 

1 nautilus-shaped glass-paste bead; 1 seashell; 1 steatite button; 2 jugs; 2 
kylikes; 1 feeding-bottle; 1 amphora (mostly LH IIIA:1; 1 jug of LH 
IIIA:1  2) 

Secondary burials (lower layer; 
center) (3 skulls)  

1 small kylix; 1 large goblet (skull no. 43); 1 large burnt vessel (skull no. 
40); pottery not dated by Shelton 

Secondary burials (lower layer; 
left) (6 skulls) 

3 kylikes; 2 unpainted cups; 1 shallow cup; 1 amphora; 1 alabastron 
(eastern part); 1 terracotta figurine; 3 kylikes; 1 alabastron; 1 jug (middle 
part); 1 long bronze sword; 2 pieces of gold wire; fragments of 
wood/ivory handle; 1 broad bronze leaf-shaped dagger (might be 
heirloom); 9 nautilus-shaped glass-paste beads; 1 round bead; 2 steatite 
buttons; 1 piece of worked bone (western part); pottery all LH IIIA:1  2 

Collapsed layer Protocorinthian sherds; many fragments of bronze, bronze wire; a bronze 
 

Cist burial inside dromos 1 bronze knife; fragments of 1 unpainted shallow cup; not dated by 
Shelton 

Other finds 16 kylix stems and other sherds (dromos); 8 steatite buttons (floor); 4 
steatite buttons; 9 glass-paste beads; 1 small fragment of bronze; 1 
seashell (sieving) 

 
Locale: ARGOS (total number of entries: 13) 
 

# Description Site Date Reference 
I.10 1 bronze long pin with row of 

swellings 
Deiras LH IIIC (end) or 

SM 
Deshayes 1966, 206 

I.11 1 bronze long pin with zigzag 
decoration 

Deiras SM (beginning) Deshayes 1966, 207 

I.12 1 bronze long pin with row of 
swellings 

Deiras SM (beginning) Deshayes 1966, 206 

I.13 1 bronze four-spoked wheel  
 

Deiras LH IIIC (end) Deshayes 1966, 59 

I.14 1 bronze long pin with simple 
shank of wire 

Deiras Older than LH IIIC 
(end)? 

Bouzek 1985, 165 

I.15 1 bronze symmetrical twisted bow 
fibula 

Deiras 
 

SM Jung 2006, 190, n. 
1382 

I.16 1 bronze long pin with globe and 
disc top 

Deiras SM Jung 2006, 190, n. 
1382 

I.17 1 bronze long pin with globe and Deiras SM Jung 2006, 190, n. 
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disc top 1382 
I.18 1 bronze long pin with globe and 

disc top 
Deiras SM Jung 2006, 172, n. 

1205 
I.19 1 bronze asymmetrical bow fibula 

with two knobs 
Tumulus 
Kadzavel. 

LH IIIC Middle:2  
Late 

Jung 2006, 192-193 

I.20 1 bronze asymmetrical bow fibula 
with two knobs 

Tumulus 
Kadzavel. 

LH IIIC Late Jung 2006, 193 

I.21 1 bronze asymmetrical twisted bow 
fibula 

Tumulus 
Kadzavel. 

LH IIIC Late (at 
latest) 

Jung 2006, 192 and nn. 
1405, 1408 

I.22 1 bronze finger ring with 
antithetical spiral endings 

Tumulus 
Kadzavel. 

LH IIIC Late (at 
latest) 

Piteros 2001, 105, n. 21 

Deiras (total number of entries: 9) 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location Deiras ridge, foot of Aspis and Larissa 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:1  PG; possibly already in LH IIB 
Research history Excavated by the ènes; first campaigns by Vollgraff 

(1902  1904, 1930), later campaigns by Deshayes (1954  1955, 1958); 
2 chamber tomb excavated in 1970 by the Greek Archaeological Service 

State of research Extensive excavation; preliminary reports; final publications 
Selected bibliography Vollgraff 1904; 1931, 76-77; Deshayes 1953; 1966; 1969; Charles 1963, 

7-33; Michaud 1971, 867; Phillipa-Touchais/Papadimitriou 2015 
 

Total number of tombs Unknown 
Number of tombs excavated Ca. 721809 
Type of tombs Ca. 42 chamber tombs; ca. 30 pit graves 
Burial form(s) Inhumation1810; multiple and single burials; primary and secondary 

burials 
Anthropological analysis For 11 tombs extensive research; for the remaining tombs limited: cranial 

counts and sometimes age or sex noted 
Associated settlement Unknown (possibly underneath modern city or on Larissa) 

 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.10. bronze long pin with row of swellings 

Type of artifact Long pin with row of swellings 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 37.8 cm 
Further details Deshayes type II; Bouzek type III 
Function Dress pin 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC (end)  SM (beginning) 
Suggested origin /Syro-Palestine?  import or local production 
Discussion Sandars and Deshayes suggested Syro-Palestine parallels but Bouzek 

argues that  parallels are closer, esp. from the Balkans, central 
Europe, and Italy 

Context Chamber tomb XIV 
Last known location Argos Museum; on display1811 
Bibliography Sandars 1958-1959, 237; Deshayes 1966, 206, Pl. XXIV, 3; Bouzek 

1985, 163, 166 

                                                 
1809 Vollgraff and Deshayes excavated ca. 40 chamber tombs and 30 pit graves, while 2 more chamber tombs 
were excavated by the Greek Archaeological Service, see Phillipa-Touchais/Papadimitriou 2015, 449. 
1810 Deshayes (1966, 246) reports 3 possible cases of cremation but this has later been refuted by Hägg 1987. 
1811  this is also the case for cat. nos. I.11  I.18. 
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Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos 
Location  
Main period(s) of use Phase 1: LH IIIB and perhaps earlier; Phase 2: transition LH IIIC 

(end)/SM (beginning); Phase 3: SubG (funerary cult) 
Burial form(s) 1 primary inhumation burial; 1 bone heap in center tomb; 2 deposits of 

bones in pits  
Anthropological analysis None 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 39-45 and n. 1 

 

Primary inhumation burial  1 lekythos (next to remains); 2 vases (south of remains); 1 vase (on top of 
older remains);  

Older inhumation layer covered 
by rubble, no link with individual 
burial 

2 vases on top of layer; fragments of another vase amidst the layer; 5 
other vases found fragmented on floor; more unspecified pottery 

Pit near center with deposit of 
bones 

2 vases; 3 figurines and fragments of a 4th; fragments of a three-handled 
jar 

Pit west of entrance with deposit 
of bones 

Fragments of several vases that were also found in other parts of the 
tomb 

Other finds  LH IIIB goblet and steatite button (entrance); various sherds of 
Mycenaean type (dromos); SubG vases (within chamber immediately 
beneath vault; possibly funerary cult) 

 
I.11. bronze long pin with zigzag decoration 

Type of artifact Long pin with zigzag decoration 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 19.3 cm 
Further details Deshayes type 3; Bouzek type V 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (beginning) 
Suggested origin /East?  import or local production 
Discussion Deshayes considers the type characteristic for connections between the 

Aegean and the East; Bouzek observes closer parallels with the general 
 region 

Context Chamber tomb XVII 
Last known location Possibly in the Argos Museum1812 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 207; Bouzek 1985, 165-166 

 

Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos 
Location  
Main period(s) of use Without interruption LH IIIB  SM; funerary cult in SubG  
Burial form(s) Primary burial; secondary bone heap; min. no. of 9 individuals  
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 50-54 

 

Inhumation layer 1 (disturbed burial no. 1); 3 vases of SM date (disturbed 
burial no. 9)  

Inhumation layer 2 2 vases of LH IIIB date, 1 steatite button (level of  6 burials); LH IIIB 

                                                 
1812 During visits to the Argos Museum in 2012 and 2014, I saw a pin similar to this one in one of the display 
cases. It was positioned directly next to several other pins and a knife, which makes it difficult to distinguish the 
features of the various objects (see also I.12). 
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cup, steatite button (disturbed burial no. 8) 
Other finds Scattered pitcher of LH IIIC (end) date; 1 bronze knife (floor); SubG cup, 

krater and other sherds; Archaic? sherds (within chamber on top 
inhumation layer 1); sherds of Mycenaean, SubG and later date, 2 
terracotta objects (dromos) 

 
I.12. bronze long pin with row of swellings 

Type of artifact Long pin with row of swellings 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 18.4 cm 
Further details Deshayes type II; Bouzek type III 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (beginning) 
Suggested origin /Syro-Palestine?  import or local production 
Discussion Sandars and Deshayes suggested Syro-Palestine parallels but Bouzek 

argues that  parallels are closer, esp. from the Balkans, central 
Europe and Italy 

Context Chamber tomb XVIII 
Last known location Possibly in the Argos Museum1813 
Bibliography Sandars 1958-1959, 237; Deshayes 1966, 206, Pl. XXIV, 4; Bouzek 

1985, 163, 166 
 

Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos 
Location   
Main period(s) of use SM (beginning) 
Burial form(s) Primary? inhumation burials (min. no. of 3 individuals) 
Anthropological analysis Limited: cranial count 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 54-55 

 

Inhumation layer, no link with 
individual burial 

1 stirrup jar of SM (beginning) date; 1 sherd of earlier date; 
 

Other finds SubG sherds (on top of inhumation layer) 
 
I.13. bronze four-  

Type of artifact Four-  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 3.6 cm in diameter 
Further details - 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC (end) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Chamber tomb XXII 
Last known location Argos Museum, on display 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 203, Pl. XXIV, 8; Matthäus 1980a, 118-119, Abb. 6.3 

 

Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos 
Location  

                                                 
1813 During visits to the Argos Museum in 2012 and 2014, I saw a pin similar to this one in one of the display 
cases. It was positioned directly next to several other pins and a knife, which makes it difficult to distinguish the 
features of the various objects (see also I.11). 
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Main period(s) of use LH IIIC (end) 
Burial form(s) Secondary inhumation burials (min. no. of 5 individuals) 
Anthropological analysis Limited: cranial count 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 59-60 

 

Surface inhumation layer 2 vases LH IIIC (end) 
In inhumation layer, no link with 
individual burial 

2 blue steatite spindle whorls; 2 bronze rings; ; 1 
amphoriskos 

Other finds Late black gloss sherds (rubble layer collapse vault); 1 fragment of iron 
(rubble layer collapse vault); 1 fragment of stirrup jar (pink layer of clay 
below rubble); 1 fragment of matt painted (pink layer of clay below 
rubble) 

 
I.14. bronze long pin with simple shank of wire 

Type of artifact Long pin with simple shank of wire 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 12.5 cm 
Further details Bouzek type VIc 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: older than end LH IIIC (Deshayes) 
Suggested origin ?  import or local production 
Discussion Bouzek discusses various parallels from the  area, incl. Italy for 

his types VIa and VIb, but does not address his type VIc specifically. In 
general, he emphasizes links with the northwestern Balkans and northeast 
Italy for the long pins 

Context Pit grave 25 
Last known location Unknown; possibly in Argos museum 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 204; Bouzek 1985, 165-166 

 

Type of context Pit grave 
Location  supérieur  
Main period(s) of use Unknown; date suggested by pin older than end LH IIIC? 
Burial form(s) 1 primary inhumation burial (back); 1 disturbed cranium 
Anthropological analysis Limited: cranial count 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 101, 204 

 

Primary burial on back 1 bone pin,  (near shoulder) 
Other finds Unrelated MH sherds 

 
I.15. bronze symmetrical twisted bow fibula 

Type of artifact Symmetrical twisted bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 5.5 cm 
Further details Needle incomplete; designated as Blinkenberg type II.7 
Function Clothing pin; possibly part of costume together with bronze pins I.16 and 

I.17 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (Jung). Originally dated to end of LH IIIC 

(Deshayes) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion In Aegean, subtype generally dates to SM  PG; 1 fragment from Tiryns 

(I.96) is much earlier but is most likely a violin-bow fibula. In Italy, 
earliest date to FBA 2 (= LH IIIC Late  SM). Therefore, this particular 
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type appears in Italy and the Aegean at about the same time or slightly 
earlier in Italy 

Context Chamber tomb XXIX 
Last known location Possibly in the Argos Museum1814 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 144, 207, Pl. LXXXVII, 6 (center); Jung 2006, 190, n. 

1382 
 
I.16. bronze long pin with globe and disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with globe and disc top 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 23.2 cm 
Further details Deshayes type I; Bouzek type Ib 
Function Clothing pin; possibly part of costume together with bronze fibula I.15 

and pin I.17 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (Jung). Originally dated to end of LH IIIC 

(Deshayes) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Deshayes argues for a local, Mycenaean  origin but Bouzek and others 

agree on an  origin, with close parallels esp. with pins from 
southern Italy, Sicily, and Albania 

Context Chamber tomb XXIX 
Last known location Argos Museum; on display 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 144, 206, Pl. LXXXVII, 6; Bouzek 1985, 162, 165-166 

(wrongly attributed to ChT XXXIII); Jung 2006, 190, n. 1382 
 
I.17. bronze long pin with globe and disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with globe and disc top 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 24 cm 
Further details Deshayes type I; Bouzek type Ib 
Function Clothing pin; possibly part of costume together with bronze fibula I.15 

and pin I.16 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (Jung). Originally dated to end of LH IIIC 

(Deshayes) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Deshayes argues for a local, Mycenaean origin but Bouzek and others 

agree on an  origin, with close parallels esp. with pins from 
southern Italy, Sicily and Albania 

Context Chamber tomb XXIX 
Last known location Argos Museum; on display 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 144, 206, Pl. LXXXVII, 6; Bouzek 1985, 162,  165-166 

(wrongly attributed to ChT XXXIII); Jung 2006, 190, n. 1382 
 

Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos  
Location  supérieur  
Main period(s) of use Phase 1: LH IIIA:2  LH IIIB; Phase 2: SM (originally LH IIIC end) 
Burial form(s) 1 primary inhumation burial (north); 1 primary inhumation burial (south); 

2 bone heaps (min. no. of 10 individuals) 
Anthropological analysis Limited: cranial count 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 90-93; Jung 2006, 190, n. 1382 

                                                 
1814 During visits to the Argos Museum in 2012 and 2014, I saw a bow fibula in the same case as the bronze 
wheel from Deiras (cat. no. I.13), but it is not as well preserved as the fibula which is depicted in the publication. 
Therefore, a secure identification cannot be made.  
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Primary inhumation burial (north) 
 

1 SMin stirrup jar (near south wall); 
; 1 bronze ring (finger); 1 

bronze ring (fragmented) 
Primary inhumation burial (south) - 
Secondary bone heap (east) 1 three-handled jar; 1 steatite button 
Secondary bone heap (north) 3 fragments of sherds; 1 steatite button 
Other finds 1 vase (scattered in front of entrance); 1 terracotta animal figurine (in 

front of entrance); 1 LH IIIB footed cup (before entrance tomb); 1 
Geometric sherd (collapsed area); 1 Attic 6th century fragment (collapsed 
area); 1 SubG figurine (collapsed area); Fragments of MH and 
Mycenaean pots (dromos); Fragments of MH Grey Minyan, Mycenaean 
footed cups and undecorated pottery (in collapsed vault) 

 
I.18. bronze long pin with globe and disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with globe and disc top 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 35 cm 
Further details Deshayes type I; Bouzek type Ib; Globe larger than I.11 and I.12 
Function Dress pin 
Date Dated based on pottery: LH IIIC (end) or SM 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Deshayes argues for a local, Mycenaean  origin but Bouzek and others 

agree on an  origin, with close parallels esp. with pins from 
southern Italy, Sicily and Albania 

Context Chamber tomb XXXIII 
Last known location Argos Museum; on display 
Bibliography Deshayes 1966, 206, Pl. XXIV, 2; Bouzek 1985, 165-166; Jung 2006, 

172 and n. 1205 
 

Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos 
Location  supérieur  
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:1  IIIA:2; period of reuse LH IIIC (end) or SM 
Burial form(s) Secondary inhumation burials scattered at top layer and middle layer; 2 

bone heaps at lower level (min. no. of 7 individuals); deposit of bones in 
pit at floor level of tomb  

Anthropological analysis Extensive: for 12 individuals age, sex, measurements; facial morphology 
etc.; unfortunately no contextual information so the individuals cannot be 
connected to specific layers/finds 

Composition of burial group 1) 45-year-old male; 2) 30- to 35-year-old female; 3): 55- to 60?-year-old 
female; 4) 55- to 60?-year-old male; 5) 30-year-old adult; 6) 4- to 5-year-
old child; 7) 40- to 45-year-old male; 8) 40-year-old male; 9) 45-year-old 
male; 10) >50-year-old male; 11) 45-year-old male; 12) 7- to 8-year-old 
child 

Bibliography  Charles 1963, 18-21; Deshayes 1966, 98-101 
 

Top inhumation layer, no link 
with individual burial 

Large amphora of LH IIIC (end) or SM date; 1 bronze ring; 
; balls of yellow ocher; 3 white stones 

Middle inhumation layer - 
Lower inhumation layer, no link 
with individual burial 

1 vase; 1 steatite button (bone heap southwest corner); 3 vases; 1 
terracotta bull (bone heap northeast corner) 

Pit with bone deposit, no link 
with individual burial 

4 vases; various pot sherds; 1 shell 

Other finds MH sherds; Mycenaean sherds; part of figurine, other part found in 
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chamber (dromos) 
 
Tumulus Kadzavelou Plot/Tripolis Street (total number of entries: 4) 

Type of site Tumulus 
Location Argos (south), Kadzavelou (Kandsawelos) plot on west side of Tripolis 

street 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Middle  Late; possibly 1 SM; 1 PG  
Research history Excavated by the Greek Archaeological Service (1985) 
State of research Extensive excavation; extensive preliminary report 
Selected bibliography Piteros 2001; Jung 2007b, 226 

 

Total number of burials 52 
Number of tombs excavated 52 
Type of tombs 24 intact urns covered with vessel; 12 fragmented urns without vessel; 16 

pit, cist and shaft graves 
Burial form(s) Inhumation and cremation burials; single burials; primary burials; 

selection remains cremation and pyre 
Anthropological analysis Limited: initial distinction between adults (7), children (5), infants (4) for 

inhumation burials; initial distinction between adults (20) and children 
(11) for cremation urns, but the remains were not examined by a physical 
anthropologist. In 5 fragmentary urns, no cremation remains were found 
preserved 

Associated settlement Unknown (possibly underneath modern city or on Larissa) 
Discussion Covering of urns with vessels could suggest connection with cremation 

rituals in Italy (Jung 2007a) 
 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.19. bronze asymmetrical bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Asymmetrical bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 11.5 x 7.5 cm; 0.4-0.8 cm in diameter 
Further details 

from Perati; perhaps Blinkenberg type II.10; incised decoration 
Function Dress pin 
Date Dated based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:2  Late1815 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion This particular type of bow fibula appears in both Italy and the Aegean at 

about the same time. The direction of transfer is unclear; perhaps shared 
tradition 

Context Urn 14 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Piteros 2001, 107-108 and Eik. 19 (caption wrongly attributes the fibula 

to urn 25); Jung 2006, 192-193; Thomatos 2006, 234-235 (with wrong 
attribution urn 25 from caption) 

 

Type of context Urn covered with vessel 
Location Within circle of 5 shaft graves and 1 pit grave; in center of tumulus 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Middle Advanced  Late 

                                                 
1815 Piteros 2001, 107 d
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Burial form(s) Cremation burial  
Anthropological analysis Limited: this urn probably contained an adult 

 

Urn 1 small belly-handled amphora FS 58 
Cover vessel 1 shallow angular bowl FS 295 
Finds inside urn 

 
I.20. bronze asymmetrical bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Asymmetrical bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Described as being identical to fibula I.19  
Function Dress pin 
Date Dated based on pottery: LH IIIC Late 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion This particular type of bow fibula appears in both Italy and the Aegean at 

about the same time. The direction of transfer is unclear; perhaps shared 
tradition 

Context Urn 32 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Piteros 2001, 110-111 (no image); Jung 2006, 192-193 

 

Type of context Urn covered with vessel 
Location Cluster of urns in western corner of Kadzavelou plot 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Late 
Burial forms Cremation burial  
Anthropological analysis Limited: this urn probably contained an adult 

 

Urn 1 neck-handled amphora FS 69 
Cover vessel 1 cup with broad band in/outside rim FS 216 
Finds inside urn 1 fragmented monochrome skyphos FS 285; 

 
 
I.21. bronze asymmetrical twisted bow fibula 

Type of artifact Asymmetrical twisted bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Fragmented  
Function Dress pin 
Date Dated based on pottery: LH IIIC Late at latest 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion In Aegean, this sub-type dates at least to LH IIIC Late  SM; possibly 

earlier if one considers the date of I.21. In Italy, specimens are known 
from RBA  FBA I (= LH IIIB Early  LH IIIC Middle:2). Therefore, 
this type appears either at the same time or slightly earlier in Italy 

Context Urn 46 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Piteros 2001, 105, n. 21, 112 and n. 59 (no image, p. 112 gives wrong 

number 47 for hydria); Jung 2006, 191-192 and nn. 1405, 1408 
 
I.22. bronze finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 
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Type of artifact Finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 
Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Finger ring 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late at latest 
Suggested origin   import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. southern Italy 

but could also be locally produced 
Context Urn 46 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Piteros 2001, 105, n. 21 (mentions both I.21 and I.22), 112 and n. 59 (no 

image, p. 112 gives wrong number 47 for the hydria, n. 59 does not 
mention I.22); Jung 2006, 192 and nn. 1405, 1408 

 

Type of context Urn covered with vessel 
Location Cluster of urns in western corner of Kadzavelou plot 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Late (at latest) 
Burial forms Cremation burial  
Anthropological analysis Limited: this urn probably contained an adult 

 

Urn 1 hydria FS 128 
Cover vessel 1 shallow angular bowl FS 295 
Finds inside urn 1 bronze asymmetrical twisted bow fibula; 1 bronze ring with double 

spiral ending 
 
Locale: Asine (total number of entries: 0; locally produced HBW) 
 
Asine: settlement 

Type of site Settlement (large) 
Location Inside the Acropolis of Asine (the Kastraki near Tolo); Lower Town on 

northern slopes of Acropolis; Karmaniola plot east of the Acropolis 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:1  LH IIIC/Final Mycenaean; PG. Also evidence for use of site 

in earlier and later periods 
Research history Excavated by the Swedish Institute in Athens, e.g. Acropolis and Lower 

town by Persson/Frödin (1922  1930); the area east of the Acropolis by 
Styrenius (1970  1974) 

State of research Extensive excavations; publications 
Selected bibliography Frizell 1986; SIA online 

 

Location Karmaniola plot east of the Acropolis 
Main period(s) of use MH; LH IIIA:1  LH IIIC/Final Mycenaean; PG. Also evidence for use 

of site in earlier and later periods 
Number of specimens 4 
Character of assemblage 2 wall fragments of HBW vessels; 1 decorated with a knob with 

impressed holes around it; 2 fragments of a cooking stand, possibly a 
tripod, with parallels at Tiryns 

Spatial distribution on site All found in Trench 24/17, excavation stratum 7, layer 7c; the cooking 
stand has joins in Trenches 26/15 stratum 7 and 9 stratum 6. Trenches 
24/17 and 26/15 are located in the Main Area above the MH tumulus; 
Trench 9 is located in the northern part of the main section 

Chronological distribution The sherds from Trench 24/17 were found in a mixed LH IIIC/Final 
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Mycenaean layer, but associated pottery is dated to LH IIIC; Romanos 
2011 dates the HBW sherds to LH IIIC Middle  Late but her motives for 
this are unclear. Stratum 6 in Trench 9 (join for cooking stand) contains 
mostly Final Mycenaean. No date noted for Trench 26/15 stratum 7 

Character of context(s) Settlement; fragments reportedly found together with kylix, kalathos and 
fragments of a bull-rhyton of LH IIIC date. Other finds from this layer 
are 2 deep bowls; a terracotta object and a stone tool possibly used for 
sharpening knives 

Possibly related phenomena Clay spools (>2 specimens) Trench 24/13.5, stratum 6. 1 
circular disc with hole; 1 cylinder-
shaped spool. There are also spools 
noted for the earlier excavations in 
Rahmstorf 2003 

Mycenaean carinated pots with no contextual information 
available 

Discussion At the same site, large quantities of HDP have been found. Although this 
is considered a local development, a possible relationship with HBW 
cannot be excluded 

Selected Bibliography Frizell 1986, 13, 41, 44, 82-83; Rahmstorf 2003, 400 and n. 36; Romanos 
2011a, 97; 2011b, 8, Fig. 1.4 

 
Locale: IRIA (total number of entries: 1) 
 

# Description Area Date Reference 
I.23 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 

knobs 
Bothros LH IIIB:2 Late Kilian 1985, 153 

 
Iria: settlement 

Type of site Settlement (small) 
Location SE of Nauplion near mouth of Bedheni valley in Epidauria 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2 Late 
Research history Excavations by the Deutsches Archäologisches Institut (1939)  
State of research Extensive excavation; final publication; discussion in later articles 
Discussion Iria is a lower-order settlement that is destroyed by fire in LH IIIB:2 

Late; the Point Iria shipwreck found in its vicinity probably dates around 
a similar time 

Selected bibliography Döhl 1973; Phelps/Lolos/Vichos 1999; Vitale 2006 
 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.23. bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 6.6 cm (medium-sized) 
Further details Lightly swollen, horizontal bow; bow is broken; front part is missing; 

Kilian type VIa 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2 Late (redated from LH IIIC Early) 
Suggested origin /Aegean  import or local production 
Discussion In the Aegean, most fibulae of this type are undated except for a 

specimen from Karphi from LH IIIC Middle:1. Cited parallels in Italy 
belong to early FBA (= LH IIIC Middle:2); there is also 1 from a hoard 
in Croatia that cannot be dated precisely. The early date of the Iria 
specimen raises issues of typochronology and the directionality of 
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transfer 
Context Bothros 
Last known location Tiryns Storerooms 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 150, Abb. 3, VIa1, 153, 166 

 

Type of context Settlement 
Location Building Complex 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2 Late 
Discussion The bothros at Iria is a deposit of settlement debris; aside from many pots 

it also contained the fibula. This deposit was originally dated to LH IIIC 
Early or LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early Transitional; recently, Vitale has 
proposed a redating of this deposit to LH IIIB:2 Late 

Bibliography Kilian 1985, 166; Vitale 2006, 186-187 and n. 65 
 
Locale: MIDEA (total number of entries: 1; locally produced HBW) 
 

# Description Area Date Reference 
I.24 1 violin-bow fibula Acropolis LH IIIC Early Morgan 2007-2008a 

 
Midea: settlement 

Type of site Settlement (large) 
Location Acropolis of Midea (6 km east of Argos) 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early; also in use during earlier and later periods 
Research history Excavations by Greek Archaeological Service and Swedish Institute in 

Athens; by Persson (1931); Åström and Verdelis (1963); Demakopoulou 
and Åström (from 1983 onwards); Waldberg (1985  1991); 
Demakopoulou and Schallin (from 2000 onwards) 

State of research Extensive excavation; preliminary reports; a number of final reports 
available 

Selected bibliography Demakopoulou 2001; SIA online 
 

Location Southwestern part of acropolis (lower western terraces) 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early 
Number of specimens unknown 
Character of assemblage Large jars with appliqué cordon and horseshoe handles; fragments of 

large bowls 
Spatial distribution on site Debris above area of entrance vaulted gallery in fortification wall; inside 

fill of vaulted gallery 
Chronological distribution All HBW reported from the LH IIIB:2 destruction layers 
Character of context(s) Settlement?  
Possibly related phenomena - 
Discussion The material from Midea is unpublished aside from notes in preliminary 

reports; for this reason, the extent of the HBW phenomenon at this site is 
currently unknown 

Selected Bibliography Morgan 2007-2008a; 2008-2009; 2009-2010a 
 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.24. violin-bow fibula 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze  
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Size 11 cm 
Further details Intact 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Early 
Suggested origin /Aegean  import or local production 
Discussion As this fibula remains unpublished, its subtype is unclear. However, as 

the violin-bow fibula in general is considered of nonlocal origin, this 
specimen is included in the catalog 

Context Room I 
Last known location - 
Bibliography Morgan 2007-2008a 

 

Type of context Settlement 
Location Lower western terraces next to entrance vaulted gallery 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Early 
Discussion Room I was founded above the debris of the LH IIIB:2 Late destruction 

and the pottery suggests use in LH IIIC Early 
Bibliography Morgan 2007-2008a 

 

Floor deposit Fragmentary LH IIIC Early pottery, including rosette bowls, Group A 
and B deep bowls with antithetic and running spirals, kraters with similar 
decoration and monochrome interior, 1 deep semiglobular cup with 
monochrome interior and medium band around the rim, 1 stirrup jar with 
triangular patch on shoulder and foliate band in belly zone  

On the floor 1 bronze violin-bow fibula 
 
Locale: MYCENAE (total number of entries: 51; locally produced HBW) 
 

# Description Area Date Reference 
I.25 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 

knobs 
Mycenae? LH IIIC Early  

Middle:2? 
Kilian 1985, 169-170 

I.26 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife 
 

- - Matthäus 1980a, 133 
and n. 103 

I.27 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
knobs  

LH IIIC Early  
Middle:2? 

Kilian 1985, 169-170 

I.28 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
knobs  

LH IIIC Early  
Middle:2? 

Kilian 1985, 169-170 

I.29 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
smooth bow 

Acropolis? - Kilian 1985, 147 

I.30 1 lead four-spoked wheel of 
 

Acropolis - Schliemann 1878, 111-
112  

I.31 1 lead four-spoked wheel of 
 

Acropolis - Schliemann 1878, 111-
112 

I.32 1 bronze ring-handled knife Acropolis LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Harding 1975, 197 
I.33 1 bronze Naue II type sword Acropolis - Catling 1956, 111, no. 

3 
I.34 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 

knobs 
Acropolis - Kilian 1985, 153 

I.35 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
smooth bow 

Acropolis LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Bouzek 1985, 153 

I.36 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
smooth bow 

Acropolis LH IIIB/LH IIIC? Bouzek 1985, 153 

I.37 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
smooth bow 

Acropolis LH IIIC? Kilian 1985, 154 
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spearhead Tsountas 
I.68 1 bronze bow fibula Cist tomb 

Tsountas H. 
LH IIIC Late Bouzek 1985, 159 

I.69 1 bronze bow fibula Cist tomb 
Tsountas H. 

LH IIIC Late Bouzek 1985, 159 

I.70 1 bronze symmetrical bow fibula 
31 

SM (late) Bouzek 1985, 159 

I.71 1 bronze symmetrical bow fibula 
31 

SM (late) Bouzek 1985, 159 

I.72 1 bronze symmetrical bow fibula 
31 

SM (late) Bouzek 1985, 163 

I.73 1 bronze long pin with swelling and 
disc top 

Cis
31 

SM (late) Bouzek 1985, 163 

I.74 1 bronze long pin with swelling and 
disc top 31 

SM (late) Bouzek 1985, 163 

I.75 1 bronze finger ring with 
antithetical spiral endings 31 

SM (late) Bouzek 1985, 169 

 
Mycenae: settlement (total number of entries: 22; locally produced HBW) 

Type of site Settlement (large) 
Location Within the Acropolis of Mycenae; outside the Citadel walls 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  LH IIIC; habitation reported for earlier phases 
Research history Excavated by the Athens Archaeological Society; the British School in 

Athens and the Greek Archaeological Service, e.g.  
Schliemann (1874  1877);  Tsountas (1884  1902); Wace (1920  
1923; 1939; 1950  1955); Mylonas (1958  1987); Taylour (1959  
1969); Iakovidis (1987  1989), with Shelton (2000  2011); with 
Maggidis (2001  2011). Current director: Petrakos, with Maggidis, 
Shelton 

State of research Extensive excavations ; rescue excavations ; surface survey ; Large 
number of preliminary reports; large number of final publications 
available (not not all) 

Selected bibliography French 2002, 18-23; Mycenae excavations online 
 

Locally produced HBW Only reported from Citadel House Area, more specifically from the Cult 
Center. Although it is uncertain whether this area still had a cultic 
function in LH IIIC, the material is cataloged below at [Mycenae: Cult 
Center]. It is unclear whether HBW has been found in other parts of 
Mycenae  

Possibly related phenomena Clay spools Found in Granary levels (LH IIIC 
Middle Advanced  Late); Citadel 
House Area in Phase XI (LH IIIC 
Middle) 

Mycenaean carinated pots with No contextual information; date 
said to be from LH IIIC Middle 
onwards 

Selected Bibliography Rahmstorf 2003, 400 and n. 36; Romanos 2011a, 97; 234 
 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.25 bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 13 cm 
Further details Bouzek type D; Blinkenberg type I.5; Kilian type VIc 
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Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Early  Middle:2? (Kilian) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type not known from western Balkans; various specimens known from 

Italy. Aegean specimens poorly dated, 1 from Orchomenos probably 
belongs to early LH IIIC; 1 from Kos dates before LH IIIC Middle:2. 
Italian specimens date to FBA 1 (= LH IIIC Middle:2).1816 Aegean ones 
are earlier or contemporary. For decoration also Italian parallels1817 

Context Unknown; probably found at Mycenae 
Last known location National Museum Athens, no cat. no.; not on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 49, Fig. 13, I.5a; Bouzek 1985, 155; Kilian 1985, 150, 

Abb. 3, VIc2, 153, 169-170 (not able to locate in NMA) 
 
I.26. bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool?  
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature 

ome 
early specimens in the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; 
III.16) could suggest the type was first developed in the Aegean before 
being injected into Italo-Aegean connectivity 

Context Mycenae; context unknown 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 2730; not on display 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 133 and n. 103 

 
I.27. bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 11.2 cm 
Further details Bouzek type D; Blinkenberg type I.5; Kilian type VIc slight decline of 

bow through usage; smaller than succeeding specimen 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Early  Middle:2? (Kilian) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type not known from western Balkans; various specimens known from 

Italy. Aegean specimens poorly dated, 1 from Orchomenos probably 
belongs to early LH IIIC; 1 from Kos dates before LH IIIC Middle:2. 
Italian specimens date to FBA 1 (= LH IIIC Middle:2).1818 Aegean ones 
are earlier or contemporary. For decoration also Italian parallels1819 

Context  
 in some cases, the designation is used for finds from 

cist tombs at the Acropolis 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 13501820; not on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 49, I.5b; Bouzek 1985, 155; Kilian 1985, 153, VIc6, 

169-170 (no image; not able to locate in NMA); Iakovidis 2006, 136 

                                                 
1816 Scoglio del Tonno (FBA?); Pianello (first phase FBA); Bobbio (no date). 
1817 Torre Mordillo-Torrione. 
1818 Scoglio del Tonno (FBA?); Pianello (first phase FBA); Bobbio (no date). 
1819 Torre Mordillo-Torrione. 
1820 This fibula apparently has the same cat. no. as fibula I.28. 
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I.28. bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 11 cm (distance between knobs 8.3 cm) 
Further details Bouzek type D; Blinkenberg type I.5; Kilian type VIc; only bow 

survives; this example is larger than preceding specimen 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Early  Middle:2? (Kilian) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type not known from western Balkans; various specimens known from 

Italy. Aegean specimens poorly dated, 1 from Orchomenos probably 
belongs to early LH IIIC; 1 from Kos dates before LH IIIC Middle:2. 
Italian specimens date to FBA 1 (= LH IIIC Middle:2).1821 Aegean ones 
earlier or contemporary. For decoration also Italian parallels1822 

Context  according to Iakovidis, Tsountas 
 in some cases, the designation is used for finds from 

cist tombs at the Acropolis 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 13501823 or 2563 ; not on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 49 I.5c; Bouzek 1985, 155; Kilian 1985, 150, Abb. 3, 

VIc1, 153, 169-170 (identifies no. 2563 with Blinkenberg I.5c); Iakovidis 
2006, 136 

I.29. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 6.5 cm 
Further details Kilian type Ia; symmetrical catch plate; large pin-roll, round, slightly 

curved  
Function Clothing pin 
Date - 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Variant represented by single find in Mycenae; no parallels in Aegean, 

western Balkans or Italy. Only possible parallel from Corcelettes, 
Switzerland is smaller and without context (site in use during Early 

 period and later) 
Context Unknown  presumably Acropolis 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 5420  not on display 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 148, Abb. 1, Ia1, 147, 153-154 

 
I.30. lead four-  

Type of artifact Four-  
Type of material Lead 
Size Larger than I.11 
Further details Broken; found at different depth from I.II 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Acropolis; context unknown  found by Schliemann 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 1412; on display but wrongly 

 
                                                 
1821 Scoglio del Tonno (FBA?); Pianello (first phase FBA); Bobbio (no date). 
1822 Torre Mordillo-Torrione. 
1823 This fibula apparently has the same cat. no. as fibula I.27. 
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Bibliography Schliemann 1878, 74, 111-112 and Fig. 120; Matthäus 1980a, 120 
 
I.31. lead four-spoked wheel o  

Type of artifact Four-  
Type of material Lead 
Size Smaller than I.10 
Further details Intact; found at different depth from I.10 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Acropolis; context unknown  found by Schliemann 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 1413?; not on display?1824 
Bibliography Schliemann 1878, 111-112 and Pl. 120; Matthäus 1980a, 120 

 
I.32. bronze ring-handled knife1825 

Type of artifact Ring-handled knife 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Without a flanged hilt; with stop-ridge 
Function Tool? 
Date Date based on typology: after 1200 BC (Harding 1975, 197); earlier than 

LH IIIC (Harding 1975, 199) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion There is ambivalence surrounding the date and status of this item. In the 

same paper, it is included in discussions of Italian connections in the LH 
IIIC Aegean and left out as an earlier, local example (Harding 1975) 

Context Acropolis; context unknown  found by Schliemann 
Last known location Unknown  
Bibliography 

Bouzek 1985, 147 
 
I.33. bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details Fragment; only hand guard and part of blade preserved; 4-6 rivets, 

normal flanges, unusual elliptical section with broad midrib and hollow 
 

Function Weapon 
Date - 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 

                                                 
1824 In the National Museum in Athens there are currently two spoked wheels of 
described as 

1411 appears to be bronze (green patina) and looks slightly different from the wheel depicted in Schliemann. 
Wheel 1412 does appear to be made of lead (white patina). From this, it may be concluded that wheel 1411 is a 
different wheel and that inv. no. 1413 belongs to the second lead wheel which is not on display. However, I have 
not been able to find any references to wheel 1411 in the literature.  
1825 Schliemann refers to the plate on which this knife is depicted (1878, 75, Pl. 122) when he discusses a hoard 
he discovered; however, he describes the five kni -
Therefore, we cannot conclude that the knife was actually part of the Schliemann hoard. In addition, the knife is 
not displayed in the case at the National Museum in Athens where several other finds from this and other hoards 
are presented, such as two bronze wheels with handles (of non-Italian type).   
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Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/  area, but this specimen 
could also be locally produced. Pabst notes that a sword from Lipari is its 
closest parallel  

Context Acropolis  found by Tsountas in 1880. In Koui  2006 reported as 
coming from the area of the Cult Center 

Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 2740  not on display 
Bibliography Catling 1956, 111, no. 3 and n. 4; Koui  2006, 51-52; Pabst 2013, 

117, n. 48 
 
I.34.  bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 11.4 cm 
Further details Kilian type VId; curved bow 
Function Clothing pin 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Subtype represented by single find in Mycenae; no parallels in Aegean 

and western Balkans. In Italy, specimens date to the early FBA (= LH 
IIIC Middle:2  SM) 

Context Acropolis  found in 1889. As Kilian explains, this specimen has been 
wrongly identified as 1 of the fibulae found with the Tsountas hoards. 
The Museum catalog states that the fibula was found a year prior to the 
hoards  

Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 2562  erroneously on display as part 
of the Tsountas hoards. 

Bibliography Kilian 1985, 151, Abb. 4, VId1, 153, 170-171 
 
I.35. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 10.4-10.5 cm 
Further details Bouzek type B; Blinkenberg type I.1; part of bow and coil preserved 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB/LH IIIC? (Bouzek) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion  incl. northern Italy, but 

could also be locally produced in the Aegean   
Context Acropolis; unknown  found in 1889 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 2561  on display1826 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 46, I.1d; Bouzek 1985, 153; Kilian 1985, 174, Abb. 5, 

b, 153 
 
I.36. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 8.7 cm 
Further details Bouzek type B; Blinkenberg type I.1; fragment of pin with coil 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB/LH IIIC? (Bouzek) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion  incl. northern Italy, but 

could also be locally produced in the Aegean   
                                                 
1826 There are actually two fragmentary fibulae displayed with the same number in the National Museum.  
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Context Acropolis; unknown  found in 1890 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 25451827 - not on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 46, I.1c; Bouzek 1985, 153; Kilian 1985, 174, Abb. 5, 

a, 153 
 
I.37. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 7-7.2 cm 
Further details Blinkenberg type I.1; not cataloged by Bouzek1828; Kilian type Ic 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC? (Kilian) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Variety represented by single find in Mycenae; no parallels in western 

Balkans or Italy. In Cyprus, there is a specimen from Enkomi that dates 
to LH IIIC. Perhaps type represents a local development?  

Context Acropolis; unknown  found in 1895 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 3259 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 46; Kilian 1985, 148, Abb. 1, Ic1, 147, 154 

 
I.38. bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife ype 
Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool?  
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIB:2 Late (suggested by Jung and Mehofer 

concerning final use of NW Quarter) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Some early specimens in 
the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity 

Context 

Christakopoulou-Somakou; a cross-check with the original source finds 
that Tsountas was excavating in the NW Quarter instead 

Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 2606; on display 
Bibliography Iakovidis 1970, 346 and n. 1, citing Tsountas 1890, 36; see also Harding 

1975, 198; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 136 (on the knife); 
Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-125 and n. 93 (on the use of the NW 
Quarter) 

 
I.39. bronze violin-bow fibula with twisted bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with twisted bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 9.3 cm 
Further details Bouzek type C; Blinkenberg type I.2; Kilian type Ie; fragment of pin and 

bow; fairly large example  
Function Clothing pin 

                                                 
1827 This fibula apparently has the same cat. no. as fibula I.39. 
1828 In his catalog, Bouzek has four inventory numbers for this type, whereas Blinkenberg mentions a total of 
five. See below at  for the two other fibulae of this type.  
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Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB:2 Late  LH IIIC Early (Kilian) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion In the Aegean, parallels date between LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC 

Middle:1. They include I.60 from Mycenae and among others 1 from 
Karphi. Pabst also notes I.101 from Tiryns but its fragmentary condition 
prevents proper classification. In Italy, the type is known as the Pertosa 
type and belongs to late RBA (= LH IIIC Early  Middle:1).   
In the Hungarian plain, specimens also post-date 1200 BC. For I.39, 
Kilian asserts a date no later than the start of LH IIIC due to the shape of 
the bow 

Context Acropolis; debris of houses NW Quarter  found in 1890 by Tsountas in 
the same excavation as I.40 and I.41 

Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 25451829 - not on display  
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 47, I.2b; Bouzek 1985, 154; Kilian 1985, 148, Abb. 1, 

Ie2, 152, 155-156 

I.40. bronze violin-bow fibula with bow plate and knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bow plate and knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 8.7 cm 
Further details Blinkenberg type I.9; not cataloged by Bouzek; Kilian type Ig (leaf-bow); 

only half preserved 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB:2 Late  LH IIIC Early (Kilian) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Kilian considers this type typologically older; a date at the end of LH 

IIIB cannot be excluded on the basis of a parallel in Malia. The type 
certainly is not later than LH IIIC Early. In Italy, the type belongs to end 
RBA or the transition to the FBA (= LH IIIC Early  Middle:2). No 
parallels elsewhere in Aegean, Levant or western Balkans  

Context Acropolis; debris of houses NW Quarter  found in 1890 by Tsountas in 
the same excavation as I.39 and I.41 

Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 2622  not on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 53-54, Fig. 23, I.9a; Kilian 1985, 177, 178, Abb. 7, Ig, 

186-187 

I.41. bronze violin-bow fibula with bow plate 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bow plate 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 14.6 cm 
Further details Bouzek type I; Blinkenberg type I.8; Kilian type Ib (leaf-bow); lance-

shaped; decorated with simple linear incisions 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Early (Kilian) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Kilian divides his type Ib into 2 groups; our fibula belongs to the older 

first group. He considers a date in LH IIIC Early based on the 2 
head rhyta Tsountas described from the same debris and a parallel from 
the Kierion hoard (LH IIIC Early). For the older group there are no other 
parallels; group 2 dates to LH IIIC Middle:2 and has yielded several 
specimens from the Aegean, Levant, Italy, the southern and northern 
Balkans and the area north of the Alps 

Context Acropolis; debris of houses NW Quarter  found in 1890 by Tsountas in 
the same excavation as I.39 and I.40. This specimen is sometimes 

                                                 
1829 This fibula apparently has the same cat. no. as fibula I.36. 
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mistakenly attributed to the Tsountas hoards   
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 2564 (previously 2622)  not on 

display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 51, Fig. 19, I.8a; Bouzek 1985, 156; Kilian 1985, 174, 

Abb. 5, Ib2, 175, 178-182 
 
I.42. bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 60.2 cm 
Further details  
Function Weapon 
Date - 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/ Urnfield  area, but this specimen 

could also be locally produced. Bouzek considers it an import; Pabst 

swords than to Aegean and eastern Mediterranean specimens and is made 
of copper with a higher antimony content that is more consistent with the 
eastern Alps than Italy; Koui . show that the levels of antimony are 
close to a sword found in Albania and argue the swords could have come 
from the same workshop 

Context Above House of the Warrior Vase 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 1017; on display 
Bibliography Schliemann 1878, 143-144 and Pl. 221; Bouzek 1985, 122; Moschos 

2009b, 361, n. 75; Koui . 2006, 54; Pabst 2013, 120; Iacono 2013 
 

Type of context Structure or grave? 
Location Westside of the Acropolis, just south of Grave Circle A 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC; perhaps earlier? 
Discussion Sword was found above House of Warrior Vase; may belong to grave 

(Moschos 2009b, 361, n. 75); Warrior Vase may have also belonged to 
grave instead of structure known as House of Warrior Vase (Burke 2008, 
80-81). Therefore, the date of the Warrior Vase (LH IIIC) cannot provide 
a secure terminus ante quem for the sword 

Bibliography Schliemann 1878, 143-144; Burke 2008, 80-81; Moschos 2009b, 361, n. 
75; Wardle online 

Reported in Schliemann 1878 Various terracotta figurines; small, lively-colored terracotta tripods in the 
form of arm-chairs and cradles, some cradles containing children; 2 
perforated, rhomboid-shaped objects of different colors (each ca. 10 cm); 
a comb white clay paste; opal needle sticks; 6 small, perforated beads of 
transparent white stone belonging to a necklace; a large button-shaped 
alabaster sword handle, ; a pair of iron 
thongs (probably of later date) 

Later reports The Warrior Vase 

I.43. bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool?  
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2? 
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Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (similar to 

specimens in the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) 
could suggest the type was first developed in the Aegean before being 
injected into Italo-Aegean connectivity 

Context North of South House 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Wardle  1973, 337-339, Fig. 22, 60-0; Matthäus 1980a, 132-133 

 

Type of context Settlement 
Location North of South House 
Main period(s) of use Date based on pottery: LH IIIB:2? (Causeway deposit) 
Discussion The knife cannot be given a context; was found on dump during 

preliminary cleaning of area; perhaps came from north balk. Therefore, it 
is not entirely certain if the knife dates to LH IIIB:2.  

Bibliography Wardle  1973 

Pre-destruction deposit 2 bronze arrowheads; lead clamp; obsidian flake; fragments of figurines; 
worked greenstone; some pottery fragments dating to LH IIIB:2 but 
otherwise date not secure 

So-called Causeway deposit  Deposit of LH IIIB:2 pottery, including kylikes and krater fragments; 1 
pair of bronze tweezers; 1 bronze arrowhead; 1 bronze chisel; 1 bronze 
pin fragment; 1 probable hematite weight (parallels in Crete and Levant); 
spindle whorls of clay or steatite; various terracotta beads; 1 stone bead; 
1 blade fragment of obsidian; fragments of figurines; animal bones  

Destruction debris 1 gold leaf fragment; 1 ivory plaque; 1 ivory figure-of-eight shield; ivory 
box fragments; 1 bronze fragment; 1 bronze pin; 1 bronze chisel; 1 
bronze casting; 1 lead fragment; lead strips from clamps; 1 stone 
pounder; 1 stone plaque; 1 stone polisher; 1 steatite spindle whorl; 1 
stone bead; 1 glass bead; 1 vitrified stopper; 1 clay sealing over-stamped 
with Linear B sign; 1 clay tablet with Linear B; some LH IIIB:2 sherds 
and earlier material 

Leveling and wash 1 ivory sword pommel; 1 bronze fragment; 1 steatite spindle whorl; 1 
stone polisher; figurine fragments; 1 incised pithos rim; 1 terracotta 
bronze wheel; no pottery of LH IIIC date 

LH IIIC levels 1 obsidian core; 1 steatite whetstone; figurine fragments; pottery of LH 
IIIC date 

No clear context  
  
I.44. bronze four-  

Type of artifact Four-  
Type of material Bronze  
Size -  
Further details Lower part missing 
Function Pendant 
Date Dated based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Vicinity of Hellenistic Tower 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 128-129 and Abb. 17.1 

 
I.45. bronze Peschiera dagger 



 

404 
 

Type of artifact Peschiera dagger 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 20.7  21.3 cm1830 
Further details blade comparable to I.104 (Tsoungiza); upper end of grip, handle plates 

and rivet missing; assigned to Mainland group by Bouzek 
(Bosisio/Garlasco types), to Pertosa type by Jung and to Psychro type by 
Papadopoulos 

Function Weapon or tool 
Date Date based on associated pottery: second half of LH IIIB  possibly LH 

IIIB:2 Late (Jung) 
Suggested origin /Aegean  import or local production 
Discussion Bouzek argues that his Mainland group has closer parallels in 

northwestern Balkans and southeastern part of central Europe than with 
Italy. In contrast, Jung assigns this knife to the Pertosa type, which is rare 
in the Carpathian basin, more frequently found in Austria but is mainly 
associated with the Italian peninsula. Papadopoulos, following Peroni, 
as
Island group and finds closer parallels in Italy. At the same time, this 
group points to Cretan connections 

Context  
Last known location Nauplion Museum cat. No. 13985; not on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 131, Fig. 64.7; Papadopoulos 1998a, 29; Jung 2009c, 136-

138 and n. 34 

Type of context Structure 
Location Eastside Acropolis; east of palace 
Main period(s) of use Second half of LH IIIB; no reuse in LH IIIC 
Discussion The material published so far is limited. Therefore, a secure date is 

difficult, but the fragments suggest LH IIIB:2 Late 
Bibliography  Jung 2009c, 136-138 and n. 34 

Reported in Jung 2009c Fragments of craters; 1 sherd belonging to a skyphos A and 4 sherds 
belonging to various skyphoi B with broad bands at the rim, dating to LH 
IIIB Advanced/Final; 

ax  

Type of artifact ax  
Type of material Stone 
Size 16.7x6.7cm 
Further details 1 half 
Function Casting mold for bronze weapon/tool 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2 (Jung 2009c, 136); date based on 

typology: LH IIIC (Bietti Sestieri 1973, 399) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production. Other origins that have been 

put forward include Slovakian (Snodgrass 2000, 305) 
Discussion There are no indications that the mold was actually ever used in Greece; 

there are no actual examples of winged axes known from the region.1831 
Therefore, this is a problematic find 

Context House of the Oil Merchant 
Location National Museum Athens cat. No. 7644; on display 
Bibliography Stubbings 1954b, 297-298 and Fig. 18; Bietti Sestieri 1973, 399; Bouzek 

                                                 
1830 Bouzek 1985, 133 reports 20.7 cm; Papadopoulos 1998a, 29 reports 21.3 cm. 
1831 Except for one example in the British Museum of a different subtype that is reportedly from Greece but 
without further provenance, see Bietti Sestieri 1973, 393. 
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1985, 151; Jung 2009c, 136 

Type of context Structure; probably part of building complex 
Location Outside the Citadel; southwest of the Acropolis 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2/Middle 
Discussion The House of the Oil Merchant is considered part of the same building 

complex as the House of Shields, House of Sphinxes and the West 
House; the status of this group of buildings is unclear; could be part of 
palace administration or independent  

Bibliography Tournavitou 1995, 296-298; Burns 1999, 246, n. 4; 2010, 154-156, 194-
195 

North end of basement 29 large stirrup jars with stoppers, several imported from western Crete 
including an inscribed specimen; 3 stirrup jars with stoppers of a 
different type; 1 imported Canaanite amphora fragment (fallen from top 
floor); wood, ivory, lead, obsidian and gold fragments (fallen from upper 
floor) 

Room 1 11 large storage pithoi; a heating installation and Linear B tablet Fo 101 
(distribution of oil) 

Room 2 29 tablets of Oe series (distribution of wool); ivory, stone and obsidian 
(fallen from upper floor) 

Room 4 
 

2 pithoi; various other fragments of pottery used for liquids; 
(fallen from upper floor during LH IIIB:2/Middle 

destruction or later intrusion)  
Other rooms Virtually empty, save for small objects/tools and pieces of raw material 

in rooms 5 and 8 
West House Linear B tablets (personnel; distribution of rations); large deposit of fine 

stirrup jars; domestic pottery 
House of Shields 
 

Linear B tablet (inter-regional exchange?) large quantities of worked 
ivory; 20 imported faience vessels from Egypt or Syro-Palestine; 3 
imported alabaster vessels from Egypt; 50 locally produced stone vessels 

House of Sphinxes 
 

Linear B tablets (taxation herbs/spices; personnel); worked ivory; 
pumice; carbonized wood; >100 kylikes; 1 stone bowl imported from 
Egypt (heirloom); 1 stone bowl imported (no location); 1 stone mortar 
either imported from Cyprus or  Syro-Palestine, or locally produced 

 
Mycenae: hoards (total number of entries: 3) 

Type of site Settlement context or ritual deposit? 
Location Both within and outside the citadel walls 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB  LH IIIC 
Research history Schliemann found a bronze hoard on the Acropolis (1878, 111-112); 

Tsountas reportedly discovered 2 hoards (a large hoard inside the 
buildings of the Northwest Quarter, a smaller 1 outside the same 
buildings, see Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-125 and n. 93); under 
Wace, the so-called  was discovered in the Prehistoric 
Cemetery area outside the citadel walls (Stubbings 1980a, 292-296); 
there is also a hoard discovered by Mylonas to the northeast of the palace 
near the northern staircase (Borgna 1995, 18-23)  

State of research Extensive excavation; preliminary reports 
Selected bibliography Schliemann 1878, 111-112; Stubbings 1954a, 292-296; Borgna 1995, 18-

23; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-125 and n. 93 

I.47. bronze Fontana di Papa type knife of  

Type of artifact  
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Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details Fragment 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool?  
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIB:2 Late (Jung and Mehofer) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Some early specimens in 
the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity 

Context Tsountas hoard; NW Quarter 
Last known location Unknown; possibly National Museum, cat. No. 27441832 
Bibliography Sandars 1963, Pl. 25, no. 38; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-125 and n. 

93; Thomatos 2006, 246 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze  
Size 21 cm 
Further details Entire socket; leaf-shaped; Bouzek type B2 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIB:2 Late (Jung and Mehofer) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This specific subtype bears stronger European influence than type B1 but 

could also be a local development 
Context Tsountas hoard; NW Quarter? The spearhead is reported in the literature 

as part of the larger deposit (e.g. Sandars k1963, 136) and is also on 
display as such but as Avila notes (1983, 56) it is not mentioned in 

 
Last known location National Museum Athens  on display 
Bibliography Sandars 1963, 136; Bouzek 1985, 138; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-

125 and n. 93; Iacono 2013 
 
I.49. bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 60 cm 
Further details Handgrip broken off; possibly of Cetona type 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIB:2 Late (Jung and Mehofer) 
Suggested origin Italy  import 
Discussion Preliminary chemical analyses suggest the sword may be an actual import 

                                                 
1832 Iakovidis 1970, 346 and n. 1 mentions a knife of this type from Mycenae (cat. no. 2744) with a reference to 
Tsountas 1891, 25. 

d in subsequent literature (e.g. Harding 1975, 198; Christakopoulou-
Somakou 2010, 136). A cross-check with Tsountas 1891 reveals that he was excavating in the NW Quarter; on p. 
25 he describes finding the Tsountas hoard in this location. Sandars (1963, 142) describes a Fontana di Papa type 
knife from the hoard (depicted in Pl. 25, no. 38) and notes in n. 85 that there is a knife of this type among the 
knives cataloged under no. 2744 in the National Museum in Athens. It is not entirely certain from her comment 
if this cat. no. refers to the specimen from the hoard or a different knife of the same type found at Mycenae, as 
earlier (1963, 135, n. 57) she notes that cat. nos. 2530-2560 are used for the larger hoard. In connection to this, it 
is interesting to note that Iakovidis actually mentions three Fontana di Papa type knives, but only mentions two 
in his reference (1970, 346, n. 1). Therefore, it is also possible that the missing reference concerns the one from 
the Tsountas hoard and it has a different catalog number than no. 2744.  
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from Italy 
Context Tsountas hoard 
Last known location National Museum in Athens; cat. No. 2539; on display 
Bibliography Tsountas 1891, 25 and n. 1; Bouzek 1985, 127; Jung/Mehofer 2005-

2006, 124-126 and n. 93; Koui  2006 
 

Type of context Hoard (larger deposit) 
Location Northwest Quarter; between the stones of a wall 
Main period(s) of use Date based on pottery: LH IIIB:2 Late for construction of area; no LH 

IIIC Early (Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 125); date based on typology: 
some individual pieces earlier; nothing in hoard requires a date much 
before 1200 BC (Sandars 1963, 135-137) 

Discussion Tsountas reports on the discovery of a larger and smaller deposit. From 
this report, it is not clear if these deposits belong to a single hoard. The 
larger deposit was found between the stones of a wall, whereas the 
smaller 1  
both deposits belong to a single hoard that was deposited during the 
construction of the NW Quarter; Jung and Mehofer, however, maintain 
that the larger deposit could have been hidden after the erection of the 
wall by removing the fill and sealing it up again. They argue this must 
have happened before the abandonment of the area in LH IIIC Early. In 
contrast, Iakovidis reports a LH IIIC date for the hoard based on the idea 
that the bronzes were hidden during the abandonment of the NW Quarter 

Bibliography Tsountas 1891, 25; Borgna 1995, 18-21; Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 124-
125 and n. 93; Jung 2006, 178-179; Iakovidis 2006, 137 

Smaller deposit 
(Iakovidis 2006, 137) 

5 double axes, 8 chisels, 12 sickle-shaped knives, 6 one-edged knives, 3 
pairs of tweezers, 1 sword fragment, 1 unworked sword-like object and 
part of a bronze ingot 

Larger deposit 
(Tsountas 1891, 25; Catling 1956, 
110; Iakovidis 2006, 137) 

4 double axes, 3 type F swords, 1 knife with a handle similar to that of 
the swords, 1 sword and 1 dagger of type G, , 1 
razor-
chisels,6 small knives, 7 sickle-shaped knives, 8 
(arrowheads/awls/drills), 2 pairs of tweezers, 20 small  undecorated strips 

hair-ring) 
Reported in Sandars 1963, 135-
137, 151, n. 57 and Pl. 25, nos. 
36-40 

(also reported by Iakovidis but not by 
Tsountas), (presumably part of the 6 small 
knives in larger deposit but could also be part of the smaller deposit)1833  

 
Mycenae: Cult Center (total number of entries: 5; locally produced HBW) 

Type of site Cult area 
Location Southwest side of Acropolis; Citadel House Area 
Main period(s) of use Middle of LH IIIB; destruction in LH IIIB:2; reuse of area in LH IIIC 
Research history Work started in this area by Wace; continued by Taylour and the Athens 

Archaeological Society  
State of research Extensive excavations; preliminary reports; final publication  
Selected bibliography Taylour 1981; French 2002; Krzyszkowska 2007 

Location Cult Center; Citadel House Area 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2 Early  LH IIIC Middle 

                                                 
1833 According to Sandars (1963, 135, n. 57), there are 30 cat. nos. in the National Museum in Athens and some 
cat. nos. include 8-12 items. Some items could also be from the smaller hoard.  
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Number of specimens Total number Citadel House Area unknown; 476 specimens were studied 
in Romanos 2011a 

Character of assemblage Collared jars are most common, followed by rounded and conical 
bowls/lids and wide-mouthed jars.  

Spatial distribution on site Phase VII (LH IIIB Middle = LH 
IIIB:2 Early):  

 Ramp Area (1 
specimen); Room with Fresco 
Complex; more from Citadel 
House Area (not part of sample 
Romanos 2011a) 

Phase VIII (LH IIIB:2 Late):  
 

backfills; Room with Fresco 
Complex; Temple Complex; 
Service Areas 

Phase IX (LH IIIC Early:1):  backfills; terracing; South 
Complex; West Complex; 
Courtyard 

Phase X (LH IIIC Early:2): backfills; Tower Complex; area of 
rooms 15, 16, 17 

Phase XI (LH IIIC Middle): wash levels; terracing during 
Hellenistic period 

Phase XII? (LH IIIC Late/SM?): mixed units over room 16 

Chronological distribution The percentage of HBW in the entire pottery assemblage increases from 
0.6-0.7% in LH IIIB to 1.8-2.4% in LH IIIC. The presence of HBW in 

onwards the amount of HBW per sub-phase in comparison to the total 
amount of HBW goes up to ca. 16-18% and remains stable until Phase 
XI; there is a slight dip in Phase IX that Romanos attributes to sampling 
issues 

Character of context(s) Due to the various destructions and phases of rebuilding in this area, 
most of the material does not come from primary contexts (e.g. disturbed 
floor deposits; destruction layers; fills; terracing; wash layers) 

Possibly related phenomena Clay spools  Found in Phase XI; no more 
information available 

Discussion It is unclear to what extent the area of the Cult Center still functioned as 
an area for cult in LH IIIC; a cultic function has been suggested for 
Rooms xxxii and xxxiii in the West Complex in Phase IX, due to 
presence of possible altar, clay basin and hearth 

Selected Bibliography French 2011 (with earlier study of smaller sample conducted by S. 
Sherratt in 1981); Romanos 2011a 

Relevant entries: 
 
I.50. lead four-  

Type of artifact Four-  
Type of material Lead 
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date Date given in museum display: LH IIIB  LH IIIC. A date in LH IIIC is 

more likely, due to similarities with other wheels  
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Cult Center area; context unknown 
Last known location Mycenae Museum, cat. no. 67 
Bibliography - 

 
I.51. pair of ivory hilt plates for a Naue II type sword 
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Type of artifact Pair of hilt plates for Naue II type sword 
Type of material Ivory  
Size - 
Further details Plates made for sword of type Cetona, like I.18; they were repaired 

several times before being removed from sword 
Function Hilt plates 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  hilt plates perhaps local; sword import? 
Discussion The hilt plates imply presence of earliest Naue II type sword in Aegean; 

also 1 of the earliest types in Italy/ Urnfield  area. Presence of sword 
dates some time  LH IIIB:2 (ritual discard after several repairs 
made to plates) 

Context Room with the Fresco Complex  room 32 
Last known location Mycenae Museum, cat. no. 13-14 
Bibliography Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 123-124; Krzyszkowska 2007, 8, 21, 51 

 

Type of context Cult area 
Location Westside of Citadel House Area; south of South House 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2 
Discussion 1 of the most important cult areas of Mycenae; deposit of partly worked 

ivories inside room 32 suggests ritual discard of salvage, not temporary 
storage of readily usable material. The HBW from this area mostly comes 
from fills and cannot be clearly associated with the use of this complex 

Bibliography Krzyszkowska 2007, 8, 21, 51; Romanos 2011a, 183 
 

Room 31, main room, Room with 
the Fresco serpentine bowl; faience plaque of Amenhotep III in large lead vessel; 

clay larnax; various drinking, storage & cooking vessels; vat of unbaked 
clay; HBW in units for which the status is secondary (fill) or unclear 
(floor deposit VII/fill VIII) 

Room 32, side-chamber, 
-cum-  

Terracotta wheelmade figurine with upraised arms; deposit of partly 
worked ivories, including 

HBW in units for which the status is secondary (fill) or unclear 
(floor deposit VII/fill VIII) 

 
I.52. bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Fragmented 
Function Dress pin  
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Temple Complex 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Romanos 2011a, 185; Wardle online 

Type of context Cult area 
Location Westside of Citadel House Area; east of Room with Fresco Complex 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2; room 19 sealed off after destruction; room 18 reused LH IIIC 
Discussion The other important cult space in the Cult Center. Room 18 is the main 

room of the Temple Complex. In the same room, HBW was found  
reportedly also in the same unit as the fibula but this is not confirmed by 
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Romanos because she did not examine the unit. The units belong to the 
collapse, destruction debris and infill of room 18. As the context is 
secondary, the association of the fibula with HBW remains unclear 

Bibliography Krzyszkowska 2007, 8, 21, 51; Romanos 2011a, 184-185, 237 and n. 
273, her Excel file 4.1 

Room 18, main room, Room with 
the Platforms 

; HBW; 2 steatite spindle whorls; shallow 
3 figurines and 3 figurine fragments; 1 bronze lump; 

1 bone bodkin; 1 larnax
Room 19, room higher up, Room 
with the Idols  

Deposit of terracotta snakes; large figurines with upraised arms; 
conulus/button; peg; box-lid; small, unpainted bowl with 165 small 
objects, incl. various beads of glass, faience and semi-precious stones, 
plaques and ivories. 1 of the faience beads is a lantern-shaped bead 

Small side-chamber XI, attached 
to main room 

Deposit of large figurines, some fragments match figurines in room 19; 
HBW 

I.53. bronze violin-bow fibula 

Type of artifact Violin-bow type fibula  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Less complete than I.52; type not entirely certain 
Function Dress pin  
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Small Court 35 
Last known location - 
Bibliography Romanos 2011a, 186, 237 and n. 273 

Type of context Cult area 
Location Westside of Citadel House Area; probably directly south of room xxiv 

(Room with Fresco Complex)1834 
Main period(s) of use Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2 
Discussion The fibula appears to come from the same stratigraphic unit as 1 sherd of 

HBW. The unit is considered a floor deposit which would make it a 
primary context. This implies a clear contextual association; however, 
contamination from the fill above cannot be excluded  

Bibliography Romanos 2011a, 186, her Excel file 4.1 

Floor deposit 1 fragment of HBW; 1 miniature handmade shallow angular bowl; 
 

Upper fill end Phase VIII 1-21836 fragments of HBW 
 
I.54. bronze fibula with bow plate 

                                                 
1834 Small Court 35 is unfortunately not designated on the maps provided in Romanos 2011b. She does, however, 
designate the presence of HBW. For Small Court 35 she notes three HBW sherds for phase VIII. On phase VIII 
map she has a dot denoting 1-4 sherds in the area south of room xxiv. As all the remaining areas with HBW are 
identified by a number, this supports the identification of the area south of room xxiv as Small Court 35. 
1835 Romanos 2011a, 186 does not specify its location. From Excel file 4.1 it can be retrieved, however, that the 
fibula was found in phase 0831, which translates to a floor deposit of phase VIII (Romanos 2011b, Fig. 4.4). 
1836 Romanos 2011a, 186 reports two HBW sherds from the upper fill, but in Excel file 4.1 she only notes one 
sherd from phase 0834, which translates to the upper fill of Phase VIII. 
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Type of artifact Fibula with bow plate 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Incised with ivy leaf design 
Function Dress pin  
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Early (French) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context South Complex  room xxiv 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography French 2011; Romanos 2011a, 187 and n. 201 

Type of context Habitation area 
Location Westside of Citadel House Area; part of the South Complex (= above 

Room with Fresco Complex) 
Main period(s) of use Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Early 
Discussion Romanos 2011 and French 2011 provide conflicting reports. Romanos 

lists context as secondary (terracing below floor) and notes 3 HBW 
sherds, 2 from same unit as fibula and knife. French considers 
stratigraphy problematic due to large amount of debris of LH IIIB:1 date 
and earlier. 3 LH IIIC pots, the fibula and a bronze knife may belong to 

The supporting data for French 2011 adds to the confusion: the fibula and 
knife are here each attributed to separate units (contra Romanos) and no 
HBW is noted for any of these units. Room xxiv originally belonged to 
House with the Fresco Complex; in LH IIIC Early possibly re-used as 
rubbish area within South Complex. In general, the South Complex is 
considered domestic 

Bibliography French 2011, 15; Romanos 2011a, 187 

Terracing below floor 
(Romanos 2011, 187) 

1 figurine fragment, 1 bowl, 2 HBW body sherds,1837 1 bronze knife, 
(= 1 unit); 1 lead lump, 1 piece of worked ivory; 1 bronze 

sheet; 1 HBW kylix stem1839 (= 1 unit) 
 

(French 2011, 15) 
Deep bowl, bowl or deep plate and cooking pot jug of LH IIIC date1840, 1 
bronze knife,1841  

Debris 
(French 2011, 15) 

Pottery dating to LH IIIB:1 and earlier 

Mycenae: cemeteries (total number of entries: 21) 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location outside the Citadel walls in various locations 
Main period(s) of use MH I  LH IIIC 
Research history The Treasury of Atreus was dug by Pittakis of the Athens Archaeological 

Society; Grave Circle A was excavated mostly by Schliemann and also 
by Stamatakis of the Society; Tsountas of the Society excavated 5 tholoi 
and over a 100 chamber tombs; 4 tholoi were uncovered by Wace of the 
British School, together with several chamber tombs; Grave Circle B was 

                                                 
1837 Excel file 4.1. 
1838  
1839 Excel file 4.1. 
1840 -41 in French 2011, 15 and CD ROM 142. 
1841  
1842  
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excavated by Papadimitriou and Mylonas of the Society; the Society 
continued to excavate a number of chamber tombs; the Greek 
Archaeological Service excavated the LH IIIC tumulus with cremations 
at Chania-Monastiraki 

State of research Extensive excavations; extensive preliminary reports; some synthesizing 
publications  

Selected bibliography Hägg 1987; French 2002, 18-23; Shelton 2003; Mycenae excavations 
online 

Total number of tombs 10 cist graves and 14 shaft graves in Grave Circle B; 6 shaft graves in 
Grave Circle A; 9 tholos tombs; over 250 chamber tombs in 27 multi-
period cemeteries; 9 cinerary urns at the site of Chania-Monastiraki 

Number of tombs excavated All of the above, except for the >250 chamber tombs. There are several 
of these not excavated 

Type of tombs Cist graves; shaft graves; tholoi; chamber tombs; tumulus 
Burial form(s) Mostly inhumation and 1 case of cremation; multiple and single burials; 

primary and secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis Differs per cemetery: extensive for the shaft graves (most recently facial 

reconstructions; isotopes and aDNA), limited or non-existent for most 
other cemeteries 

Associated settlement Mycenae 

Relevant entries: 
 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Weapon 
Date - 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This specific specimen has only been mentioned by Sandars as coming 

from a grave at Mycenae  
Context Grave (?) 
Last known location - 
Bibliography Sandars 1964, 262 

 
 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze  
Size 13 cm 
Further details Rounded tip; short socket; not slit like Aegean spearheads; Bouzek type 

B1, parallel I.88 (Tiryns) 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH II-LH III/end of LH IIIB (part of original 

assemblage according to excavators). Date based on typology: LH 
IIIB/C1843 (belongs to phase of reuse/looting) 

Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This specific subtype bears European influence but could also be a local 

development  
Context Epano Phournos Tholos 

                                                 
1843 Sandars 1964, 261 opts for LH IIIB date; Bouzek 1985, 139 for  a date in the late 13th and 12th centuries BC. 
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Last known location Possibly in National Museum Athens, cat. no. 55761844 
Bibliography Wace  1953, 77-78; Sandars 1964, 261; Bouzek in 

Grossmann/Schäfer 1971, 71-72; Bouzek 1985, 129, 138ff 

Type of context Tholos tomb 
Location Panagia ridge; southwest of Acropolis 
Main period(s) of use LH II; possible reuse or looting in LH III/end LH IIIB1845 
Burial forms Inhumation; number of interments, burial custom unclear 
Anthropological analysis None; remains were trampled by ancient looters 
Discussion The tholos belongs to the earliest group of tholoi at Mycenae (15th 

century BC). The tholos collapsed before the end of the Bronze Age and 
was also looted before it collapsed, possibly in LH III/end LH IIIB 

Bibliography Wace  1953 

Doorway fragment of human jaw bone; 1 Palace Style amphora LH II; 1 amethyst 
bead; 1 amber bead; 1 fragment of ivory inlay; small amount of gold leaf; 
1 small Mycenaean? clay spool; 22 LH II sherds; 50 LH III sherds; 88 
sherds G or later; Archaic terracotta head warrior figurine; handle 
attachment with rotelles and fragments of lead plate 

Underneath collapsed dome 1 large amber bead; 1 fine leaf of gold;  
Floor of tholos and plunder pits trampled human and animal bones; more fragments of gold leaf; 1 paste 

bead; fragments of bronze plate; 1 broken piece of boa

LH III pottery; 3 fragments of LH III female terracotta figurines 
 
I.57. ivory four-  

Type of artifact Four-spok  
Type of material  
Size 4.7 cm in diameter 
Further details Bottom part missing; different in shape from many bronze or lead 

wheels: spokes go to end of wheel and are paralleled by the forks, 
forming a trident shape 

Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Unknown chamber tomb, discovered in 1887-18881846 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 2646; on display 
Bibliography Poursat 1977, Pl. XXIII; Matthäus 1980a, 119-120 

I.58. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 8.5 cm 
Further details Bouzek type B; Blinkenberg type I.1; Kilian type Ig; pin loop on left and 

catch plate on right (unusual for Aegean fibulae) 

                                                 
1844 Museum numbers mentioned in publication, without reference to specific museum. See Wace . 1953, 77. 
1845 Wace is very careful in assigning a date to the phase of reuse/looting, but hypothesizes the end of LH IIIB as 
a likely date, see Wace . 1953, 83. 
1846 In various publications, the wheel is erroneously reported from ChT 26 (e.g. Bouzek 1985; Pare 1987). There 

-1888. Due to the loss 
of his notebooks for these years, the wheel can no longer be assigned to a specific tomb. 
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Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Early? (Kilian) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion In the Aegean, the other specimen in Orchomenos dates to LH IIIC 

Early; in Italy there are no direct parallels. Parallels in northern Alps, 
western Balkans and Syria can be linked to other types in Cyprus and 
northern Italy; the latter date to FBA (= LH IIIC Middle:2  SM) 

Context Chamber tomb 3 (originally wrongly assigned to ChT 1) 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 2389  on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 26; Bouzek 1985, 153 (both wrongly assigned to ChT 

1); Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 53-54, 55-57, Pl. 7, 2389; Kilian 1985, 148, 
Abb. 1, Ig1, 152, 157-159;  (both right attribution to ChT 3) 

 
I.59. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 9.6-9.7 cm 
Further details Bouzek type B; Blinkenberg type I.1; Kilian type IIIb 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB:2 Late? (Kilian) 

Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Middle:1? (Kilian) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion In the Aegean, the only securely-dated parallel comes from Tiryns and 

dates to LH IIIB:2 Late (I.90); a parallel in the western Balkans is 
excluded by Kilian; in Italy1847 a good parallel dates to RBA I (= LH IIIB 

 LH IIIC Early). Therefore, this type seems to be contemporary in Italy 
and the Aegean 

Context Chamber tomb 8 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 2388  on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 46, Fig. 9, I.1a; Bouzek 1985, 153; Kilian 1985, 149, 

Abb. 2, IIIb2, 152, 162; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 62-67, Pl. 7, 2388 
 
I.60. bronze violin-bow fibula with twisted bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with twisted bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 7.3  7.4 cm 
Further details Bouzek type C; Blinkenberg type I.2; Kilian type Ie 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB:2 Late  LH IIIC Middle:1 (Kilian) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion In the Aegean, parallels date between LH IIIB:2 Late and LH IIIC 

Middle:1. Kilian includes I.39 from Mycenae and among others 1 from 
Karphi; Pabst also notes I.101 from Tiryns but its fragmentary condition 
prevents proper classification. In Italy, the type is known as the Pertosa 
type and belongs to late RBA (= LH IIIC Early  Middle:1). In the 
Hungarian plain, specimens also post-date 1200 BC. For I.60, Kilian 
asserts a date between LH IIIB:2 Late  LH IIIC on the basis of a wired 
arm ring found with it. He decides LH IIIC because cremation is the 
burial rite; however, there are no other reports that confirm this. 
Therefore, a date based on typology is more sound 

Context Chamber tomb 29 (dromos) 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 2456  on display  
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 47, Fig. 10, I2a; Bouzek 1985, 154; Kilian 1985, 148, 

Abb. 1, Ie1, 147, 155-156; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 104-106, Pl. 27, 

                                                 
1847 Tomb 22 of Montana necropolis.  
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2456; Pabst 2013, 122 and n. 80 

I.61. bronze flanged-hilted knife 

Type of artifact flanged-hilted knife 
Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details Curved blade; Bouzek type B (Mühlau group) 
Function Weapon or tool?  
Date catalog: LH 

IIIA 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Some scholars connect the knife to  bronzes, while others 

consider it a standard, local Mycenaean knife 
Context Chamber tomb 49 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 2485; on display 
Bibliography Sandars 1955, 185, 191; Harding 1975, 197 and note on bottom of page; 

Bouzek 1985, 146; Iacono 2013 

I.62. bronze long pin with coiled head 

Type of artifact Long pin with coiled head 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 16.8 cm 
Further details Bouzek type Via 
Function Clothing pin 
Date - 
Suggested origin /Aegean? - import or local production 
Discussion This type of long pin is thought to originate in the  area, incl. 

Italy, but could also be locally produced 
Context Chamber tomb 52 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. No. 2483  not on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 165-166 (wrongly attributed to ChT 25); Xenaki-

Sakellariou 1985, 131-132, Pl. 36, 2483 

I.63. bronze violin-bow fibula with spiral-disc foot 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with spiral-disc foot 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 21.7-22 cm 
Further details Blinkenberg type I.3; Bouzek type A; Kilian type II. May be inspired by 

the Unter-Radl type (Pabst) 
Function Dress pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB:2? Date based on context: LH 

IIIB:2/SM? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Pabst connects this specimen to the Unter-Radl type, which is common in 

the Carpathian basin. Typological details also connect the fibula to 
northern Italy and the northwestern Balkans and suggest local production. 
Bouzek, in contrast, considers the piece an actual import 

Context Chamber tomb 61 
Last known location National Museum Athens 2809, on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 48, Fig. 11, I.3a; Bouzek 1985, 152, 161; Kilian 1985, 

148, Abb. 1, II1, 152; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 186-187, Pl. VII, 2809; 
Pabst 2014, 88-90  

I.64. bronze violin-bow fibula with spiral-disc foot? 
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Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with spiral-disc foot?  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 19-19.9cm 
Further details This particular specimen was not found with the spiral-disc foot 

preserved but is assumed to belong to the same type as I.63; zigzag 
decoration is preserved on the bow; Blinkenberg type I.4; Bouzek type A; 
Kilian type II 

Function Dress pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB? Date based on context: LH IIIB/SM? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Pabst connects this specimen to the Unter-Radl type, which is common in 

the Carpathian basin. Typological details also connect the fibula to 
northern Italy and the northwestern Balkans and suggest local production. 
Bouzek, in contrast, considers the piece an actual import 

Context Chamber tomb 61 
Last known location National Museum Athens 2808, on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 48, Fig. 12, I.4a; Bouzek 1985, 152, 161; Kilian 1985, 

148, Abb. 1, II2, 152; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 186-187, Pl. VII, 2808; 
Pabst 2014, 88-90 

I.65. bronze long pin with small swelling and large disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with small swelling and large disc top 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 20 cm 
Further details Resembles canonical SM types but proportions are reversed 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: SM? Date based on context: LH IIIB:2/SM? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This type is thought to originate in the  area; strong parallels in 

Serbia, but also in other areas incl. Italy and Carpathian basin. If the pin 
is really this early, it might constitute an actual import 

Context Chamber tomb 61 
Last known location National Museum Athens 2892  on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 161; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 186-187, Pl. 80; 2892; 

Pabst 2014, 90-91 

I.66. bronze long pin with small swelling and large disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with small swelling and large disc top 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 23 cm 
Further details Resembles canonical SM types but proportions are reversed 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: SM? Date based on context: LH IIIB:2/SM?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This type is thought to originate in the  area; strong parallels in 

Serbia, but also in other areas incl. Italy and Carpathian basin. If the pin 
is really this early, it might constitute an actual import 

Context Chamber tomb 61 
Last known location National Museum Athens 2892  on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 161; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 186-187, Pl. 80; 2892; 

Pabst 2014, 90-91 

 

Type of artifact e of spearhead 
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Type of material Bronze  
Size - 
Further details Entire socket; leaf-shaped; Bouzek type B2 
Function Weapon 
Date - 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This specific subtype bears stronger European influence than type B1 but 

could also be a local development 
Context Chamber tomb 77 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 2973 
Bibliography Sandars 1964, 261; Bouzek 1985, 138 

Type of context Chamber tombs 
Location Various locations around Mycenae 
Main period(s) of use LH II-LH IIIC; 1 tomb constructed in LH I 
Burial forms Inhumation 
Anthropological analysis Unknown 
Discussion Tsountas excavated over a 100 chamber tombs; several of his notebooks 

were lost, which means that for these years individual finds can no longer 
be attributed to their tombs 

Bibliography Bouzek 1985; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985; Shelton 2003 

Unknown chamber tomb 
ChT 3; LH IIIA:2?1848; 2 bone 
heaps (min. no. of 4 individuals) 
 
Cemetery: Asprochroma East (LH 
IIA  IIIC Middle) or 
Asprochoma Agriosikias (LH 
II/IIIA:1  IIIB)1849  

52 small natural shells; (to the right of the 
entrance); 1 bronze tube; 1 bronze pin/needle -not inventoried (in front of 
the entrance)  
 
Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 57 reports that the fibulae comes from an area 
with charcoal/traces of fire. Kilian 1985, 157 speculates they may have 

indicative of burning. 
ChT 8; LH IIIB  IIIC 
Middle:1?1850; 2 pits w/ bones 
(min. no. of 1 individual)  
 
Cemetery: Asprochroma East (LH 
IIA  IIIC Middle) or 
Asprochoma Agriosikias (LH 
II/IIIA:1  IIIB)1851 

1 pitcher, not dated; 1 gold ornament (pit left to entrance); 2 seal stones 
(second pit; near head); 1 seal stone; 2 bronze bracelets; 1 bronze ring; 

; 3 golden embossed rose petals (beneath 
collapsed vault); various gold ornaments; beads of various types and 
materials (scattered in burial chamber); 2 gold ornaments and various 
beads (dromos) 
 
Kilian 1985, 162 argues that the fibula should be dated to LH IIIC 
Middle:1, because 2 of the bracelets that were found with it have good 
parallels in Kos and Cyprus of that date. Other specimens of the fibula 
type in both the Aegean and Italy are, however, much earlier. Therefore, 
it cannot be excluded entirely that the fibula belonged to the earlier use 
phase of the tomb (LH IIIB) 

ChT 29; LH IIIA/B  IIIC?1852;  1 flint arrowhead; 1 stone sword pommel; 1 bronze sheet; various 
                                                 
1848 Kilian 1985, 157 dates the contents of the tomb to LH IIIA:2 on the basis of ceramics found inside the tomb; 
however, Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985 does not mention these ceramics. She reports a mix-up of the inventories of 

-Sakellariou assigns the shells, 
fibula, bronze tube and pin to tomb 3, whereas she attributes the pottery to tomb 1. 
1849 Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985; Shelton 1993: Asprochromatos-Agriosikias; Shelton 2003: Asprochroma East. 
1850 Bouzek 1985, 153 gives this date but no information in Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985 confirms this date. Kilian 
1985 reports that the tomb was first used during LH IIIB but that the bronze arm ring found with the fibula has 
parallels in Kos and Cyprus that date to LH IIIC Middle:1. 
1851 Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985: Asprochromatos-Agriosikias; Shelton 1993; 2003: Asprochroma East. 
1852 Bouzek 1985, 154 gives LH IIIIB; Kilian 1985, 155 gives LH IIIA for the use of the tomb and LH IIIC for 
the cremation burial in the dromos. No information in Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985 confirms any of these dates. 
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2 crania  
 
Cemetery: Panagia (LH IIA  
IIIC) 
 
 

fragments of gold leaf and gold discs (amidst the stones of the collapsed 
vault); various glass ornaments; bronze spearheads and arrowheads (left 
of entrance within chamber); 1 seal stone; 1 bronze object filled with 
white clay (within the stomion); 1 ivory relief and various other objects 
of ivory (sieving);1 bronze bracelet, , glass 
ornaments (before entrance near lintel) 
 
Kilian 1985, 155 mentions that the fibula and bracelet belong to a later 
cremation burial in the dromos; Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985, 104 only notes 
burnt soil 

ChT 49; LH IIIA  B?1853; 1 
cranium 
 
Cemetery: Epano Pigadi  
Fournodiaselo  (LH II  IIIB) or 
Panagia (LH IIA  IIIC)1854 
 

Gold leaf; ornaments of glass; 1 imported vessel of Egyptian blue with 
cartouche Amenhotep III (first chamber); 1 ivory cylinder; 1 ivory 
plaque; 1 ivory female figure and other fragments of ivory (south wall 
between stomion and second chamber); 1 olive pit (second chamber); 1 
ivory box (right wall stomion); 1 imported Cypriot faience goblet, LH 
IIIA:1 (lower part stomion); gold bands (before entrance near lintel close 
to skull)  (dromos) 

ChT 52; date unknown; no 
remains reported 
 
Cemetery: Epano Pigadi  
Fournodiaselo  (LH II  IIIB) or 
Panagia (LH IIA  IIIC)1855 

1 seal stone; 1 silver handle of a vessel; fragments of gold leaf; various 
ornaments of glass; 1 stone spindle whorl; 

ChT 61; LH IIIA:2  IIIB/SM?; 
skeletal remains 
 
Cemetery: Asprochoma-
Agriosikia?1856 

1 spiral of thick gold wire, wrapped 4 times; ; 
; 1 seal stone.  

 
Kilian 1985, 159 notes that the fibulae were found near the skeletal 
remains inside the burial chamber, which makes a date after LH IIIB:2 
unlikely. Bouzek 1985, 161 reports that the total assemblage reminds of 
SM burial gifts but that the fibulae typologically should be dated before 
the end of 1200; Dickinson 2006, 161 proposes a Postpalatial date, 
whereas Pabst 2014, 88-91 again emphasizes a Palatial date 

ChT 77; date unknown;  
(no more contextual info.) 

4 bronze spearheads, ; 154 steatite buttons  

I.68. bronze bow fibula 

Type of artifact Bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Appears intact from excavation photograph 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type is thought to originate in the  area. It finds particularly 

good parallels in Italy, but could also be locally produced 
Context Cist tomb  
Last known location - 
Bibliography Mylonas 1971, 136, Fig. 165; Desborough 1973, 100; Bouzek 1985, 159 

I.69. bronze bow fibula 
                                                 
1853 Cline 1994, 197 dates the imports to LH IIIA or LH IIIA:1; Sandars 1955, 185 notes a vase of possible LH 
IIIB date from the tomb, but later dates the knife to LH IIIA (p. 191). No information in Xenaki-Sakellariou 
1985 to confirm any of these dates. 
1854 Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985: Panagia Hill; Shelton 1993; 2003: Epano Pigadi/Fournodiaselo. 
1855 Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985: Panagia Hill; Shelton 1993; 2003: Epano Pigadi/Fournodiaselo. 
1856 Kilian 1985, 159 attributes the tomb to this specific cemetery, but no information in Xenaki-Sakellariou 1985 
or Shelton 1993; 2003 confirms this attribution. 
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Type of artifact Bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Appears intact from excavation photograph 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type is thought to originate in the  area. It finds particularly 

good parallels in Italy, but could also be locally produced 
Context Cist tomb  
Last known location - 
Bibliography Mylonas 1971, 136, Fig. 165; Desborough 1973, 100; Bouzek 1985, 159 

Type of context Cist tomb 
Location Area of Tso

Tower; under third step of staircase of a building 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Late 
Burial forms Primary inhumation burial 
Anthropological analysis Limited: burial is an infant 
Discussion Mylonas interprets it as an intra-mural burial which shows that the 

building was still in use; Desborough suggests that the building was 
already abandoned at the time of burial 

Bibliography Mylonas 1971, 136; Desborough 1973, 100 

Finds described in Mylonas 1971; 
Desborough 1973:  

; LH IIIC Late amphoriskos; 1 bronze ring 

 
I.70. bronze symmetrical bow fibula 

Type of artifact Symmetrical bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 6 cm 
Further details Bow is circular in section 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (late) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type is thought to originate in the  area. It finds particularly 

good parallels in Italy, but could also be locally produced 
Context Cist t  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Desborough 1973, 95, Pl. 34, d-e; Bouzek 1985, 159 

I.71. bronze symmetrical bow fibula 

Type of artifact Symmetrical bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 5 cm 
Further details Bow is rhomboid in section 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (late) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type is thought to originate in the  area. It finds particularly 

good parallels in Italy, but could also be locally produced 
Context Cist t  



 

420 
 

Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Desborough 1973, 95, Pl. 34, d-e; Bouzek 1985, 159 

 
I.72. bronze symmetrical bow fibula 

Type of artifact Symmetrical bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 6.2 cm 
Further details Bow is circular in section 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (late) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type is thought to originate in the  area. It finds particularly 

good parallels in Italy, but could also be locally produced 
Context Cist t  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Desborough 1973, 95, Pl. 34, d-e; Bouzek 1985, 159 

I.73. bronze long pin with swelling and small disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with swelling and small disc top 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 19.5 cm 
Further details Bouzek type II 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (late) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. Italy. Could also 

be locally produced 
Context Cist t  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Desborough 1973, 95, Pl. 34, d-e; Bouzek 1985, 163, 166 

I.74. bronze long pin with swelling and small disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with swelling and small disc top 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 19 cm 
Further details Bouzek type II 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (late) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. Italy. Could also 

be locally produced  
Context Cist t  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Desborough 1973, 95, Pl. 34, d-e; Bouzek 1985, 163, 166 

I.75. bronze finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 

Type of artifact Finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 1.8-2 cm in diameter 
Further details - 
Function Finger ring 
Date Date based on pottery: SM (late) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
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Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. southern Italy. 
Could also be locally produced 

Context Cist t  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Desborough 1973, 95, Pl. 34, d-e; Bouzek 1985, 169 

II. Context of  .70, I.71, I.72, I.73, I.74, I.75
Type of context Cist tomb 
Location In area of former Cult Center, with 2 other tombs 
Main period(s) of use SM (late) 
Burial forms Primary inhumation burial 
Anthropological analysis Burial is of child, 8  9 years old, possibly female 
Discussion The area of the Cult Center was re-used early in LH IIIC but the burials 

imply that it was no longer in use at the time; variety of vessels and 
bronzes may indicate elevated status 

Bibliography Desborough 1973, 95-98 

Finds described in Desborough 
1973: 

4 lekythoi; 1 cup; 1 jug; 1 stirrup jar (all SM late date); 

 

# Description Site Date Reference 
I.76 1 bronze four-spoked wheel of 

 
Modi LH IIIB:2  LH 

IIIC Late 
Konsolaki-
Giannopoulou 2003, 
422-423 

I.77 1 bronze eight-spoked wheel of 
 

Modi LH IIIB:2  LH 
IIIC Late 

Konsolaki-
Giannopoulou 2003, 
422-423 

Modi-Leontari 

Type of site Settlement (small) 
Location Islet of Modi-Leontari near the island of Poros 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Late 
Research history Surface survey conducted by Kyrou; excavations by Greek 

Archaeological Service 
State of research Surface survey; excavation; preliminary reports 
Discussion The site is considered by the excavator as a harbor which was used 

particularly after the destruction of the palaces. A shipwreck dating to LH 
IIIC has recently been discovered off the shore of the islet, which affirms 
this conclusion  

Selected bibliography Konsolaki-Giannopoulou 2003; Morgan 2007-2008b, 14-15; 2009-
2010c, 21  

Relevant entries: 

1.76 bronze four-  

Type of artifact Four-  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details - 



 

422 
 

Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Late 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Settlement; large complex with 7 rooms 
Last known location Poros Museum, on display 
Bibliography Konsolaki-Giannopoulou 2003, 422-423; 2009, 516, Eik. 20a; Morgan 

2007-2008b, 14-15 
 
1.77 bronze eight-  

Type of artifact Eight-  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Late 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Settlement; surface survey 
Last known location Poros Museum, on display 
Bibliography Konsolaki-Giannopoulou 2003, 422-423; Morgan 2007-2008b, 14-15 

Surface survey 1 fragmentary ring-based krater  1 bronze arrowhead; 1 type B solid cast 
bronze double ax with oval shaft hole; 

 
Excavation of oblong structure 
with 2 rooms  

3 joining fragments of ring-based Argive krater Pictorial Style (fill; 12th 
century BC); 3 fragmentary figurines (LH IIIB/C); the remains of 
applied-bone plaque decoration of small casket for new-born infant  

Excavation of large complex with 
7 rooms  

  likely LH IIIC 
date (floor deposit) 

Recent surface finds 1 fragmented transport stirrup jar probably from Crete; 1 fragment of a 
tripod tray probably from Crete; 1 folded sheet of hammered bronze, also 
a possible import 

Other finds Sherds of mainly LH IIIC Early, Late and Middle date, but LH IIIB:2 
also present 

# Description Area Date Reference 
I.78 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 

spiral-disc foot? 
Pronoia - Kilian 1985, 152 

 
Pronoia 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location At the base of the Palamidi hill 
Main period(s) of use LH I  LH IIIC? 
Research history First explored by Greek Archaeological Society ca. 1879; later 

excavations in 1971 
State of research Extremely fragmentary 
Discussion Information regarding the Pronoia cemetery is hard to find; its chamber 

tombs reportedly surpass the number of tombs at Mycenae and held 
substantial levels of wealth. Chamber Tomb K is dated to LH IIB and has 
a surgical kit; there are also LH I  II cist graves of which the finds are 
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on display in the Nauplion Museum. Eder reports its use in the Palatial 
period, with some LH IIIC pots indicating Postpalatial use 

Selected bibliography Tsountas/Manatt 1897, 6; Voutsaki 1993, 104; Arnott 1997; Eder 1998, 
49; French 2005, 125 

 
Relevant entries: 

I.78. bronze violin-bow fibula with spiral-disc foot? 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with spiral-disc foot 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Kilian discusses it under the same heading as the Mycenae piece (I.63) 

but gives no further description. As the other piece (I.64) from ChT 61 is 
also included, it is not clear whether the Nauplion specimen had an actual 
spiral; Kilian type II3 

Function Clothing pin 
Date - 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Pabst connects the possible parallels I.63 and I.64 to the Unter-Radl type, 

which is common in the Carpathian basin. Typological details also link 
those 2 to northern Italy and the northwestern Balkans and suggest local 
production; a similar origin may be appropriate for the Nauplion 
specimen 

Context Chamber Tomb at Pronoia 
Last known location Disappeared 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 152, II3. Kilian also refers to Tsountas/Manatt 1897, 164, 

but the fibula is not actually mentioned there. Cf. Bouzek 1985, 152, 161; 
Pabst 2014, 88-90 for the description of the type   

# Description Area Date Reference 
I.79 1 bronze Peschiera dagger - - Matthäus 1980a, 122 

and n. 61 
I.80 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 

knobs  
- LH IIIC Early  

Middle:2? 
Kilian 1985, 151 

I.81 1 bronze four-spoked wheel of 
 

- - Matthäus 1980a, 119-
120 and n. 52 

I.82 1 bronze six-spoked wheel of 
 

- LH Matthäus 1980a, 126 

I.83 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
twisted bow 

Acropolis? LH IIIC Dev.? Kilian 1985, 147 

I.84 1 HBW vessel with protruding 
rim 

Upper Citadel 
Corridor 

LH IIIB Dev. or 
earlier 

Kilian 2007, 77 

I.85 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
knobs 

Middle Citadel 
W Staircase 

LH IIIB:2? Kilian 1985, 149 

I.86 1 bronze asymmetrical bow fibula Lower Citadel LH IIIC Jung 2006, 191-192 
I.87 1 HBW beaker Lower Citadel 

Well Csm. 14 
LH IIIB Dev. - 
Final 

Kilian 2007, 31 

1.88 
spearhead 

Lower Citadel 
SW 

LH IIIB  C Bouzek 1985, 129, 
138ff 

I.89 1 bronze fibula Lower Citadel 
Room 10, B. I 

LH IIIB Dev.? Rahmstorf 2008, 252 

I.90 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
smooth bow 

Lower Citadel 
Room 10, B. I. 

LH IIIB Dev. or 
Final? 

Rahmstorf 2008, 252 

I.91 1 HBW bellied jar w/ funnel neck Lower Citadel LH IIIB Dev. or Kilian 2007, 21 
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and tubular handles Rom. 120; B. I Final? 
I.92 1 HBW carinated vessel Lower Citadel 

Earthquake 
LH IIIC Early 
(or older) 

Kilian 2007, 32-35 

I.93 1 bronze violin-bow type fibula 
with knobs 

Lower Citadel LH IIIB Mid.  
LH IIIC Early 

Jung 2006, 189-190 

I.94 1 bronze violin-bow fibula Lower Citadel LH IIIC Early Kilian 1985, 153 
I.95 1 HBW ax-shaped handle Lower Citadel 

SW corner 
LH IIIC Early Kilian 2007, 32 

I.96 1 bronze symmetrical twisted 
fibula  

Lower Town 
NW 

LH IIIC Early Jung 2006, 190-191 

I.97 1 bronze Naue II type sword Treasure LH IIIC Bouzek 1985, 125 
I.98 1 bronze Naue II type sword Treasure LH IIIC Bouzek 1985, 128 
I.99 1 HBW amphora Deposit Csm. 7 LH IIIB Dev. Kilian 2007, 46 
I.100 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 

smooth bow 
Lower Citadel 
W 

LH IIIC Early 
(or earlier) 

Jung 2006, 189 

I.101 1 bronze twisted fibula Grave V Profitis 
Ilias 

- Jung 2006, 191 

I.102 1 bronze twisted bow fibula Grave XIIIb  
Agri. Prison 

SM Verdelis 1963, 8 

I.103 1 bronze helmet Grave XXVIII 
Agri. Prison 

SM  PG 
transition 

Verdelis 1963, 17-24 

Tiryns: settlement (total number of entries: 18) 

Type of site Settlement (large) 
Location Within the Acropolis of Tiryns (Upper, Middle and Lower Citadel); 

outside the Citadel walls (Lower Town) 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  LH IIIC; habitation reported for earlier phases 
Research history Excavated by the Deutsches Archäologisches Institut and the Greek 

Archaeological Service, e.g. Schliemann (1876); with Dörpfeld (1884  
1885; Citadel); Dörpfeld and Karo (1905  1914; Citadel, outer areas); 
Müller and Sulze (1926  1929; Upper Citadel, Lower Town SE); 
Verdelis (1962  1963; wells); Jantzen (Lower Citadel; Lower Town 
SW); Kilian (1975  1992; Upper & Lower Citadel; Lower Town NW); 
Maran (1997  2003; 2006  2008; 2010) Upper & Lower Citadel, Lower 
Town W, NE). Current director: Maran 

State of research Extensive excavations; rescue excavations; Large number of preliminary 
reports; large number of final publications available (not all)  

Selected bibliography University of Heidelberg online 
 

Location Lower Citadel; Lower Town North-East; Lower Town North-West 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2 Early  LH IIIC Late 
Number of specimens Lower Citadel: >366 specimens 

Lower Town North-East: 591 sherds (min. no. of 155 individuals) 
Character of assemblage Southern Italian parallels for 84% of the total assemblage; virtual absence 

shapes; barbotine decoration typical for Northwestern Greek pots; new 
shapes  

Spatial distribution on site LH IIIB:2 Early = 
LH IIIB Middle  

1 sherd Lower Citadel 

LH IIIB:2 Late = 
LH IIIB Developed  
LH IIIB Final 

 
21 specimens Lower Citadel, 
mainly in Southeast Area, some in 
western side 
25 specimens Lower Citadel, 
mainly in Southwest Area, some in 
western side 
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LH IIIC Early  = 
 
 
 
LH IIIC Early:1  
LH IIIC Early:2 

120 specimens Lower Citadel; 27 
specimens Lower Town NW; 116 
sherds (min. no. of 35 individuals) 
Lower Town NE 
10 sherds (min. no. of 4 
individuals) Lower Town NE 

LH IIIC Middle:1 35 specimens Lower Citadel; 33 
sherds (min. no. of 8 individuals) 
Lower Town NE 

LH IIIC Middle:2 67 specimens Lower Citadel; 61 
sherds (min. no. of 14 individuals) 
Lower Town NE 

LH IIIC Late 27 specimens Lower Citadel; 5 
sherds Lower Town NE 

Chronological distribution The presence of HBW in LH IIIB:2 Early is limited in Tiryns; from LH 
IIIB:2 Late onwards the amount rises in the Lower Citadel and reaches its 
peak in LH IIIC Early; during the same phase HBW first appears in the 
Lower Town NW and NE. Within LH IIIC Early, a drop in the number of 
sherds is visible in the Lower Town NE. In LH IIIC Middle 1 habitation 
stops in the Lower Town NW and the HBW disappears. In the Lower 
Town NE, the number of sherds reaches its apex, representing 9.8% of 
the total number of sherds in this area in this phase. The Lower Citadel, 
in contrast, sees a drop in the number of specimens and a subsequent rise 
in LH IIIC Middle:2. In this phase, the number of sherds also rises in the 
Lower town NE. A sharp drop is visible in both areas in LH IIIC Late, 
with HBW virtually disappearing in the Lower Town NE. Overall, the 
HBW in the Lower Citadel and Lower Town NE follows similar trend 
lines 

Character of context(s) Status of Southeast and Southwest Area of Lower Citadel is unclear due 
to secondary activities in the area; HBW is also found in high-status 
buildings on the western side of the Citadel but always in contexts related 
to service, craft and cult (the latter only during Palatial period). In Lower 
Town NE the HBW is absent from high-status buildings and appears to 

 
Possibly related phenomena Clay spools  Lower Citadel from LH IIIC 

Middle onwards 
Figurines 1 specimen LH IIIB Final; more in 

LH IIIC Middle:1 
Grey Ware  

 
Discussion The different methodologies used for enumerating the HBW between 

Kilian (Lower Citadel: number of specimens) and Stockhammer (Lower 
Town NE: number of individual sherds, minimum number of individuals) 
makes it difficult to make numerical comparisons between the 2 corpora. 
Yet the 2 can be compared in terms of character, contexts and relative 
developments (increase or decrease within each corpus) 

Selected Bibliography Kilian 2007; Stockhammer 2008; Rahmstorf 2011 
 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.79. bronze Peschiera dagger 

Type of artifact Peschiera dagger 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 4.5 cm 
Further details Only part of handle preserved; not mentioned by Bouzek or Jung; 

assigned to Psychro type by Papadopoulos and to Pertosa type in the 
Nauplion Museum 

Function Weapon or tool 
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Date - 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Bouzek classifies Peschiera daggers of the Psychro type as his Island 

group. This group finds closer parallels in Italy than in the Balkans or 
central Europe. The Pertosa type is common in the Italian peninsula, is 
also frequently found in Austria but is rare in the Carpathian basin. 
Whatever the subtype, therefore, it seems that this particular dagger can 
be tied more closely to Italy than the Balkans. If this dagger should also 

s 
with Crete 

Context Tiryns?1857; context unknown 
Last known location Nauplion Museum cat. no. 1457 on display 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 122 and n. 61; Papadopoulos 1998a, 29-30. Cf. Bouzek 

1985, 133-135 (Island group); Jung 2009c, 136-138 (Pertosa type) 
 
I.80. bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs  

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 8,1 cm 
Further details Probably Kilian type VIc. Only part of bow preserved; bow is decorated 

with horizontal zigzags and is slightly curved 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Early  Middle:2? 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type not known from western Balkans; various specimens known from 

Italy. Aegean specimens poorly dated, 1 from Orchomenos probably 
belongs to early LH IIIC; 1 from Kos dates before LH IIIC Middle:2. 
Italian ones date to (first phase) FBA (= LH IIIC Middle:2).1858 Aegean 
ones earlier or contemporary. For decoration also Italian parallels1859 

Context Unknown 
Last known location Storerooms Tiryns 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 151, Abb. 4, VIc5, 153, 169-170 

 
I.81. bronze four-  

Type of artifact Four-spoked wheel o  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context Tiryns; context unknown; found in the German excavations before WWI 

(Citadel, outer areas) 
Last known location Nauplion Museum, cat. no. 1365, not on display 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 119-120 and n. 52 

 
I.82. bronze six-spoked  

Type of artifact Six-  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 

                                                 
1857 In the Nauplion Museum, the knife is assigned to Tiryns, but Papadopoulos 1998 expresses doubt about this. 
1858 Scoglio del Tonno (FBA?); Pianello (first phase FBA); Bobbio (no date). 
1859 Torre Mordillo-Torrione. 
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Further details Similar to complete wheel Müller collection (I.01) 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date Dated based on stratigraphy: LH 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be locally produced 
Context cavations 

(new in 1980, which could mean: Upper and Lower Citadel; Lower Town 
SW or NW) 

Last known location Nauplion Museum, cat. no. 17080, not on display 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 126 

I.83. bronze violin-bow fibula with twisted bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with twisted bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 6.8 cm 
Further details Kilian type Id. Medium-sized; pointed catch plate 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: developed LH IIIC? 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Subtype represented in Aegean by single find in Tiryns; pointed catch 

plate found in various mainland fibulae with knobs, 1 of developed LH 
IIIC date (Timmari). No parallels in eastern Mediterranean and western 
Balkans; in Italy1860 parallels date between RBA and FBA (= LH IIIB 
Early  SM). This could mean that Italian specimens are earlier 

Context Unknown  may come from Acropolis? 
Last known location Storerooms Tiryns 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 148, Abb. 1, Id1, 147, 154-155 

 
I.84. HBW vessel with slightly protruding rim 

Type of artifact Vessel with slightly protruding rim 
Type of material Pottery (HBW) 
Size - 
Further details Band of fingertip imprints 
Function Ceramic vessel 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB Developed or older 
Suggested origin Italy  import? 
Discussion First, Kilian does not mention this piece as a likely import, but later on he 

does cite it as an import 
Context Upper Citadel, fill of corridor around the Great Megaron 
Last known location Unknown; Kilian 2007 inv. no. 117 
Bibliography Kilian 2007, 16-17, 77, 91, Taf. 10, 117 

 
I.85. bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 9.9-10 cm 
Further details Bouzek type D; Blinkenberg type I.5; Kilian type Vb1  
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2 but date not secure; date based on 

typology: LH IIIB/LH IIIC 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 

                                                 
1860 From Peschiera period sites Val Passiva and Cisano-Verona and from the Protovovillanovan cremation 
burial 4 at Torre Castelluccia (Taranto). 
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Discussion Subtype represented in Aegean by single find at Tiryns; no parallels in 
western Balkans; in Italy1861 parallels date to transition RBA-FBA (= LH 
IIIC Early). This could mean that the Tiryns specimen is earlier but its 
date is not secure 

Context Between wall of Western Staircase and NW corner of palace terrace  
found in 1910. Probably part of palatial debris 

Last known location Nauplion Museum, cat. no. 1282, not on display 
Bibliography Blinkenberg 1926, 49, Fig. 14, I.5d; Bouzek 1985, 155; Kilian 1985, 149, 

Abb. 2, Vb1, 152, 164-165 

I.86. bronze asymmetrical bow fibula 

Type of artifact Asymmetrical bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Fragment; foot is vertical and untwisted, not clear if bow is; Earlier form 

of type dates to LH IIIC Late at latest (I.21, Argos, Tumulus Kadzavel.) 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion In Aegean, this sub-type dates at least to LH IIIC Late  SM; possibly 

earlier if one considers Argos specimen. In Italy, specimens are known 
from RBA-FBA I (= LH IIIB Early  LH IIIC Middle:2). Therefore, this 
type appears either at the same time or slightly earlier in Italy 

Context Lower Citadel; LH IIIC levels 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Kilian 1983 th fragment from left1862;  Jung 2006, 

191-192 

I.87. HBW beaker  

Type of artifact Beaker 
Type of material Pottery (HBW) 
Size - 
Further details Slightly biconical body; convex bottom 
Function Ceramic vessel 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB Developed to Final 
Suggested origin Italy  import? 
Discussion Kilian considers this piece as a likely import from southern Italy, due to 

the quality of its production and burnishing. This would make it the 
earliest import in the Peloponnese 

Context Lower Citadel; chronologically homogenous debris fill of the well in 
Casemate 14. Deposit was originally dated to LH IIIB Middle by Kilian; 
it has recently been redated instead to LH IIIB Developed to Final by 
Stockhammer 

Last known location Unknown; Kilian 2007 inv. no. 299 
Bibliography Kilian 2007, 31, 54, 107 and Taf. 24, 299; Stockhammer 2008, 51; 

French/Stockhammer 2009, 201 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze  
Size 8.6 cm 
Further details Bouzek type B1, parallel I.56 (Mycenae); only part of blade and shaft 

                                                 
1861 Scoglio del Tonno and cremation burial in Aprilia (Latium). 
1862 According to Jung 2006, but Fig. 13 in Kilian 1983 is very unclear. 
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preserved; spearhead is a miscast 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB:2?; Date based on typology: LH IIIB 

 C  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This specific subtype bears European influence but could also be a local 

development; if Bouzek is right that this is a miscast, this could indicate 
local production 

Context Lower Citadel, SW; Layer Z in the north part of trench I/1; near Building 
II. The ceramics in this layer were originally not diagnostic, but later 
material found was related to that of the LH IIIB:2 destruction of the 
Upper Citadel. The layer was poor in finds; 3 small fragments of gold 
leaf were found in the vicinity of the spearhead 

Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Grossmann/Schafer 1971, 43, 57-64, 67; Bouzek in  71-72; Bouzek 

1985, 129, 138ff 
 
I.89. bronze fibula 

Type of artifact Fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Found in fragments 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: early LH IIIB:2 = LH IIIB Middle? (horizon 

17a1; phase 1 of Building A) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This particular piece is only mentioned in Rahmstorf 2008; he 

distinguishes 3 phases of use of Building A during LH IIIB:2; he argues 
that most rooms were cleared during second phase but that room 10 still 
contained material from phase 1, including fragments of a fibula (= I.89). 
For phase 2 of the same room, he also mentions a fibula. This fibula 
appears to be the specimen described by Kilian (see I.90) 

Context Lower Citadel, room 10, Building A (originally Building I) 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Rahmstorf 2008, 252, #385 

 
I.90. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow 

Type of artifact Violin-bow type fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 8.7 cm 
Further details Kilian type IIIb; symmetrical catch plate; fragmentary; end of bow and 

pin missing; bow is square and straight 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB Developed or Final? 

Ashy layer in which fibula was found originally interpreted by Kilian as 
last use phase at end of LH IIIB:2 (= phase 3); Rahmstorf 2008 assigns 
layer to earlier destruction in rooms 10 and 120 at end of LH IIIB 
Developed (= phase 2). 

Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion In the Aegean, I.90 is the only securely-dated specimen; there is also a 

specimen in Mycenae (I.59); a parallel in the western Balkans is excluded 
by Kilian; in Italy1863 a good parallel dates to RBA I (= LH IIIB  LH 
IIIC Early). Therefore, this type seems to be contemporary in Italy and 
the Aegean 

                                                 
1863 Tomb 22 of Montana necropolis.  
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Context Lower Citadel; room 10 of Building A (originally Building I; LX I 38/81 
IXe 1320). 

Last known location Storerooms Tiryns 
Bibliography Kilian 1983, 87, Fig. 12.5; 1985, 149, Abb. 2, III.b3; 152; Jung 2006, 

189; Rahmstorf 2008, 252, #687, #383 
 
I.91. HBW bellied jar with funnel neck and horizontal tubular handles  

Type of artifact Bellied jar 
Type of material Pottery (HBW) 
Size - 
Further details Reconstructed out of 22 fragments; open shape; with funnel neck and 

horizontal tubular handles 
Function Ceramic vessel 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB Developed or Final? The most 

recent reports are contradictory: Kilian 2007 gives LH IIIB Final in 
catalog but LH IIIB Developed in text; LH IIIB Final is also given in 
Rahmstorf 2011, yet the stratigraphy described in Kilian 2007 matches 
best with what Rahmstorf 2008 observes for LH IIIB Developed 

Suggested origin Italy  import? 
Discussion Kilian considers this piece as a likely import from southern Italy, due to 

the quality of its production and burnishing 
Context Lower Citadel; predominantly on floor room 120, Building A (originally 

Building VII). The deposit is described in Kilian 2007 as secure and 
closed off by 2 later strata 

Last known location Unknown; Kilian 2007 inv. no. 184 
Bibliography Kilian 2007, 21, 44, 54,  97 and Taf. 16, 184; Rahmstorf 2008, 253; 

2011, 317 
 

Type of context Settlement context 
Location Lower Citadel Tiryns 
Main period(s) of use 3 phases during LH IIIB:2 
Discussion Building I and VII were originally regarded as 2 separate buildings; 

recent excavations show they belong to the same complex (Building A). 
Cross-checking stratigraphical dates between Kilian 2007, Rahmstorf 
2008 and 2011 resulted in considerable confusion; this is probably due to 
the redating of strata reported in Kilian 2007. It was decided to consider 

2008) as most reliable.  
Bibliography Kilian 1981; 1985; 2007; Rahmstorf 2008; 2011 

 

Room 10 phase 1,17a1 
(Rahmstorf 2008) 

3 conuli; 1 bone spike; 1 carnelian bead; 1 bronze arrow bolt; 1 bronze 
lump   

Other finds phase 1, 17a1-2 
(Rahmstorf 2008) 

2 conuli (room 9); 3 fragments of frit vessel, some kyanos or Egyptian 
blue, fragment of EH stone ax and other EH finds (inner court); 1 bone 
spike (entrance area of Buildings I and VII); 1 grinding stone (room 120). 

Room 10 phase 2, 17a3 
(Rahmstorf 2008) 
 

Thick ashy layers; small piece of galena (type of lead ore); 1 white 
marble spool, possibly LH II; 1 limestone mortar; 1 terracotta spindle 
whorl;  

Room 120 phase 2, 17a3 
(Rahmstorf 2008 unless noted 
otherwise) 

16 glass beads (necklace?); 1 bone spike; 1 simple bone pin; 2 conuli; 1 
fragment of ivory comb; 1 fragment of ivory duck-shaped plate; 
fragments of lead kettle; 1 terracotta animal figurine; 1 terracotta Psi-
figurine; 1 steatite bead; 1 terracotta whirl;  (Kilian 
2007; Rahmstorf 2011 attributes jar to LH IIIB Final = phase 3); 1 HBW 
anthropomorphic figurine (Kilian 2007) 

Other finds phase 2, 17a3-4 modified sherd, whorl-shaped weight with mark, bronze pin, bronze 
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(Rahmstorf 2008) square rod (inner court); lead kettle (main entrance B. I); perforated lead 
disc (road inner court); bronze scrap (west of room 120); 2 half sheep 
skeletons (NW-corner of building) 

Finds phase 3, 17a5-18 
Rahmstorf 2008 unless noted 
otherwise) 

quern, grinding stone and 1 conulus (room 8); 1 HBW base fragment 
(Rahmstorf 2011); 3 conuli, 1 glass bead, 1 lamp fragment, 1 bronze 
sheet, 1 arrow bolt, 1 stone mortar, 1 grinding stone, 2 amphorae (room 
9); 1 worn seal stone, 1 ivory lily-shaped hanger, 1 pictorial Krater 
(  upper floor?); modified sherd, 1 skyphos, 1 monochrome 
cup (room 120); 1 terracotta scraper (inner court) 

I.92. HBW carinated vessel 

Type of artifact Carinated vessel 
Type of material Pottery (HBW) 
Size - 
Further details Deep lying shoulder carination 
Function Ceramic vessel 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Early or older 
Suggested origin Italy  import? 
Discussion Kilian considers this piece as a direct import from southern Italy, due to 

the quality of its produc
 

Context Lower Citadel; upper part of earthquake debris of the large catastrophe in 
area of later Court I (LX 41/65X). Due to the stratigraphy, Kilian argues 
that the vessel is probably older than LH IIIC Early; in catalog and text it 
is attributed to LH IIIC Early 

Last known location Unknown; Kilian 2007 inv. no. 310 
Bibliography Kilian 2007, 32-35, 54, 75, 108, Taf. 24, 310 

 
I.93. bronze violin-bow type fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow type fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 10.3 cm 
Further details Kilian type Va; horizontal, rounded bow. Also decorated with 3 groups 

of 3 bands for which there are no parallels  
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB Middle  LH IIIC Early 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion In the Aegean, this subtype is represented by a single find  at Tiryns; 

there are no parallels from the western Balkans; in Italy1864 parallels date 
between RBA to advanced FBA (= LH IIIB  LH IIIC Late). Therefore, 
the appearance of this type is roughly contemporary in Italy and the 
Aegean. 

Context Lower Citadel; outside room 210 of LH IIIB Middle Terrace House in 
mixed layer above the building containing LH IIIB Middle  LH IIIC 
Early material (LXII 43/96 Ofl. XIVa a 13.69) 

Last known location Storerooms Tiryns 
Bibliography Kilian 1983, 87, Fig. 12.11; 1985, 149, Abb. 2, V.a1, 152; Jung 2006, 

189-190, Taf. 16.5; Brysbaert/Vetters 2013, 189-190, nn. 89-90, TN 827 
 
I.94. bronze violin-bow fibula  

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 6.5 cm 

                                                 
1864 Two parallels from Lipari (Ausonio I and II). 
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Further details Only part of pin preserved; not assignable to subtype 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Early 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This fragmented violin-fibula cannot be attributed to a sub-type. In 

general, violin-bow fibulae are considered a foreign element in the 
Aegean, which is introduced early in LH IIIB. By LH IIIC Early, the 
evidence suggests a shared tradition of fibula making between Italy and 
the Aegean, in which sub-types appear in both regions at roughly the 
same time 

Context Lower Citadel; north of wall of room 74 (LXI 42/59 a 14.99 VIII) Rooms 
74-77 were only in use during a brief period in time during LH IIIC 
Early; in the same area a concentration of HBW has been noted for LH 
IIIC Early (Rahmstorf 2011). Due to the various sub-phases of LH IIIC 
Early, it is unclear whether there is a contextual relationship between 
fibula, rooms and HBW 

Last known location Storerooms Tiryns 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 174, Abb. 5, c, 153; Rahmstorf 2011, 329 Fig. 4 

 
I.95. HBW ax-shaped handle  

Type of artifact Handle 
Type of material Pottery (HBW) 
Size - 
Further details Ax-shaped; probably belonging to a carinated vessel 
Function Ceramic vessel 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Early 
Suggested origin Italy  import? 
Discussion Kilian notes this piece as a probable import, but also points out that in 

Italy, the handle-type is often dated to the EBA (MH), while in Tiryns it 
was found in a much later context 

Context Lower Citadel; SW corner, near room 132 (LXII 45/15 IXb). Use of 
room not contemporary with HBW vessel 

Last known location Unknown; Kilian 2007 inv. no. 311 
Bibliography Kilian 2007, 32-33, 54, 108, Taf. 24, 311 

I.96. bronze symmetrical twisted fibula  

Type of artifact Symmetrical twisted fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Fragment; Could be both violin-bow or bow fibula 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Early 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion Kilian reconstructs the fibula as a bow fibula  if he is right this would be 

the earliest bow fibula in both the Aegean and Italy (in Aegean, sub-type 
dates to SM  PG; I.15 from Argos is possibly earlier; in Italy,1865 earliest 
date to FBA 2 (= LH IIIC Late  SM). Jung suggests it is a violin-bow 
fibula. In general, violin-bow fibulae are considered a foreign element in 
the Aegean, which is introduced early in LH IIIB. By LH IIIC Early, the 
evidence suggests a shared tradition of fibula making between Italy and 
the Aegean, in which sub-types appear in both regions at roughly the 
same time 

Context Lower Town; NW; LH IIIC Early layer (no later usage) 
Last known location Unknown 

                                                 
1865 E.g. hoards Poggio Berni, Frattesina I and Limone.  
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Bibliography Kilian 1983, Abb. 13 -
191 and n. 1388 

Tiryns: Treasure (total number of entries: 2) 

Type of site Settlement context or ritual deposit? (hoard) 
Location Lower Town, southeast 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC; also contains LH I heirlooms 
Research history Found in 1915, excavation supervised by Arvanitopoulos (preliminary 

report); final report by Karo (1930); discussed subsequently multiple 
times, most recently by Maran (2006) 

State of research Extensive excavation; preliminary reports 
Discussion 

literature treated as booty of grave robbers (Karo etc.); recently return to 
original interpretation of treasure, linked perhaps to the occupants of 
Megaron W (Maran). Treasure contained both valuables and scrap metal: 
swords perhaps second category (found outside cauldron; with other 
scrap) 

Selected bibliography Arvanitopoulos 1915; Karo 1930; Maran 2006, 129-142; 2012 
 
Relevant entries: 
 
I.97. bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 81.3 cm 
Further details Unfinished rough cast without rivets; resembles Ennsdorf type (with 

pommel spur) 
Function Weapon 
Date LH IIIC 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Unlike spearhead I.75 not a miscast; unfinished state would allow usage. 

Therefore, on-site production at Tiryns not as secure. Type is thought to 
originate in Italy/ Urnfield  area; sword likely product of the Aegean or 
fringes of Aegean world (Bouzek)   

Context Tiryns Treasure 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 6228; on display 
Bibliography Karo 1930, Beil. XXXVII; Bouzek in Grossman/Schäfer 1971, 70; 

Bouzek 1985, 122, 124-125 

I.98. bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 55 cm 
Further details Hilt missing; 2x2 or 2x3 rivets in handguard; Bouzek does not attribute to 

a sub-type 
Function Weapon 
Date LH IIIC 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy/ Urnfield  area; sword likely product 

of the Aegean or fringes of Aegean world (Bouzek) 
Context Tiryns Treasure 
Last known location National Museum Athens, cat. no. 6228; on display 
Bibliography Karo 1930, Beil. XXXVII; Bouzek in Grossman/Schäfer 1971, 70; 

Bouzek 1985, 122, 127-128 
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Underneath cauldron Parts of 2 bronze firedogs; (these items 
may have been regarded as scrap metal)

Leaning outside cauldron 1 bronze ingot; 1 Cypriot bronze tripod stand (the tripod stand may have 
functioned as a lid, or also as scrap metal) 

Inside cauldron, lower part 1 bronze sickle; 1 small bronze cauldron with 3 legs; 4 more bronze 
vessels stacked inside; smallest bowl contained 1 large, broken piece of 
unworked ivory; 1 large golden signet ring; 1 coil of gold wire; 1 
Hittite/Mitanni cylinder seal; various gold and faience beads 

Inside cauldron, upper part 1 bronze mug, containing 1 iron sickle of Near Eastern type;1866 1 bronze 
handleless cup (probably contained all the jewelry before it broke); 2 
wheels made of gold wire and amber beads; 2 small golden conical 
sockets; 1 smaller golden signet ring; various gold beads; 1 finger ring 
with undecorated bezel; 1 finger ring with granulated bezel  

Other finds (position within 
cauldron unclear) 

-rings (Cypriot prototype); 1 finger ring 
with granulated bezel; 1 broken/cut gold palmette; 1 fragment of gold 
sheet; more pieces of worked and unworked ivory 

Tiryns: shrines (total number of entries: 2) 

Type of site Cult area 
Location Lower Citadel: Casemate 7; followed by sequence of rooms in court 

space in front of Casemate 7  
Main period(s) of use Later phase LH IIIB (Casemate 7); LH IIIC Early (Room 117); LH IIIC 

Middle Developed (Room 110/110a); LH IIIC Middle Advanced 
(Megaron-style building)  

Research history Excavated by the Deutsches Archäologisches Institut 
State of research Extensive excavation and publication 
Discussion Much of the material belonging to Casemate 7 was found in the open 

space (Zwinger) in front of it and outside the walls, as a result of 

related to the cult or to Building I. Fibula I.96 was found outside the wall 
in the LH IIIC Early deposit; due to the presence of an earlier LH IIIB:2 
deposit an earlier date cannot be excluded 

Selected bibliography Kilian 1981; 1985, 154; 2007, 50-51; Thomatos 2006, 191; Rousioti 
2006-2007, 392; Lemos/Liveriatou/Thomatos 2009, 66.  

Relevant entries: 

I.99. HBW amphora 

Type of artifact Amphora 
Type of material Pottery (HBW) 
Size - 
Further details Fully preserved 
Function Ceramic vessel 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIB Developed 
Suggested origin Italy  import? 
Discussion 

import 
Context  
Last known location Unknown; Kilian 2007 inv. no. 187 
Bibliography Kilian 2007, 22-23, 46, 50-51, 97, Taf. 16, 187 

                                                 
1866 Snodgrass 2000, 221. 
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I.100. bronze violin-bow fibula with smooth bow  

Type of artifact Violin-bow type fibula with smooth bow 
Type of material Bronze 
Size  4.8 cm 
Further details Kilian type Ib; bow parallel to pin 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on stratigraphy: LH IIIC Early or earlier 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition1867 
Discussion This particular type of violin-bow fibula appears in both Italy and the 

Aegean at about the same time or earlier in Italy. Violin-bow fibulae are 
new in the Aegean, therefore, this entry is either an import or entails a 
shared tradition 

Context LH IIIC Early deposit outside the wall in front of Casemate 7 (LIX 
41/34); it is possible that the fibula dates to the earlier LH IIIB:2 deposit  

Last known location Storerooms Tiryns 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 148, Abb. 1, Ib1, 147; 154; Jung 2006, 189 

Zwinger, narrow courtyard 
between Casemate 7 and Building 
VI; near hearth which may be 
related to Building I (Kilian 2007)  

Mycenaean wheel-made pottery; numerous finds relating to ritual 
practice; 

Outside citadel wall, deposit LH 
IIIB Developed (reported in 
Kilian 2007) 

Numerous finds relating to ritual practice; fragment of 1 HBW vessel 
(no. 178; not identified as import) 

Outside citadel wall, deposit LH 
IIIB:2/LH IIIB Developed 
(reported in Catling 1983-1984, 
24-25; Kilian 1988, 144 and n. 
74) 

17 terracotta figurines similar to those in the LH IIIC Early deposit; 1 
basalt blossom bowl 

Outside citadel wall, deposit LH 
IIIC Early (reported in Catling 
1983-1984, 24-25; Kilian 1988, 
144 and n. 74) 

Ash; faience beads, incl. plaque with boa
; 2 bull rhyta; 239 or 259 fragmented terracotta 

figurines, mainly of Psi type; 
the Levant 

Tiryns: cemeteries (total number of entries: 3) 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location tholos tomb; the area of the Agricultural Prison south of the Acropolis 

(cists, pits and pithoi); Mt. Profitis Ilias to the east of the Citadel 
(chamber tomb cemetery) 

Main period(s) of use Tholos: LH III(B)1868; Profitis Ilias: LH I-LH IIIC; Agricultural Prison: 
SM-G. There are also burials dating to EH II-III at various locations in 
and around Tiryns1869 

Research history The Tiryns tholos was discovered by Karo of the Deutsches 

                                                 
1867 Certain features connect this one to form Ig1 of LH IIIB:2 and to fibulae of type Estavayer-de-Lac around 
the northern edges of the Alps. A younger specimen of type Ib has been found in the destruction layer of hut aII 
at Lipari (Ausonio II; beginning of Final Bronze Age Italy). From Late Bronze Age settlement Toscanella 
Imolese (Bologna) there is a medium sized specimen, which implies a wider diffusion of this type at the time of 
the Tiryns fibula. From the western Balkans and eastern Mediterranean there are no parallels known. A relatively 
small one is the smooth violin-bow fibula b2 from tholos II at Malthi (Messenia) which has yielded LH IIIB:2 
pottery as its youngest material. It confirms the date for this type in the late Palatial period, because there is no 
later material in this tomb that suggests later disturbances.  
1868 On the basis of both its architecture and contents, the Tiryns tholos is often argued to be of LH III or even 
LH IIIB date. See Dirlik 2012, 35, 69. 
1869 Including the ones mentioned in Grossmann/Schafer 1971, 63-64; Verdelis 1963, 1-3. 
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Archäeologisches Institut (DAI); the Profitis Ilias cemetery was 
investigated by Müller and Oelmann of  the DAI; the Agricultural Prison 
site was excavated by Verdelis of the Greek Archaeological Service 

State of research Extensive excavation and publication 
Discussion Most of the burials from the Agricultural Prison site date to G, but as 

some burials date to SM or the SM  PG transition the cemetery is 
included. There are further G graves to the northeast and southeast of the 
Acropolis 

Selected bibliography Müller 1930; Verdelis 1963; Rudolph 1973 

Total number of tombs 1 tholos; 15 chamber tombs and 3 dromoi at Profitis Ilias; 5 pits, 12 cists 
and 9 pithoi burials at the Agricultural Prison 

Number of tombs excavated All of the above; it is unclear how many more there are 
Type of tombs Tholos, chamber tombs; cist, pit and pithoi graves 
Burial form(s) Inhumation; multiple and single burials; primary and secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis Differs per cemetery 
Associated settlement Tiryns 

Relevant entries: 

I.101. bronze twisted fibula 

Type of artifact Twisted fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 3.5 cm 
Further details Fragment; could be both violin-bow or bow fibula; could be both 

symmetrical or asymmetrical 
Function Clothing pin 
Date No stratigraphical date; Kilian classifies fragment as LH IIIC 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion Due to its fragmentary preservation, the type is not entirely secure. Jung 

is hesitant to classify, whereas Pabst identifies the fibula as belonging to 
the Pertosa type (= symmetrical twisted violin-bow fibula).In any case, 
the bow is twisted and the direction of transfer of this feature is unclear; 
perhaps shared tradition 

Context Profitis Ilias cemetery; grave V 
Last known location Unknown (maybe also storerooms Tiryns? Kilian?) 
Bibliography Kilian 1983 th from left, bottom 

specimen; Jung 2006, 191; Pabst 2013, 122 and n. 80 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location  Profitis Ilias; northernmost grave of group II 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB  IIIC 
Burial forms Inhumation; 1 primary burial; secondary burials; min. no. of 7 individuals  
Anthropological analysis Skull counts 
Discussion No traces of burning have been found; the charred remains are thus 

probably not a cremation burial 
Bibliography Rudolph 1973, 36-40 

parallel to northern wall 
 

Several small vessels, such as stirrup jars and cups; 1 stone bead; 1 half 
of a small bronze knife 

Southern half of tomb 
(2 skulls; dispersed bones; 

 

A number of vessels and sherds; 2 spindle whorls; 1 bone pin; 1 bronze 
spiral ring 
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Northern half of tomb at the 
western wall (dispersed bones) 

4 vessels (upper layer); 2 thin bronze pins; 2 faience beads (NW; lower 

stirrup jar; charred remains and several sherds (SE; lower layer); small 
sherds and bones in a pit (SW; lower layer) 

Northern half of tomb; pit in 
center (1 skull; dispersed bones)  

1 fragmented bronze knife; 1 other bronze tool 

Other finds 
(3 skulls; west wall) 

sherds ; 2 gold rings of smooth and spiral wire 
twisted together; 1 bronze arrowhead (sieving); 1 pierced seashell; 1 
fragment or iron (catalog) 

 
I.102. bronze symmetrical twisted bow fibula 

Type of artifact Symmetrical twisted bow fibula  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Best preserved bow fibula; Blinkenberg type II.8 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: SM 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion This particular type of bow fibula appears in both Italy and the Aegean at 

about the same time or earlier in Italy. Thus, the direction of transfer is 
unclear; perhaps shared tradition 

Context Grave XIIIb 
Last known location Unknown  
Bibliography Verdelis 1963, 8, Abb. 4, Beil. 4.2; Jung 2006, 190 and n. 1379, Taf. 16.6 

Type of context Pit grave 
Location Agricultural Prison cemetery, forms a unit with grave XIIIa 
Main period(s) of use SM (XIIIb); SM  PG transition (XIIIa) 
Burial forms Grave XIIIa and b both contain 1 inhumation burial 
Anthropological analysis Grave XIIIa: male, estimated length of 1.70-1.75 m 

Grave XIIIb: identified as female on the basis of burial gifts; no 
estimated length noted 

Discussion Grave XIIIb is in a separate pit from grave XIIIa; both are covered by the 
same limestone slabs, therefore, one can assume they formed some kind 
of unity 

Bibliography Verdelis 1963, 6-10 

Grave XIIIb 4 bronze finger rings (2 on each hand); ; 1 
kos 

Grave XIIIa 2 bronze finger rings (1 on each hand); 2 juglets (beside the head of the 
deceased)  

 
I.103. bronze helmet 

Type of artifact Helmet  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 34 cm high1870 
Further details Helmet consists of 2 side plates, 2 cheek pieces and 1 band; Verdelis 

reconstructs a helmet of bronze; Bouzek a leather cap decorated with the 
bronze pieces 

Function Head cover 
Date Date based on pottery: SM  PG transition 

                                                 
1870 Snodgrass 2000, 318 Fig. 104. 
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Suggested origin /Aegean?  imitation or local production 
Discussion Verdelis regards the helmet to be of a local shape, produced in a local 

workshop but decorated with central European or Italian motifs; Bouzek 
also notes eastern European parallels for the manufacturing process and 
attributes the decorative scheme to the eastern Alps and northwestern 
Balkans; there are parallels with the Lueg Pass Helmet (Austria; 
Salzburg); Skocjan Cave (San Canziano) in Slovenia   

Context Grave XXVIII, Agricultural Prison 
Last known location Nauplion Museum  on display 
Bibliography Verdelis 1963, 17-24; Bouzek 1985, 102-103 

 

Type of context Pit grave 
Location Agricultural Prison site; near SE corner of the central prison building 

(XXVIII) 
Main period(s) of use Date based on pottery: SM  PG transition1871 
Burial forms Inhumation; 1 primary burial; 1 secondary burial next to it at a lower 

level in pit (probably of slightly earlier date; burial gifts removed and 
remains disturbed removed when primary burial was interred) 

Anthropological analysis The primary burial is reported to be male and the secondary burial female 
in later literature, but the original publication does not include this 
information 

Discussion This burial is often connected to a group of SM  a
e.g. Kaloriziki, Knossos, and Lefkandi 

Bibliography Verdelis 1963, 10-24; Catling 1995, 126-127 
 

Primary burial 1 small stirrup jar; 2 bronze finger rings (1 on each hand); 1 bronze 
spearhead; 1 bronze shield boss; 1 iron dagger of a shape similar to Naue 
II type swords; 1 blade of a similar iron dagger; 

 
 
Locale: TSOUNGIZA/NEMEA (total number of entries: 1) 
 

# Description Area Date Reference 
I.104. 1 bronze Peschiera dagger - LH IIIB/LH IIIC 

Early 
Matthäus 1980a, 122 
and n. 61 

 

Type of site Settlement (small) 
Location Low ridge west of Sanctuary of Zeus at Nemea 
Main period(s) of use late MH  LH IIIB; also early Neolithic and EH settlement 
Research history Full-scale excavations by Harland (1926-1927); soundings and rescue 

-
Wright (1984-1999) 

State of research Extensive excavations; extensive preliminary reports; some final 
publications (LBA still being studied) 

Discussion Although Tsoungiza is technically not part of the Argolid, it is considered 
to have been under the influence of Mycenae during the Palatial period. 
Therefore, it is included in Catalog I 

Selected bibliography Miller 1975; Rutter 1990a; Wright 2004 

                                                 
1871 In the original publication, Verdelis dated the burial to the SM  PG transition (Verdelis 1963, 11). Lemos 
(2002) often refers to the burial as EPG (e.g. p. 124, 200), but actually also classifies the stirrup jar as SM  PG 
transition (p. 13). Finally, Ruppenstein (2007, 204) has recently discussed the Tiryns burial as contemporary to 

 PG transition ( . 2, n. 9). 
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Relevant entries: 

I.104. bronze Peschiera dagger 

Type of artifact Peschiera dagger 
Type of material Bronze  
Size 22.4 cm 
Further details blade comparable to I.45 (Mycenae); completely preserved; assigned to 

Island group by Bouzek, to Pertosa type by Jung and to Psychro type by 
Papadopoulos  

Function Weapon or tool 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIB:2? 
Suggested origin Italy: import or local production 
Discussion Bouzek classifies Peschiera daggers of the Psychro type as his Island 

group. This group finds closer parallels in Italy than in the Balkans or 
central Europe. The Pertosa type is common in the Italian peninsula, is 
also frequently found in Austria but is rare in the Carpathian basin. 
Whatever the subtype, therefore, it seems that this particular dagger can 
be tied more closely to Italy than the Balkans. As part of the Island 
group, the dagger could alternatively point to Cretan connections 

Context The dagger comes from the upper levels of a deposit, which was 
disturbed by deep plowing. A depression in the bedrock protected the 
lower levels of this deposit, which contained a rosette deep bowl, a group 
A deep bowl and a krater with a pendant triangular patch. These finds 
date the closing of the deposit to LH IIIB:2; but there was also a lot of 
material dating to LH IIIB:1 (Dabney pers. comm.). Considering that it 
came from the upper levels an LH IIIB:2 date is perhaps most likely for 
I.104 but as the context is disturbed this cannot be ascertained.      

Last known location Nemea Museum, cat. no. BR 17  on display 
Bibliography Miller 1975, 151, Pl. 34.i; Matthäus 1980a, 122 and n. 61; Papadopoulos 

1998a, 29; Jung 2009c, 136-138; Mary Dabney pers. comm. 
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II.1 LH IIA Nikoleïka Hole-mouthed 
jar 

Tomb 4 Argolid? Petropoulos 2007, 258  

II.2 LH II Patras Museum Seal stone lion - Crete Papadopoulos 1981, 
409 

II.3 LH II Patras Museum Seal stone 
Minotaur 

- Crete Papadopoulos 1981, 
409 

II.4 LH II  
IIIA 

Vrysarion Barrel-shaped 
bead 

Tomb 2 Egypt/Cyprus/ 
Syria 

Giannopoulos 2008, 70 

II.5 LH I  
II/LH IIIC 
Middle? 

Spaliareïka Barrel-shaped 
bead 

Tomb 1 Egypt/Cyprus/ 
Syria 

Giannopoulos 2008, 
194 

II.6 LH II Katarraktis Type A bronze 
sword 

Hoard Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
44, 46 

II.7 LH II Katarraktis Bronze inlaid 
dagger 

Hoard Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
44, 46 

II.8 LH II Katarraktis Bronze cup; 
wishbone 
handle 

Hoard  Hybrid object 
(Cyprus?) 

Papadopoulos 1985, 
144-145 

II.9 LH II Katarraktis Bronze cup; 
papyrus handle 

Hoard Hybrid object 
(Crete?) 

Papadopoulos 1981, 
409 

II. 10 LH II Katarraktis Silver bowl; 
embossed 
shields 

Hoard Hybrid object 
(Crete?) 

Papadopoulos 1981, 
408-409; Giannopoulos 
2008, 46 

II.11 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.12 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.13 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.14 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.15 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.16 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.17 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.18 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.19 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.20 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.21 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.22 LH IIIA Vrysarion lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb Argolid Giannopoulos 2008, 
69; 2009, 123 

II.23 LH IIIA:1 Vrysarion Conical rython Tomb Elis Vermeule 1960b, 11 
II.24 LH IIIA:1 Vrysarion Rounded 

alabastron 
Tomb Elis Vermeule 1960b, 8 

II.25 LH IIIA:1 Voudeni Seal stone Tomb 4 Crete Drakaki 2008, 179 and 
n. 367 

II.26 LH IIIA:1 
 C 

Voudeni Mitanni 
cylinder seal 

Tomb 27 Syro-Palestine Moschos 2002, 26 

II.27 LH IIIA:1 Mitopolis Mitanni Tomb 3 Syro-Palestine Christakopoulou-
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cylinder seal Somakou 2010, 67, 
143 

II.28 LH IIIA:1 Spaliareïka Mitanni 
cylinder seal 

Tomb 4 Syro-Palestine Giannopoulos 2008, 
105 

II.29 LH IIIA:1 Monodendri Piriform jar Tomb 1 Crete/Aegean 
islands 

Giannopoulos 2008, 
156; 2009, 122 

II.30 LH IIIA:2 Monodendri lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb 1 Argolid Giannopoulos 2009, 
123-125 

II.31 LH IIIA:2 Monodendri lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb 1 Argolid Giannopoulos 2009, 
123-125 

II.32 LH IIIA:2 Monodendri lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb 1 Argolid Giannopoulos 2009, 
123-125 

II.33 LH IIIA:2 Monodendri lantern-shaped 
bead 

Tomb 1 Argolid Giannopoulos 2009, 
123-125 

II.34 LH IIIA:2 Monodendri Mitanni 
cylinder seal 

Tomb 1 Syro-Palestine Giannopoulos 2008, 
188-190 

II.35 LH IIIA:2 Monodendri Mitanni 
cylinder seal 

Tomb 1 Syro-Palestine Giannopoulos 2008, 
188-190 

II.36 LH IIIA:2 Krini-
Drimaleïka 

Straight-sided 
alabastron 

Tomb Argolid Papazoglou-
Manioudaki 1994, 171 

II.37 LH IIIA:2 Patras Museum Angular 
piriform jar 

- Cyprus Papadopoulos 1985, 
141 

II.38 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Pyxis Tomb A Corinth? Papadopoulos 1999, 
268 

II.39 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Pyxis Tomb A Corinth? Papadopoulos 1999, 
268 

II.40 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Amphora Tomb B Corinth? Yalouris 1960, 44 

II.41 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Bowl  Tomb B Corinth? Yalouris 1960, 44 

II.42 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Bowl  Tomb B Corinth? Yalouris 1960, 44 

II.43 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Bowl  Tomb B Corinth? Yalouris 1960, 44 

II.44 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Bowl  Tomb B Corinth? Yalouris 1960, 44 

II.45 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Bowl  Tomb B Corinth? Yalouris 1960, 44 

II.46 LH IIIA  
B 

Kallithea-
Spenzes 

Bowl  Tomb B Corinth? Yalouris 1960, 44 

II.47 LH IIIB Klauss Alabaster pyxis Tomb Crete Papadopoulos 1979, 
151 

II.48 LH IIB Klauss Kalathos Tomb Argolid Papadopoulos 1979, 
PM 258 

II.49 LH IIIB near Patras Bronze strainer - Cyprus? Papadopoulos 1979, 
153. 

II.50 LH IIIB Spaliareïka Unguent vessel Tomb 5 Egypt/Syria Giannopoulos 2008, 
109. 

II.51 LH IIIB:1 Klauss Angular 
piriform jar 

Tomb Cyprus Papadopoulos 1985, 
142 

II.52 LH IIIB:2 Aigion Stirrup jar Tomb Argolid Petropoulos 2007, 257 
II.53 LH IIIB:2 Nikoleïka Stirrup jar Tomb Argolid Petropoulos 2007, 257 
II.54 LH IIIB:2 Patras (Odos 

Germanou) 
Stirrup jar Tomb Argolid Papazoglou-

Manioudaki 1993, 211 
II.55 LH IIIB:2 Patras (Odos 

Germanou) 
Stirrup jar Tomb Argolid Papazoglou-

Manioudaki 1993, 211 
II.56 LH IIIB:2 Patras (Odos 

Germanou) 
Stirrup jar Tomb Crete Papazoglou-

Manioudaki 1993, 211 
II.57 LH IIIB:2 Patras (Odos Stirrup jar Tomb Crete Papazoglou-
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Germanou) Manioudaki 1993, 211 
II.58 LH IIIB:2 Teichos 

Dymaion 
Stirrup jar - Argolid Petropoulos 2007, 257 

II.59 End of LH 
IIIB 

Voudeni Stirrup jar Tomb 21 Argolid Moschos 2009b, 348  

II.60 End of LH 
IIIB 

Voudeni Bronze ladle Tomb 21 Crete? Moschos 2009b, 348 

II.61 End of LH 
IIIB 

Voudeni Bronze ladle Tomb 21 Crete? Moschos 2009b, 348 

II.62 End of LH 
IIIB 

Voudeni Larnax Tomb 21 Crete? Website of 
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Catalog III: Possible Italian-Style objects in Achaia (ca. 1250-1000 BC) 
 

I. DYME AREA 
 
Locale: Kangadi (total number of entries: 2) 
 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.01 1 bronze Naue II type sword Kangadi LH IIIC Late? Giannopoulos 2008, 

204-205 
III.02 -

spearhead 
Kangadi LH IIIC Late? Giannopoulos 2008, 

204-205 
 
Kangadi 

Type of site Cemetery site(s) 
Location Sotiroula and Mylos, 2 localities in the area of Kangadi, ca. 12 km south 

of Teichos Dymaion 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC  SM? (date of published finds) 
Research history 3 chamber tombs at Sotiroula, 2 at Mylos, excavated by Yalouris in 1954 

during road works. A number of vessels are reported from these 
excavations, as well as 2 bronzes 

State of research Finds in Patras Museum; a number of finds described in publications but 
no preliminary excavation report 

Selected bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 30, 227, PMX 346, 228, PMX 292; Giannopoulos 
2008, 29, 204-205 

 

Total number of tombs - 
Number of tombs excavated 5 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) - 
Anthropological analysis - 
Associated settlement Possibly in area of Sotiroula 

 
Relevant entries: 
 
III.01 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 52.8 cm in length (preserved) 
Further details Part of hilt missing  type cannot be determined but Kilian-Dirlmeier 

suggests Group B on basis of blade shape 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion 

spearhead III.02 also reported from Kangadi. It is believed that some of 
the other finds from Kangadi may have belonged to the same context  
based on parallel in Spaliareïka Giannopoulos argues that 1 of the bird 

 
Context Unknown chamber tomb  
Last known location Patras Museum, on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 228 (PMX 292); Bouzek 1985, 128; Kilian-

Dirlmeier 1993, 96; Giannopoulos 2008, 29, 204-205 
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-  

Type of artifact -  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 17.8 cm in length 
Further details Bouzek Type A1; facetted socket 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late?  
Suggested origin Type is connected to Epirus and Albania 
Discussion See discussion at III.01  
Context Unknown chamber tomb 
Last known location Patras Museum, on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 227, PMX 346; Bouzek 1985, 137; Giannopoulos 

2008, 204-205 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.03 1 bronze four-spoked wheel of 

 
Mitopolis - Matthäus 1980b, 120 

III.04 
spearhead with incisions 

Profitis Ilias early LH IIIB  
early LH IIIC? 

Jung 2006, 53-54 

III.05 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type 
knife  

Agia 
Varvara 

LH IIIC Early  
Middle 

Christakopoulou-
Somakou 2010, 39-40 

III.06 
spearhead 

Agia 
Varvara 

LH IIIA:2 or LH 
IIIB:2 

Christakopoulou-
Somakou 2010, 42 

III.07 
spearhead 

Agia 
Varvara 

LH IIIA:2 or LH 
IIIB:2 

Christakopoulou-
Somakou 2010, 42 

III.08 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type 
knife  

Agia 
Varvara 

LH IIIC Early Christakopoulou-
Somakou 2010, 75 

 
Relevant entries: 
 
III.03 bronze four-  

Type of artifact Four-  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Fragmented; compact hub 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy  import or local production 
Discussion The wheel remains unpublished but was described in 1980 by Matthäus, 

who saw it on display in the Patras Museum. The wheel was stored in a 
bronze hemispherical bowl1872 at the time, which was said to come from a 
tomb at Mitopolis. It is not clear if the wheel and bowl derive from the 

                                                 
1872 Moschos 2009b, 351, n. 32 mentions this bowl as part of a list of objects pointing to connections with Italy 
or central Europe during the Palatial period in Achaia, referencing Matthäus 1980b, 279ff and Bouzek 1985, 52. 
He seems to have taken this reference from Papadopoulou 2007, 460, n. 11, who provides the exact same 
references. The inclusion of the bowl on this list, however, appears to be the result of a misunderstanding, as 
Matthäus does not connect the bowl to Italy or central Europe. I get the impression that Papadopoulou may have 
confused the description of the bowl with that of the wheel (which can be tied to Italy or central Europe), as the 
wheel is discussed as part of the catalog entry for the bowl by Matthäus. Cross-referencing with Bouzek 1985 
leads to a dead end, as he does not address the bowl on p. 52, nor, in fact, on any other page in his book. For this 
reason, I have decided to exclude the bronze hemispherical bowl from Catalog III.  
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same tomb or the same excavation. In the renovated museum, the wheel 
(and bowl) no longer appear to be displayed. 

Context Tomb?  
Last known location Patras Museum, not on display 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 120; 1980b, 280-281 

 
Mitopolis-Profitis Ilias 

Type of site Cemetery site (?) 
Location 14 km southeast of Kato Achaia (classical polis of Dyme) 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB  C (?) 
Research history In 1961, the Patras Museum acquired 3 LH IIIB  C bronzes from a tomb 

at the locality Profitis Ilias, which were found by a farmer cultivating his 
fields. No further details are known. According to Giannopoulos (2008, 
37) the finds may belong to 1 or more warrior burials in the same tomb, 
but this can no longer be ascertained 

State of research  The finds are reported and described on many occasions in the literature. 
The site is regarded as separate from the site of Agia Varvara, but it 
seems that its current location is lost and no further investigations have 
been done 

Selected bibliography Mastrokostas 1961-1962, 129-130; Papadopoulos 1979, 29-30; 
Giannopoulos 2008, 36-38 and n. 267 

 
Relevant entries: 
 
III.04 bro  

Type of artifact  
Type of material bronze 
Size 21 cm 
Further details Solid-cast socket; lateral ribs; decorated with rows of vertical strokes; 

similar to Bouzek type B1 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB or early LH IIIC?  
Suggested origin Aegean  chemical testing indicates local production 
Discussion 

from Balkans and central Europe, according to Jung the proportions and 
details of the decoration indicate this particular subtype originated in 
Italy. An exact parallel comes from an urn burial at Bellaguarda, 
Lombardy 

Context Tomb 
Last known location Patras Museum, on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 227, PMX 75; Bouzek 1985, 138-139; Jung 2006, 

53-54; 2009b, 75, 83; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 132-133 
 

According to Giannopoulos 2008, 
36-37 with references 

 1 bronze knife, 1 bronze razor knife 
(only blade fragment preserved; chemical testing indicates local 
production) 

 
Mitopolis-Agia Varvara 

Type of site Cemetery site 
Location 14 km southeast of Kato Achaia (classical polis of Dyme) 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:1  LH IIIC Late 
Research history Kyparissis examined a disturbed chamber tomb cemetery at Agia 

Varvara in 1929, of which 7 tombs were systematically excavated in the 
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1990s by the Greek Archaeological Service 
State of research Full publication of new excavations at Agia Varvara  
Selected bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 36-38 with further references; Moschos 2007, 29; 

Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010 

Total number of tombs <7 tombs (site estimated to span 2.5 ha) 
Number of tombs excavated 7 tombs 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) Primary and secondary inhumation; multiple burials 
Anthropological analysis - 
Associated settlement Kyparissis reported wall remains on 1 of the 3 hills at Mitopolis but the 

settlement has not yet been located 

Relevant entries: 

III.05 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material bronze 
Size 16,9 cm 
Further details - 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool? Beard trimmer?  
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Early  Middle  
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Christakopoulou-Somakou 
reports that the knife has been chemically tested by Jung and Mehofer 
and proved to be of -related  but as the final 
publication of this project is pending it cannot be confirmed whether this 
means that the knife constitutes an import. Some early specimens in the 
Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity 

Context  
Last known location Patras Museum, on display 
Bibliography Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 39-40, T1/19, 136 

III.06 bronze  

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 19.5 cm 
Further details Solid-cast socket; slender and long blade; double-stepped lateral ribs and 

mid rib 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIA:2 or LH IIIB:2 
Suggested origin Aegean: chemical testing indicates local production 
Discussion 

from Balkans and central Europe, according to Jung the proportions and 
details in the decoration of many Achaian specimens need to be 
attributed to Italy. This 1 fits the proportions but misses the incised rows 
of vertical strokes Jung highlights, although this is sometimes the case in 
Italian specimens as well. Its closest parallel comes from Aiani in 
Macedonia, which apparently is the earliest of its kind in Greece (LH 
IIIA Late to IIIB:1  Middle)  

Context  
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Last known location Patras Museum, on display 
Bibliography Jung 2009b, 75, 83; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 42, T1/28, 131-132 

III.07 bronze  

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 14.1 cm 
Further details Solid-cast socket; shorter, compacter blade; no ribs or other visible 

decoration 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIA:2 or LH IIIB:2 
Suggested origin Aegean: chemical testing indicates local production 
Discussion -

cast socket. Its undecorated shorter blade can be contrasted with the 
subtype that Jung connects to Italy, which are often decorated and have 
long, slender blades. Nevertheless, the closest reported parallel for this 
specimen does come from the Pila del Brancon hoard in Italy  

Context  
Last known location Patras Museum, on display (display no. 9) 
Bibliography Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 42, T1/29, 131-132 

 

Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos 
Location Northeast of site 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:2, LH IIIC Early, LH IIIC Middle, possibly LH IIIB (see 

discussion) 
Burial form(s) Primary inhumation burials; secondary inhumation burials; min. no. of 12 

individuals 
Anthropological analysis Limited: cranial counts 
Discussion A number of vessels bear features that may be attributable to early LH 

IIIB, but Christakopoulou-Somakou questions if in some cases these 
features could not have already formed in LH IIIA:2. In addition, the lack 
of stratigraphy in Achaia makes it difficult to define LH IIIB:2. This 
leads to a peculiar situation for primary buria
finds individually she does assign LH IIIB:2 dates to some of the vessels 
and the spearheads, whereas in her final discussion she presents the burial 
as dating to LH IIIA:2. Although possible, this date would push back the 
firs by 2 
phases. Perhaps, a LH IIIB:2 date should not be excluded 

Bibliography Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 30-44, 147 
 

corner of chamber (1 skull; bones) 
1 bronze spearhead (LH IIIA  C); 1 cup base/lid (LH IIIC); 1 stirrup jar 
(LH IIIC Early) 

 1 large amphora; 1 gold necklace; 1 steatite button; 1 juglet; 1 alabastron 
(all finds dated to LH IIIC Middle) 

 Double kernos; ; 2 stirrup jars (all 
finds dated to LH IIIC Early  Middle) 

chamber 
3 stirrup jars, 1 bronze dagger, 1 bronze razor (LH IIIA:2); 1 bronze 
knife (LH IIIA:2/IIIB:2); 2 stirrup jars, 

 (LH IIIB:2)  

 
no associated finds 

chamber (1 skull) 
1 stirrup jar (LH IIIC Early) 

omos 
behind entrance inside pit 1, stone 

1 stirrup jar (LH IIIA:2); 1 stirrup jar (LH IIIC Middle  Late), both were 
found alongside the pit on the floor of the tomb 
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slab cover 

pit 2 (6 bodies in relative order) 

no associated finds 

Other finds 1 stirrup jar (LH IIIC Middle  Late) in side-chamber of tomb; 1 stirrup 
jar (LH IIIA:2), 2 stirrup jars (LH IIIC Early  Middle), 1 lekythos (LH 

rup jars, 1 lekythos 
(LH IIIC Early  Middle), stirrup jars (LH IIIC Middle) between burials 

rainwater seeping into tomb 
 
III.08 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 14.1 cm 
Further details Loop ending 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool? Beard trimmer? 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Early 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Christakopoulou-Somakou 
reports that the knife has been chemically tested by Jung and Mehofer 
and proved to be of -related  but as the final 
publication of this project is pending it cannot be confirmed whether this 
means that the knife constitutes an import. Some early specimens in the 
Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity 

Context  
Last known location Patras Museum, on display 
Bibliography Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 75, T4/5, 136 

Type of context Chamber tomb with dromos 
Location Immediately west of tomb 2 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Early, LH IIIC Middle  Late 
Burial form(s) 2 primary inhumation burials 
Anthropological analysis - 
Bibliography Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 73-78 

 

of chamber 
1 alabastron (LH IIIC Early), 1 stirrup jar (LH IIIC Early), 

 
 1 amphora (LH IIIC Middle), 5 other ceramic vessels and 1 terracotta 

button (LH IIIC Middle  Late) and 1 kalathos of LH IIIB:1 date, perhaps 
first belonging to older burial and re-used for this burial 

Other finds 1 bronze spearhead and 1 spear-butt, found in between the 2 burials. The 
spear was either placed behind burial B or in the hand of burial A.  

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.09 1 bone six-spoked wheel of 

 
Kefalovr.? - Moschos 2009b, 380-

381, n. 158 
III.10 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with Kefalovr.? - Moschos 2009b, 380-
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one knob 381, n. 158 
III.11 1 bronze Naue II type sword Kefalovr. LH IIIC Middle:2  

Late 
Giannopoulos 2008, 
205-206 

III.12 1 pair of bronze greaves Kefalovr. LH IIIC Middle:2  
Late 

Giannopoulos 2008, 
205-206 

III.13 1 bronze headgear Kefalovr. LH IIIC Middle:2  
Late 

Giannopoulos 2008, 
205-206 

III.14 
spearhead 

Kefalovr. LH IIIC Late? Giannopoulos 2008, 
205-206 

 
Relevant entries: 
 
III.09 bone six-  

Type of artifact Six-  
Type of material Bone 
Size Ca. 4 cm, estimate based on visual comparison with III.22 in the display 

case of the Patras Museum 
Further details Some of the spokes have partly disintegrated 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be local production; 

these wheels are more commonly made of bronze or lead, an ivory four-
spoked wheel of 
from Mycenae (I.57) 

Context Tomb (unpublished; presumably from Portes-Kefalovryso) 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display (no. 32; no. 31 is III.22) 
Bibliography Moschos 2009b, 380-381, n. 158 

 
III.10 bronze violin-bow with one knob 

Type of artifact Violin-bow with one knob 
Type of material Bronze 
Size Ca. 15 cm, estimate based on visual comparison with III.32 in the display 

of the Patras Museum 
Further details Knob is located on left side of bow, near the eye 
Function Clothing pin 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion The asymmetrical decoration with one knob is unparalleled in the Aegean 
Context Tomb (unpublished; presumably from Portes-Kefalovryso) 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display (no. 16; no. 15 is III.32) 
Bibliography Moschos 2009b, 380-381, n. 158 

 
Portes-Kefalovryso 

Type of site cemetery 
Location 1500 m east of the village Portes, near spring Kefalovryso. Portes is 

located at border with Elis; south of Mt. Skollis 
Main period(s) of use LH IIB  IIIC (chamber tombs) LH I  II, LH IIIA  B (tumuli) 
Research history Between 1994  1998, preliminary reports note a total of 12 chamber 

tombs excavated on site. In 2009, 18 more tombs are mentioned but for 
most of these no preliminary reports are available. The chamber tomb 
cemetery was built at the site of LH IA tumuli. Moschos 2000 reports 3 
tumuli; in Kolonas 2009 1 of these is reinterpreted as a tholos tomb. A 
second tholos is also reported. The tholoi are thought to be contemporary 
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to the tumuli 
State of research Some preliminary reports; no final publication 
Selected bibliography Kolonas/Moschos 1994; 1995; Moschos 1997; 1998; 2000; Deger-

Jalkotzy 2006, 159;  Giannopoulos 2008, 35; Kolonas 2009a, 33-47 
 

Total number of tombs 42 
Number of tombs excavated 30 chamber tombs; 6 built chamber tombs (3 in tumulus A; 3 in tumulus 

C); 11 cist tombs (2 in tumulus A; 4 in and around tholos I; 5 in and 
around tholos II) 

Type of tombs Chamber tombs, tumuli with built chamber tombs and cists and tholoi 
with cists 

Burial form(s) Inhumation 
Anthropological analysis None 
Associated settlement Unexcavated settlement remains found on nearby summit plateau Porta 

Petra 
 
Relevant entries: 
 
III.11 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Belongs to Group C/Allerona type, with pommel spur 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:2  Late 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/ Urnfield  area, but the pommel 

spur on Group C swords is regarded as an Aegean feature  possibly 
Achaian. So far, the type only occurs in LH IIIC Middle  Late. In 
Italy/ Urnfield  area, Group C swords appear around the same time (end 
RBA; FBA 1  2 or Ha A1, which overlaps with LH IIIC Middle in the 
Aegean). This implies continued connectivity in LH IIIC Middle  Late   

Context Chamber tomb 3, primary burial 2 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 205-206 

 
III.12 pair of bronze greaves 

Type of artifact Pair of leg greaves 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Bronze wire attachments are similar to III.28; decorative scheme is 

different; consists of a central midrib, flanked by striations; further ribs 
on the outlines of the greaves  

Function Armor 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:2  Late  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  local product? 
Discussion The greaves have parallels in Italy, Kallithea and Cyprus. They are 

usually treated as part of the  bronzes. Chemical tests show this 
pair was made of Cypriot copper; this could suggest local production but 
as Cypriot parallels are known, their Cypriot production cannot be 
excluded 

Context Chamber tomb 3, primary burial 2 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 205-206; Kolonas 2009a, 42, Fig. 55 
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III.13 bronze headgear 

Type of artifact Headgear 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Made of bronze strips, decorated with alternating rows of ribs and rivets 

as III.29; part of inner straw lining intact.  
Function Functional helmet and/or ceremonial tiara 
Date LH IIIC Middle:2  Late (date based on pottery)  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The headgear has parallels in Italy, Portes, Kefalonia, Crete and western 

Balkans. Italian parallels are much earlier (MBA), which may indicate 
this type of headgear is of Italian origin although the gap in time is 
problematic. Alternatively, there is a connection with similar bronze 
strips in hoards of Bz D  Ha A1 date in western Balkans, which overlaps 
with LH IIIB:2 Late  Middle in the Aegean. Finally, the type has also 

Medinet Habu relief 
Context Chamber tomb 3, primary burial 2 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Moschos 2009b, 356-258; Jung 2009b, 82-83. See also Pabst 2013, 132-

133 on type.  
 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location Built inside tumulus C to create the creation of a mound 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early; LH IIIC Middle:2  Late  
Burial form(s) 2 primary burials 
Anthropological analysis no longer possible; skeletal remains had turned to dust as they rested on a 

clay bed 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 205-207; Kolonas 2009a, 42-43 

 

Primary burial 1 ceramics of LH IIIB:2 and LH IIIC Early date, including a LM IIIC Early 
stirrup jar; 1 gold LH IIIB ring; 1 bronze ring; large number of beads 
made of glass, gold and carnelian  

Primary burial 2 a  a bronze spearhead; a bronze knife;
; a bronze bowl; ; other small objects 

and LH IIIC pottery, including a LH IIIC Middle:2  Late kalathos
 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Solid-cast, incised decoration 
Function Weapon 
Date LH IIIC Late? 
Suggested origin Italy: possible import? 
Discussion In preliminary reports, Jung  note results of chemical analyses on 

Achaian solid-cast spearheads. Jung (2009b, 75) reports that 3 out of 4 
tested specimens were local products, while 1 was an import. Only 
Mitopolis III.04 and the Portes specimen (Jung . 2008, 91) are 
identified among the tested specimens; it is likely that the remaining 2 are 
Mitopolis spearheads III.06 and III.07. Christakopoulou-Somakou (2010, 
132) reports that Jung  have identified these as local products. This 
leaves the Portes spearhead as the most likely import, but this can only be 
verified by a final report on the analyses  



 

452 
 

Context Chamber tomb 7 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Jung . 2008, 91-92; Jung 2009b, 75; Moschos 2009b, 380-381, n. 

158; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 132 
 

Type of context Chamber tomb 
Location Kefalovryso cemetery 
Main period(s) of use - 
Burial form(s) - 
Anthropological analysis - 
Discussion In the literature, a LH IIIC Late date is suggested for III.14 without 

reference to the associated ceramics. As the tomb is disturbed and 
unpublished, this date is not certain. When we consider that other dated 
specimens with lateral ribs belong to LH IIIB or early LH IIIC and that a 
LM IIIC Early stirrup jar is also reported from the tomb, perhaps an 
earlier date is more likely 

Bibliography Moschos 1997; Jung . 2008, 91; Giannopoulos 2008, 35 
 

dromos fill Cypriot ring vase 
Burial chamber LM IIIC Early stirrup jar; 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.15 1 lead ring w/ eight-spoked wheel 

 
Lousikon LH IIIC Middle Giannopoulos 2008, 

186-188 
III.16 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type 

knife  
Lousikon LH IIIC Early Giannopoulos 2008, 

182 
III.17 1 bronze Naue II type sword Lousikon LH IIIC Middle  

Late 
Giannopoulos 2008, 
168-174 

III.18 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type 
knife  

Lousikon LH IIIC Late Giannopoulos 2008, 
182 

III.19 1 bronze Naue II type sword Lousikon LH IIIC Late Giannopoulos 2008, 
168-174 

 
Spaliareïka-Lousikon 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location West to modern town Lousika, ca. 5 km inland alongside the Serdini 

river, a tributary of the river Peiros 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB  C 
Research history In 1989  1990, Petropoulos excavated 4 tombs, in 1991 Kokkotaki 

excavated 5 more. These tombs were dug in an emergency excavation of 
the Greek Archaeological Services. A 10th tomb was discovered but 
found collapsed and looted and was not excavated (no. 3) 

State of research Preliminary reports, final publication for Petropoulos tombs; preliminary 
reports for Kokkotaki tombs 

Selected bibliography Kokkotaki 1991; Petropoulos 2000; Giannopoulos 2008, 99-124 
 

Total number of tombs 10 
Number of tombs excavated 9 (1, 2, 4, 10 by Petropoulos; 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 by Kokkotaki) 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs with dromos 
Burial form(s) Primary and secondary burial; possible case(s) of cremation 
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Anthropological analysis For tombs 1, 2, 4, 10: extensive analysis of sex, gender and pathologies; 
no analysis for remaining tombs 

Associated settlement Possibly located on nearby plateau; no excavation on site due to modern 
overbuilding 

 
Relevant entries: 

III.15 lead ring with eight-spo  

Type of artifact Finger ring with eight-  
Type of material Lead 
Size Bezel is 2.9 cm long and 2 cm wide 
Further details A pattern of 2 concentric semicircles with a small circle inside, repeated 

at least 8 times along the bezel edge; in center relief of eight-spoked 
-shape on its side 

Function Ornament; seal ring?; symbol of authority? 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Wheel symbolism is associated with Italy, central Europe and the 

Balkans. For wheel-shaped objects in the Aegean of bronze, lead and 
bone Italian parallels are often cited. These wheels have 4 
spokes or 6 8 spokes are rare, but occur on a wheel from 
Modi (I.77), as well as on the Krini scabbard III.47 

Context Chamber tomb 1 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Matthäus 1980a, 120; Giannopoulos 2008, 186-188 

 

Type of context Chamber tomb 
Location In the center of the excavated burial plot 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Middle 
Burial form(s) primary burial; ossuary with secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis Extensive: for both primary burial and secondary burials (7 individuals) 

age, sex and pathologies described 
Composition of burial group Primary burial: 35-year-old female, pathologies: , 

, survived blunt force trauma to the head 
ossuary: 1) 25-year-old male, pathologies: pre-mortem loss of teeth, 

, , extra-sutural cranial bones; 2) a 
30-year-old individual of unknown sex, pathologies: 

, extra-sutural cranial bones; 3) 40-year-old male, 
pathologies: pre-mortem loss of teeth, , ; 4) 40-
year-old female: pre-mortem loss of teeth, ; 5) adult of 
unknown age and sex, pathologies: ; 6) 30- to 35-year-old 
female; 7) 6-year-old child (both no pathologies mentioned) 

Bibliography Papathanasiou 2002-2005; Giannopoulos 2008, 100-101 
 

primary burial LH IIIC Middle stirrup jar; ca. 20 beads of stone, glass paste, bone, 
carnelian, bronze, including barrel-shaped bead II.5, 2 pierced seashells 
(all near skull, probably part of necklace); golden bead (near chest; 
possibly part of necklace); bronze plain ring (around finger); 

 (close to left elbow; possibly 
also part of necklace) 

Ossuary No burial goods 

III.16 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  



 

454 
 

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 14.8 cm 
Further details - 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool? Beard-trimmer? 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Early 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Some early specimens in 
the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity 

Context Chamber tomb 2, assemblage 5 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display (in a case with several of these knives, third 

specimen from the top down) 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 182 

 
III.17 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 73.3 cm 
Further details Type Allerona/Group C 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle  Late  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/ Urnfield  area, but the pommel 

spur on Group C swords is regarded as an Aegean feature  possibly 
Achaian. So far, the type only occurs in LH IIIC Middle  Late. In 
Italy/ Urnfield  area, Group C swords appear around the same time (end 
RBA; FBA 1  2 or Ha A1, which overlaps with LH IIIC Middle in the 
Aegean). This implies continued connectivity in LH IIIC Middle  Late.   
In the Patras Museum, this particular sword is designated as an import 
(no origin specified) but so far, no publications support this.  

Context Chamber tomb 2, assemblage 7 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 168-174 

 
III.18 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 14 cm 
Further details - 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool? Beard-trimmer? 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Some early specimens in 
the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity 

Context Chamber tomb 2, assemblage 6 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display (in a case with several of these knives, 

second specimen from below) 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 182 

 
III.19 bronze Naue II type sword 
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Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 61.1 cm 
Further details Horizontal tongue bridge; no dent between pommel ears as Group A, no 

protrusion as Group B. Eder and Jung identify the sword as Group A, 
Giannopoulos as Group B.  

Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late 
Suggested origin /Aegean?: import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy/ Urnfield  area; subtype is unclear. 

Giannopoulos questions whether the sword may represent a local variety 
of Group A rather than Group B. In the Patras Museum, the sword is 
designated as an Italian import, but so far no publications support this 

Context Chamber tomb 2, assemblage 6 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Eder/Jung 2005, Pl. CVII, no. 17 (see also Jung 2006, 205); 

Giannopoulos 2008, 168-174 
 

Type of context Chamber tomb 
Location Southernmost tomb in the plot 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Early  Late 
Burial form(s) Secondary burials, possible cremations 
Anthropological analysis Extensive: sex, age and pathologies determined 
Composition of burial group Secondary burial in pit: 40-year-old female, pathologies: caries, 

, , extra-sutural cranial bones 
group of secondary burials: 1) adult female, pathologies: none; 2) adult of 
unknown sex, pathologies:  3) adult of unknown sex, 
pathologies:   

Bibliography Papathanasiou 2002-2005; Giannopoulos 2008, 101-104 
 

assemblage 1, southeast of burial 
chamber 

1 LH IIIC Middle four-handled amphora, covered by bottom part other 
vessel, which may have functioned as a cinerary urn (contained ashes, 
discarded before anthropological analysis); 1 LH IIIC Early vessel, 3 LH 
IIIC Middle:2 vessels. Possible that LH IIIC Early vessel belonged to 
assemblage 2  

assemblage 2, southeast of burial 
chamber 

1 bronze kalathos/lekane likely imported from the Argolid (possibly 
antique), which may have functioned as cinerary urn (contained large 
amounts of ash, pieces of carbonized wood, discarded before 
anthropological analysis); 4 LH IIIC Early vessels, 2 LH IIIC Middle:1 
vessels, 1 bronze knife of normal size, 1 bronze knife of dagger size, 1 
set of bronze tweezers, 1 large bronze razor knife, 2 whetstones 

assemblage 3, southeast of burial 
chamber (may belong to 
assemblage 4) 

8 LH IIIC Early vessels 

assemblage 4, southeast of burial 
chamber 

Small pit containing primary burial of 40-year-old female, LH IIIC Early 
alabastron found underneath her 

assemblage 5, southeast of burial 
chamber (may belong to 
assemblage 4) 

1 LM IIIC Early stirrup jar, 2 LH IIIC Early stirrup jars that imitate the 
Cretan style,  

secondary burials, west of burial 
chamber 

No burial goods 

assemblage 6, northwest of burial 
chamber (may belong to 
secondary burials) 

4 ceramic vessels of LH IIIC Middle  Late date, 6 ceramic vessels of 
LH IIIC Late  SM date, including 1 bird vase and a vessel that may have 
functioned as a cinerary urn (ashes discovered in restoration); 

(with 22 bronze nails indicating scabbard), 2 bronze 
spearheads, 1 bronze knife, 
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(with fragments of bone handle) 
assemblage 7, northeast of burial 
chamber (may belong to 
secondary burials) 

Large pit with 1 LH IIIC Middle  Late stirrup jar, 
, 1 bronze spearhead, 1 bronze spear butt, 1 bronze shield 

boss, 1 bronze knife 
assemblage 8, dromos fill 506 pot sherds, shell fragments, 2 beads of blue glass paste, 1 bead of 

carnelian, 4 flint blades, fragment of bronze sheet, small pieces of 
charcoal 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.20 1 bronze Peschiera dagger Acropolis LH IIIB:2  LH 

IIIC Early 
Giannopoulos 2008, 27 

III.21 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
knobs 

Acropolis LH IIIC Late? Papadopoulos/Kontorli
-Papadopoulou 2000, 
143-144 

III.22 1 lead six-spoked wheel of 
 

Acropolis LH IIIC? Papadopoulos/Kontorli
-Papadopoulou 2000, 
144 

Teichos Dymaion 

Type of site Settlement (large) 
Location Western Achaia, along modern lagoon on the southernmost hill of the 

Mavra Vouna chain of hills 
Main period(s) of use Neolithic to Byzantine times, LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Late 
Research history Site is also known in literature as Paralimni or Araxos and was excavated 

by Mastrokostas between 1962  1966. After a restoration program 
between 1998-2001, new excavations are conducted since 2002 under 
Kolonas 

State of research Preliminary reports of 1962-1966 excavations 
Selected bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 23-29; Gazis 2010 

Location Acropolis 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early; LH IIIC Middle:2  Late 
Number of specimens 15 
Character of assemblage Rim fragments of bucket-shaped vessels with smooth plastic horizontal 

- ), fragments with 
impressed finger prints, incised decoration and horned knobs and a 

d bellied cooking pot are reported as belonging 
to HBW in the literature (see ) 

Spatial distribution on site - 
Chronological distribution - 
Character of context(s) Settlement 
Possibly related phenomena Clay spools (>1 specimen) Acropolis Rahmstorf 2003, 

400 and n. 36 
Possible Mycenaean imitation of 
HBW-type handle 

Acropolis unpublished but 
mentioned in: 
Moschos 2009b, 
380-381, n. 158 

Discussion For none of the pieces contextual information is available. Presumably the 
material comes from the first destruction of the site in LH IIIB:2  LH 
IIIC Early, but it cannot be excluded that (part of) of the HBW belongs to 
the second destruction in LH IIIC Middle:2  Late. In addition, most 
pieces have only been identified in excavation photographs and have not 
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been subjected to detailed study. This raises the question whether all of the 
16 pieces, in fact, belong to HBW.   

Selected bibliography Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, 31, 38; Kilian 1983, 90 and n. 156; Bettelli 2002, 
122; Jung 2006, 29-30, 34, 40; Bellardelli/Bettelli 2007, 482; Lis 2009a, 
141, Fig. 18.1 

No. Description References  
1 1 snail-antennta handle (

) 
unpublished but mentioned in: Kilian 1983, 90 and n. 156; 
Bettelli 2002, 122; Bellardelli/Bettelli 2007, 482 

2-6 5 fragments with horned knobs, 
horizontal ridges, bands with 
impressed finger prints etc.  

Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, 31 (depicted in Mastrokostas 1965a, 
- -  

7-9 3 sherds with incised decoration Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, 38 (depicted in Mastrokostas 1962, 

 
10-14 
 

5 rim fragments of bucket-like vessels 
 

Jung 2006, 29 (depicted in Mastrokostas 1965a, 127, Tab. 
 upper row, outer right and center, bottom row, 1st 

and 2nd from left as well as outer right) 
15  Jung 2006, 40 (depicted in Mastrokostas 1964, 66, Tab. 

 

Relevant entries: 

III.20 bronze Peschiera dagger 

Type of artifact Peschiera dagger 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 23.7 cm 
Further details Ivory handle preserved; assigned to Mainland group by Bouzek 

(Bosisio/Garlasco types); assigned to Pertosa type by Papadopoulos and 
Kontorli-Papadopoulou 

Function Weapon or tool 
Date LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early (date based on stratigraphy) 
Suggested origin Aegean  local product 
Discussion Until recently, this particular dagger was believed to be an Italian import. 

Chemical analyses have since demonstrated its local production out of 
Cypriot copper 

Context First destruction layer acropolis, between middle and main gate. The first 
destruction layer is dated by Mountjoy to her LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early 
Transitional phase. Vitale, who has since discarded this phase, notes that 
LH IIIB:2 material at the site could have been mixed with later material, 
whereas Jung attributes the destruction deposit to LH IIIC Early. As the 
material is virtually unpublished, it is not possible to determine whether 
LH IIIB:2 or LH IIIC Early is the correct date for the deposit 

Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 133; Mountjoy 1999, 402; Papadopoulos/Kontorli-

Papadopoulou 2000, 144; Jung 2006, 204; Vitale 2006, 187-188; 
Jung/Mehofer 2013, 182 

III.21 bronze violin-bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 11.7 cm 
Further details Bow is decorated with groups of incised vertical parallel lines and two 

knobs 
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Function Clothing pin 
Date Date reported in literature: LH IIIC Late? (basis unsure) 
Suggested origin Aegean: local product 
Discussion Until recently, this particular fibula was believed to be an Italian import. 

Chemical analyses have since demonstrated its local production out of 
Cypriot copper 

Context Acropolis  not further specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display (no. 3 in a case of 4 fibulae) 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 138-139, 299, Fig. 323a, PMX 255; 

Papadopoulos/Kontorli-Papadopoulou 2000, 143-144; Jung/Mehofer 
2013, 182 

 
III.22 lead six-  

Type of artifact Six-  
Type of material Lead 
Size 3.3 cm 
Further details Surface of ring and spokes is ribbed 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date LH IIIC?  date suggested in publication 
Suggested origin Italy: import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be local production; 

lead specimens are more rare than bronze 
Context Acropolis  not further specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos/Kontorli-Papadopoulou 2000, 144 

 
II. PATRAS REGION 

 
Locale: Chalandritsa (total number of entries: 1) 
 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.23 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type 

knife  
Agios 
Vasilios 

- Moschos 2009b, 380-
381, n. 158 

 
Chalandritsa-Agios Vasilios  

Type of site Cemetery (large) 
Location 21 km south of Patras 
Main period(s) of use LH IIB  SM 
Research history 3 tombs were dug by Kyparissis in 1928-1929; between 1989-1995 24 

tombs were identified and 10 excavated by Greek Archaeological 
Service, possibly including some of the old Kyparissis tombs. Near Agios 
Vasilios, Kyparissis found 3 tombs with Geometric finds at Troumbes 
and cist graves at Agriapidies, possibly belonging to a LH I  II tumulus 

State of research Preliminary reports 
Selected bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 39-40; Kolonas 2009a, 7-13 

 

Total number of tombs >24 
Number of tombs excavated 13 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) Primary and secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis Limited 
Associated settlement Stavros 
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Relevant entries: 

III.23 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool? Beard trimmer?  
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Some early specimens in 
the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity. In the Patras Museum, 6 Fontana di Papa type 
knives are on display from Mitopolis, Spaliareïka, Chalandritsa and 
Kallithea  the display does not clarify which specimen is which. The 
Mitopolis (III.05; III.08) and Spaliareïka (III.16; III.18) knives can be 
identified through published images, which leaves 2 knives. The first 
knife (first specimen from top) has a long blade and a twisted handle, 
while the other specimen (bottom) is short and has a straight handle. 
Christakopoulou-Somakou describes the Chalandritsa knife as twisted, 
which means it can be identified as the first knife on display from the top. 
This leaves the bottom specimen as the Kallithea knife (III.25) 

Context Agios Vasilios  context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum, on display (top knife) 
Bibliography Moschos 2009b, 380-381, n. 158; Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 135 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.24 

spearhead 
Gerokomeio
n 

LH IIIB  C Bouzek 1985, 127-138, 
no. 2 

 
Gerokomeion 

Type of site Chamber tomb (cemetery?) 
Location In the vicinity of Patras, to the southwest of the city 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB  LH IIIC 
Research history Chamber tomb uncovered in 1967 during construction work at site 

Vakrou 
State of research Preliminary report; publication of finds 
Associated settlement Pagona? 
Selected bibliography Papadopoulos 1979 (finds); Giannopoulos 2008, 63-64 

Relevant entries: 

III.24 br  

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 8.5 cm 
Further details Bouzek type B3; leaf-shaped blade; tip of blade bent; solid-cast socket 
Function Weapon 
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Date LH IIIB  C (date based on pottery) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion 

resemblance to European parallels; according to Bouzek the type is 
derived from the north 

Context Chamber tomb 
Last known location Patras Museum  not on display?  
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 163, 292, Fig. 316b, 325, Fig. 349b; Bouzek 1985, 

138  
 

Finds reported by 
Giannopoulos 2008, 63-64 

Alabastron, amphoriskos, small jug, cup with spout, 2 stirrup jars, 2 
composite vessels, 1 bronze knife, 1 bronze razor knife and 

 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.25 1 bronze Fontana di Papa type 

knife  
Spenzes - Patras Museum 

III.26 
spearhead 

Spenzes LH IIIB or early 
LH IIIC? 

Moschos 2009b, 380-
381, n. 158 

III.27 Naue II type sword Spenzes LH IIIC Middle:1  
Late 

Giannopoulos 2008, 
217 

III.28 1 pair of bronze greaves Spenzes LH IIIC Middle:1  
Late 

Giannopoulos 2008, 
214-216 

III.29 1 bronze headgear Spenzes LH IIIC Middle:1   
Late 

Giannopoulos 2008, 
216-217 

III.30 1 bronze Naue II type sword Spenzes LH IIIC Late Giannopoulos 2008, 
214, 218 

III.31 
spearhead 

Spenzes LH IIIC Late Giannopoulos 2008, 
214, 218 

III.32 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
bronze bead 

Spenzes LH IIIC Middle? Kilian 1985, 163 

III.33 1 bronze finger ring with single 
antithetical spiral endings 

Spenzes LH IIIC Middle Kilian 1985, 163 

III.34 1 bronze finger ring with double 
antithetical spiral endings 

Spenzes LH IIIC Middle Kilian 1985, 163 

III.35 -sha
spearhead 

Spenzes LH IIIC Middle? Kilian 1985, 163 

III.36 1 bronze violin-bow fibula Spenzes LH IIIC Middle:2 Kilian 1985, 183 
III.37 1 bronze violin-bow fibula Spenzes - Moschos 2009b, 380-

381, n. 158 
 
Kallithea-Spenzes 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location 10 km south of Patras, near the town of Kallithea in the locality of 

Spenzes, also known as Rabadania 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  SM 
Research history In 1953 first chamber tomb discovered by farmer, later dug by Yalouris 

together with a second tomb (A and B); between 1976  1998, 20 tombs 
were excavated by Papadopoulos and Kontorli-Papadopoulou. They 
excavated a second cemetery near Spenzes at the locality Laganidia, with 
a tholos tomb and 22 chamber tombs around the tholos   

State of research Preliminary reports 
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Selected bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 52-53 

Total number of tombs 22 
Number of tombs excavated 22 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) primary burials; secondary burials; 1 case of cremation 
Anthropological analysis Limited 
Associated settlement Traces of a MH-LH settlement found at Kivouri/Skamnia near Kallithea; 

a second settlement site located east of the cemetery at Laganidia 

Relevant entries: 

III.25 bronze Fontana di Papa type knife  

Type of artifact Fontana di Papa type knife  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Knife? Razor? Make-up cutting tool? Beard trimmer?  
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  transfer of technological feature 
Discussion The type probably entails transfer of technological feature (the twisted 

handle); direction of transfer matter of debate. Some early specimens in 
the Argolid (I.38; I.43; I.47) and Achaia (III.08; III.16) could suggest the 
type was first developed in the Aegean before being injected into Italo-
Aegean connectivity. In the Patras Museum, 6 Fontana di Papa type 
knives are on display from Mitopolis, Spaliareïka, Chalandritsa and 
Kallithea  the display does not clarify which specimen is which. The 
Mitopolis (III.05; III.08) and Spaliareïka (III.16; III.18) knives can be 
identified through published images, which leaves 2 knives. The first 
knife (first specimen from top) has a long blade and a twisted handle, 
while the other specimen (bottom) is short and has a straight handle. 
Christakopoulou-Somakou describes the Chalandritsa knife (III.23) as 
twisted, which means it can be identified as the first knife on display 
from the top. This leaves the bottom specimen as the Kallithea knife 

Context Kallithea  context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum, on display (bottom knife) 
Bibliography Christakopoulou-Somakou 2010, 136 (on III.23) 

 
d 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Leaf-shaped blade; incised lateral ribs; no other type of decoration visible 

at first glance 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB or early LH IIIC?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local imitation 
Discussion 

from Balkans and central Europe, according to Jung the proportions and 
details in the decoration of many Achaian specimens need to be 
attributed to Italy. This specimen fits the proportions but misses the 
incised rows of vertical strokes Jung highlights, although this is 
sometimes the case in Italian specimens as well. Dated specimens belong 
to LH IIIB or early LH IIIC; this date can also be suggested for the 
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Kallithea specimen 
Context Kallithea  context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1996, 4 (right spearhead on image); Moschos 2009b, 380-

381, n. 158; Jung 2009b, 75, 83 (on type, not on particular spearhead) 

III.27 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 81.4 cm 
Further details The sword is classified as Group C/Allerona with pommel spur, although 

this identification is not secure as part of the hilt ending is missing; the 
sword has a pronounced midrib and resembles Klauss III.40  

Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:1 or Late 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  local innovation? 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/ Urnfield  area, but the pommel 

spur on Group C swords is regarded as an Aegean feature  possibly 
Achaian. So far, the type only occurs in LH IIIC Middle  Late. In 
Italy/ Urnfield  area, Group C swords appear around the same time (end 
RBA; FBA 1  2 or Ha A1, which overlaps with LH IIIC Middle in the 
Aegean). This implies continued connectivity in LH IIIC Middle  Late    

Context Tomb A  old excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 124-125; Giannopoulos 2008, 217. See also . 170-171; 

Pabst 2013 on the type.  

III.28 pair of bronze greaves 

Type of artifact Pair of leg greaves 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 25.5 cm 
Further details Bronze wire attachments are similar to III.12; decorative scheme is 

different; consists of 6 rivets and repoussé that imitates leather seams  
Function Armor 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:1 or Late 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  local product? 
Discussion The greaves have parallels in Italy, Portes and Cyprus. They are usually 

treated as part of the  bronzes. Bouzek regards the technique 
u
later Tiryns helmet 

Context Tomb A  old excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 113; Giannopoulos 2008, 214-216 

III.29 bronze headgear 

Type of artifact Headgear 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Fragments of bronze strips, decorated with alternating rows of ribs and 

rivets; probably belongs to same type of headgear as III.13 
Function functional helmet and/or ceremonial tiara 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:1 or Late 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The headgear has parallels in Italy, Portes, Kefalonia, Crete and western 
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Balkans. Italian parallels are much earlier (MBA), which may indicate 
this type of headgear is of Italian origin although the gap in time is 
problematic. Alternatively, there is a connection with similar bronze 
strips in hoards of Bz D-Ha A1 date in western Balkans, which overlaps 
with LH IIIB:2 Late  IIIC Middle in the Aegean. Finally, the type has 

Medinet Habu relief 
Context Tomb A  old excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 216-217. See also Moschos 2009b, 356-258; Jung 

2009b, 82-83; Pabst 2013, 132-133 on type 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  B; LH IIIC Midlde:1 to Late 
Burial form(s) Primary burial; secondary burial 
Anthropological analysis Limited; secondary burial designated as male 
Discussion Farmer who discovered the tomb disturbed its contents. A LH IIIC 

Middle:1 stirrup jar was found next to the warrior burial, which could 
suggest this date for his assemblage. However, among the uncovered 
ceramics are also vessels that cannot be earlier than LH IIIC Late. This 
means a LH IIIC Late date cannot be excluded. As for the other finds in 
the tomb, they 
burial or the secondary burial based on their date. However, they were 
not found  

Bibliography Yalouris 1960; Papadopoulos 1999, 268; Deger-Jalkotzy 2006, 160; 
Giannopoulos 2008, 213-218 

 

ceramics found in burial 
chamber  

2 Corinthian pyxides of LH IIIA  B date (my II.38; II.39); 1 kyathos 
(LH IIIB); 6 stirrup jars and various sherds, incl. other stirrup jars, 
kraters, skyphoi and amphorae (LH IIIB  C), 1 belly-handled amphora, 
2 small two-handled vessels, 1 single-handled vessel (LH IIIC) 

secondary, male burial Found without gifts  assigned the 2 LH IIIA  B pyxides, the LH IIIB 
kyathos and other LH IIIB pottery  

 1 stirrup jar (LH IIIC Middle:1)  assigned other LH IIIC pots including 
2 of the other stirrup jars and the belly-handled amphora (LH IIIC Late); 

; 1 bronze spearhead with split socket; 
,  

III.30 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 67.4 cm 
Further details The sword is classified as Group B and has a tongue bridge with a slight 

pointed protrusion 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  regional variety? 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/ Urnfield area, but Group B 

swords are only classified in the Aegean typology. The type is rare, with 
single occurrences in Italy, Albania and Macedonia and 2 specimens in 
Bulgaria. In Greece, besides the Kallithea specimen, there are 2 other 
possible candidates in Achaia at Kangadi and Spaliareïka but these could 
also belong to Group A or C. This is also the case for many of the Balkan 
swords attributed to Group B by Kilian-Dirlmeier and the Albanian 
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specimen reported in the later literature, as they do not fully preserve the 
hilt. This raises the question whether it is valid to recognize Group B 
swords as a separate subtype, rather than as a regional western Greek and 
Balkan variety of Group A or C 

Context Tomb B  old excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 125; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1993, 96; Aliu 2002, 222, Fig.6.1; 

Koui  2006, 52; Giannopoulos 2008, 169-170, 218; see also 
Jung/Mehofer 2005-2006, 114 and n.14 on the type 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material bronze 
Size 19.5 cm 
Further details Leaf-shaped blade; solid-cast socket; blade decorated with thickened 

edges; incised rib around mouth of socket; long socket relative to blade; 
between Bouzek type B2 and B3 

Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production  
Discussion -

d with 
the subtype that Jung ties to Italy, which is often decorated with incised 
lateral ribs and has a shorter socket. The length of the socket of spearhead 
III.31 corresponds to that of Balkan spearheads instead 

Context Tomb B  old excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Avila 1983, 48, Taf. 16, n. 107; Bouzek 1985, 136, Fig. 67.19 (only 

depicted; not cataloged); see also Jung 2009b, 75, 83 (on Balkan vs. 
Italian spearheads) 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  LH IIIC Late 
Burial form(s) 4 skeletons; unclear if burials are primary or secondary 
Anthropological analysis Limited; 1 skeleton designated as female, 1 as male 
Discussion The finds have been disturbed by ground water and earth falling down 

from the ceiling and cannot be associated with individual burials. In the 
excavation report, the ceramics are dated to LH IIIA  B, LH IIIB  C 
and LH IIIC. Among the depicted vessels is a stirrup jar which 
Giannopoulos dates to LH IIIC Late and Deger-Jalkotzy to LH IIIC 
Middle:2 or Late 

Bibliography Papadopoulos 1999, 268-269; Deger-Jalkotzy 2006,160-161; 
Giannopoulos 2008, 214, 218 

 

finds found in burial chamber 
 

1 Corinthian amphora and 6 Corinthian bowls of LH IIIA  B date (my 
II.40-II.46); 2 stirrup jars, 1 two-handled vessel and various sherds of 
kraters, skyphoi and stirrup jars (LH IIIB  C), 1 pithos (LH IIIC); 1 
stirrup jar (LH IIIC Middle:2 or Late); , 

, 1 bronze spear butt, 1 bronze knife, 
1 bronze razor, 1 pair of bronze tweezers, an unspecified number of 

 
Finds on display in the Patras 
museum 

All  
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III.32 bronze violin-bow fibula with bronze bead 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bronze bead 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 11.6 cm 
Further details Kilian type IV; type Großmugl; bow is straight, rounded and slightly 

swollen; decorated with 3 groups of incised vertical parallel lines, 
interspersed by horizontal zigzags in the outer 2 fields and vertical 
zigzags in the central field; large triangular catch plate; bronze bead 
placed on the pin 

Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Kilian observes that this fibula shares close similarities with large violin-

bow fibulae with knobs, such as I.21 from Teichos Dymaion. He further 
cites parallels from Italy and the western Balkans for the bow decoration. 
Recently, Pabst has identified I.32 as belonging to type Großmugl. This 
type is thought to originate in the Carpathian basin. Italian varieties do 
exist but are not close enough to warrant a similar identification. 
Considering the limited distribution of the type, it cannot be excluded the 
Kallithea specimen comprises an import from the western Balkans 

Context Tomb O, burial B  new excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 149, IV1, 153, 163; Pabst 2013, 134 and n. 161, 135, Abb. 

9, 143 (list of occurrences); Betzler 1974, 13-15 (on type) 

III.33 bronze finger ring with single antithetical spiral endings 

Type of artifact Finger ring with single antithetical spiraled endings 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Ornament 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. southern Italy. 

In Aegean, dated specimens occur from LH IIIC Middle  Late onwards 
(e.g. I.22; contra Giannopoulos 2009  see discussion at III.48). The date 
of the Kallithea specimen seems to support this later Postpalatial date 

Context Tomb O, burial J  new excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  not on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1980b, Pin. 94.a (right ring); 1996, 4 (center of page; right 

ring); Kilian 1985, 163 (for date burial) 
 
III.34 bronze finger ring with double antithetical spiral endings 

Type of artifact Finger ring with double antithetical spiraled endings 
Type of material bronze 
Size - 
Further details This particular specimen differs from similar specimens due to the double 

antithetical spiraled endings, like III.71 
Function ornament 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. southern Italy. 

In Aegean, dated specimens occur from LH IIIC Middle  Late onwards 
(e.g. I.22; contra Giannopoulos 2009  see discussion at III.48). The date 
of the Kallithea specimen seems to support this later Postpalatial date 
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Context Tomb O, burial J  new excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1980b, Pin. 94.a (left ring); 1996, 4 (center of page; left 

ring); Kilian 1985, 163 (for date burial) 

-  

Type of artifact -  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Relatively long socket with thickened mouth; slender blade; resembles 

-10 cm of wooden spear preserved 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle?  
Suggested origin Type is connected to Epirus and Albania; close parallel in Kefalonia 
Discussion This particular specimen was found standing upright against the right 

front corner of the burial chamber. It was not associated with a particular 
burial or pottery. So far, all of the published find groups date to LH IIIC 
Middle, which provid  

Context Tomb O  new excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum, on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1980b, Pin. 93.b; Kilian 1985, 163 (for latest date in tomb) 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use Date for all material reported as LH IIIA  C but published find groups 

so far date to LH IIIC Middle 
Burial form(s) 3 primary burials; 18 secondary burials; 1 cremation 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts and cremation designated as adult 
Discussion Between cremation burial B and primary inhumation burial F a number 

of stirrup jars have been found that cannot be attributed safely to either 
burial. Therefore, Papadopoulos uses the associated violin-bow fibula to 
assign a LH IIIB  C transitional date to the cremation burial. This date is 
also reported in Giannopoulos 2008. Kilian, however, infers that the 
cremation burial B must have been the last interment in tomb O  as it 
was found undisturbed in the center of the burial chamber. On the basis 
of older burial J  which can be dated to LH IIIC Middle by the 
associated pottery  Kilian also proposes a LH IIIC Middle date for the 
cremation burial. This date is also supported by dated parallels for the  
violin-bow fibula in the western Balkans (Ha A1), which partly overlaps 
with LH IIIC Middle in the Aegean 

Bibliography Betzler 1974, 13-15; Papadopoulos 1980b; Kilian 1985, 163; 
Giannopoulos 2008, 53 

 

Primary inhumation A 
(center burial chamber) 

1 large three-handled amphora, 2 stirrup jars, 3 jars, 1 alabastron, 1 
oinochoe 

Primary inhumation F 
(center burial chamber)  

No finds  possibly some of the objects found between this burial and 
cremation burial B 

Between burials F and B 
(assignment unclear) 

6 stirrup jars, 19 beads of blue glass paste, 3 biconical terracotta spindle 
whorls 

Cremation burial B 
(center burial chamber) 
Primary inhumation J 
(back burial chamber) 

25 ceramic vessels, including a LH IIIC Middle amphora (some may 
have originally belonged to secondary burials G, K and P); 

, 1 bronze knife, 1 bone pin, 1 bronze pin 
3 secondary inhumations G, K, P No finds  possibly some of the ceramic vessels found next to burial J 
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(next to burial J) 
12 secondary inhumations C, D, 
E, H, I, L, M, N, O, Q, R, S (left 
corner) 

13 ceramic vessels, 1 biconical terracotta spindle whorl, 2 bronze rings, 2 
seal stones, 52 beads of blue glass paste, 2 beads of agate, 3 beads of 
faience 

2 secondary inhumations T and U 
 only skulls 

(center of front wall) 

No finds 

1 secondary inhumation V 
(to the right of burials T&U) 

1 squared alabastron, 1 pyxis, 28 beads of blue glass paste 

right front corner  
pit covered by slabs A few bones; 2 beads of glass paste 

III.36 bronze violin-bow fibula with bow plate 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bow plate 
Type of material bronze 
Size 7  cm 
Further details Kilian type Id (leaf-shaped); bow and foot slightly bent; pin broken; plain 

bow plate 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:2  
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production  
Discussion For this subtype, Kilian notes parallels from Aigion (III.64) in Achaia, 

Thebes in Boeotia, Karphi, the Psychro cave and Malia in Crete, Kos, 
Cyprus, Syria and the Pertosa cave in southern Italy. This particular 
distribution pattern suggests that the subtype is an Aegean variety  

Context Tomb I, burial A or B  new excavations 
Last known location Patras Museum  not on display 
Bibliography Kilian 1985,  175, 176, Id3, 183 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Middle:2 
Burial form(s) 4 primary burials; 2 secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts 
Discussion Kilian notes the context of this burial as chamber tomb 9. Jung seems to 

ds him to use an amphora published 
from this tomb to propose a LH IIIC Late date for fibula III.36.1873 As our 
fibula actually comes from tomb I, this date is irrelevant. Instead, we can 
follow the LH IIIC Middle:2 date reported in Kilian 

Bibliography Papadopoulos 1977, 186; Kilian 1985, 176, 183, Jung 2006, 206  

Near feet primary burial A 3 vessels 
Behind skulls of primary burials 
A and B 

9 stirrup jars, , 2 spindle 
whorls, 1 bead 

 4 vessels, 1 bronze pair of tweezers, 1 bronze razor, 1 whetstone 
 1 squared alabastron 

III.37 bronze violin-bow fibula  

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula  
Type of material Bronze 

                                                 
1873 There can be no doubt that Jung (2006, 206) is referring to the same fibula, as the published image (2006, 
Taf. 18.4) is identical to Kilian 1985, 175, Abb. 6, Id3.  
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Size - 
Further details - 
Function Clothing pin 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production  
Discussion The date and subtype of this violin-bow fibula are not noted in the 

preliminary report. For this reason, not much can be inferred about its 
suggested origin or mode of transfer  

Context Tomb Y, burial B  new excavations 
Last known location Unknown  presumably in the Patras Museum 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1998b, 84; Moschos 2009b, 380-381, n. 158 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use - 
Burial form(s) 5 primary burials; 4 secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis Limited; all burials described as adult; burial B identified as 

female  
Discussion From the preliminary report, it does not become clear why burial B is 

classified as female. Anthropological analysis is not explicitly mentioned. 
Therefore, it cannot be excluded that this classification is based purely on 
the presence of a fibula in the burial assemblage 

Bibliography Papadopoulos 1998b, 84 

Primary burial B (female?) 1 stirrup jar, 1 bronze knife, , 2 bone pins 
 11 vessels, 1 sickle-shaped bronze razor, 1 bronze knife, 1 steatite button 

 3 vessels 
 No finds 

 Sherds of a pithamphoriskos, few fragments of other vessels and a bronze 
pair of tweezers 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.38 

spearhead 
Klauss LH IIIB or early 

LH IIIC? 
Patras Museum 

III.39 
spearhead 

Klauss LH IIIB:2? Patras Museum 

III.40 1 bronze Naue II type sword Klauss LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

Giannopoulos 2008, 
219 

III.41 
spearhead 

Klauss LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

Papadopoulos 1979, 
163 

III.42 1 bronze Scoglio del Tonno type 
razor 

Klauss LH IIIB:2  LH 
IIIC Early 

Paschalidis/McGeorge 
2009, 85 

III.43 1 bronze Naue II type sword Klauss LH IIIC Middle:1  
2 

Paschalidis/McGeorge 
2009, 89-92 

III.44 1 bronze Peschiera knife Klauss LH IIIC Middle:1  
2 

Paschalidis/McGeorge 
2009, 89-92 

Klauss 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location At southeastern edge Patras; at Koukoura hill near the winery of Gustav 

Clauss 
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Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:1  LH IIIC 
Research history 12 chamber tombs dug by Kyparissis (1930s); 16 more by Papadopoulos 

& Kontorli-Papadopoulou (1990s) 
State of research Final publication of old finds by Papadopoulos; preliminary reports on 

new excavations 
Selected bibliography Papadopoulos 1979; Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009 

Total number of tombs - 
Number of tombs excavated 28 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) Primary burials; secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis None for old excavations; extensive for new excavations, with sex, age, 

length and pathologies reported 
Associated settlement Mygdalia hill 

Location Chamber tomb H (see also below at III.42) 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early 
Number of specimens >1 
Character of assemblage 1  

sherds of additional handmade pots 
Spatial distribution on site Tripod cup is found with ional pots reported from 

dromos 
Chronological distribution  LH IIIC 

Early; for the dromos sherds no date is reported  
Character of context(s) Burial  very rare in the Aegean 
Possibly related phenomena Clay spools (1 specimen) Mygdalia settlement; the site 

associated with Klauss 
Discussion The tripod cup is associated with northern Italy in the preliminary report 

but both it and the sherds await further analysis. For this reason, their 
identification as HBW is not confirmed and a link with handmade wares 
from the Ionian islands cannot be excluded   

Selected Bibliography Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 84-86 and n. 20; Rahmstorf 2011, 320 

Relevant entries: 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Leaf-shaped blade; incised lateral ribs; no other decoration 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB or early LH IIIC? ( 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion 

from Balkans and central Europe, according to Jung the proportions and 
details in the decoration of many Achaian specimens need to be 
attributed to Italy. This specimen fits the proportions but misses the 
incised rows of vertical strokes Jung highlights, although this is 
sometimes the case in Italian specimens as well. Dated specimens belong 
to LH IIB or early LH IIIC; this date can also be suggested for the Klauss 
specimen 

Context Klauss  context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Jung 2009b, 75, 83 (on type, not on particular spearhead) 
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I  

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Leaf-shaped blade; solid-cast socket; no further details 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB:2?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The spearhead is on display in the Patras Museum but is unpublished. 

Due to its resemblance to the 2 Mitopolis spearheads (III.06; III.07) and 
spearheads in the Argolid (I.48; I.88), a LH IIIB:2 date cannot be 
excluded 

Context Klauss  type of context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display as no. 27 in a case with a total of 8 

spearheads, object nos. 23-30  
Bibliography Unpublished 

III.40 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 65.5 cm 
Further details Group C/Allerona sword; pommel spur; pronounced midrib; 6 rivets in 

handguard; design details are very similar to III.27 (Kallithea A) but the 
latter is longer sword 

Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Middle  Late  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  local innovation? 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/ Urnf  area, but the pommel 

spur on Group C swords is regarded as an Aegean feature  possibly 
Achaian. So far, the type only occurs in LH IIIC Middle  Late. In 
Italy/  area, Group C swords appear around the same time (end 
RBA; FBA 1  2 or Ha A1, which overlaps with LH IIIC Middle in the 
Aegean). This implies continued connectivity in LH IIIC Middle  Late    

Context Klauss  old excavations, unspecified tomb 
Last known location National Museum in Athens  not on display? 
Bibliography Papadopoulos/Kontorli-Papadopoulou 1984, 221-224; Giannopoulos 

2008, 19 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 14.cm 
Further details Leaf-shaped blade; solid-cast socket; longer socket relative to blade; no 

visible decoration; Bouzek type B3 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on Naue II sword III.40: LH IIIC Middle  Late? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production  
Discussion This s -

the subtype that Jung ties to Italy, which is often decorated with incised 
lateral ribs and has a shorter socket. The length of the socket of spearhead 
III.31 corresponds to that of Balkan spearheads instead 

Context Klauss  old excavations, unspecified tomb 
Last known location National Museum in Athens  not on display?  
Bibliography Kyparissis 1938, 118; Papadopoulos 1979, 292, Fig. 316e, NMA 1083; 
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Avila 1983, 44, Taf. 15, no. 98; Bouzek 1985, 138, B3, no. 1; see also 
Jung 2009b, 75, 83 (on Balkan vs. Italian spearheads) 

III.42 bronze Scoglio del Tonno type razor  

Type of artifact Scoglio del Tonno type razor  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 11.4 cm 
Further details - 
Function Razor 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early  
Suggested origin Italy  import 
Discussion Razor III.42 was recently shown to be an Italian import in the analyses by 

Jung .  
Context Tomb H   
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Papadopoulos/Kontorli-Papadopoulou 2000, 144; Jung . 2008, 91; 

Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 85-86, Fig. 7 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  B; LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early; LH IIIC Middle:1 
Burial form(s) Inhumation; 3 primary burials, 10 secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis - to 35-year-old male, 1.70 m tall, no 

pathologies reported. No details besides cranial counts reported for 
remaining burials. 

Discussion From the preliminary report, it does not become clear why burial B is 
classified as female. Anthropological analysis is not explicitly mentioned. 
Therefore, it cannot be excluded that this classification is based purely on 
the presence of a fibula in the burial assemblage 

Bibliography Papadopoulos 1991b, 80; Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 84-88 

Reported for the tomb as a whole 20 vessels, including a juglet and stirrup jar belonging to LH IIIC Early  
Middle:1, 1 spindle whorl, 1 bronze Scoglio del Tonno razor  

LH IIIA  B secondary burials 1 bone hilt plate 
 1 flask, 1 deep bowl, 1 stirrup jar, all dating to LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC 

 
Dromos fill sherds of handmade pots 

III.43 bronze Naue II type sword  

Type of artifact Naue II type sword  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 62.3 cm 
Further details 

 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:1  2 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/  area, but the pommel 

spur on Group C swords is regarded as an Aegean feature  possibly 
Achaian. So far, the type only occurs in LH IIIC Middle  Late. In 
Italy/  area, Group C swords appear around the same time (end 
RBA; FBA 1  2  or Ha A1, which overlaps with LH IIIC Middle in the 
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Aegean). This implies continued connectivity in LH IIIC Middle  Late    
Context  warrior burial 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 89-91, Fig. 9b 

III.44 bronze Peschiera knife  

Type of artifact Peschiera knife 
Type of material bronze 
Size 12.3 cm 
Further details slightly concave blade, trapezoidal back, 1 rivet hole 
Function knife 
Date LH IIIC Middle:1  2 (date based on pottery) 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type occurs frequently in northern Italian site of Peschiera del Garda and 

in eastern Alps. So far, III.44 is a unique find in the Aegean. For this 
reason, it cannot be excluded that it comprises an import 

Context  warrior burial 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 91-92, Fig. 9d 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Middle:1  2; LH IIIC Late  SM 
Burial form(s) Inhumation; 6 primary burials, 9 secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis Primary burial A: 30-year-old male, 1.77 m tall, no pathologies reported; 

primary inhumation burial B: 25- to 35-year-old female; no details 
besides cranial counts reported for remaining burials 

Discussion From the preliminary report, it does not become clear why burial B is 
classified as female. Anthropological analysis is not explicitly mentioned. 
Therefore, it cannot be excluded that this classification is based purely on 
the presence of a fibula in the burial assemblage 

Bibliography Papadopoulos 1991b, 81-82; Paschalidis/McGeorge 2009, 89-93, Fig. 9a-
e, 100-101, Fig. 15 

Primary burial A 3 small amphorae, 9 mostly miniature stirrup jars, all of LH IIIC 
Middle:1  2 date, 4 ivory pins, , 1 bronze 
Mycenaean-type spearhead, , 1 bronze pair of 
long tweezers 

Bench on top of burial A 2 large four-handled LH IIIC Late amphorae, 1 slaughtered young bovid 
Primary burial B 7 stirrup jars and 1 alabastron of LH IIIC Late  SM date, at least 2 

spindle whorls, 2 necklaces 

probably belonging to secondary 
remains in niche 

8 ceramic vessels, 2 pairs of bronze tweezers, 5 beads 

 5 ceramic vessels, 1 bronze ring, 1 terracotta spindle whorl 
Primary burial E Sherds of 1 large amphora, 1 bronze knife, 2 beads 
Secondary burials in pit I Various pots, beads, 1 bronze pin, pieces of 1 pair of bronze tweezers, 1 

bronze ring, 1 lentoid seal, 1 spindle whorl 
Pit II 1 broken stirrup jar 

# Description Site Date Reference 
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III.45 1 bronze Naue II type sword Agios 
Konstantinos 

pre-LH IIIC 
Middle?  

Kaskantiri/Giannopoul
os forthcoming 

III.46 1 bronze Naue II type sword Drimaleïka  LH IIIC Middle:2 
(or earlier) 

Papazoglou-
Manioudaki 1994, 171-
181 

III.47 1 bronze scabbard decoration with 
eight-
type  

Drimaleïka  LH IIIC Middle:2 
(or earlier) 

Papazoglou-
Manioudaki 1994, 181-
182 

Krini-Agios Konstantinos 

Type of site cemetery 
Location The village of Krini is located ca. 6 km southeast of Patras. In various 

localities around the village, Mycenaean chamber tomb cemeteries have 
been found, including in 2 spots of the locality Agios Konstantinos to the 
northeast of the Oblos foothills 

Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  C 
Research history In 1958, a chamber tomb was excavated in the area of Krini but the exact 

locality is not known. More tombs were found in 1981 in the locality 
Drimaleïka (see below). In 1990 2 cemeteries or parts of the same 
cemetery were excavated at Agios Konstantinos by the Greek 
Archaeological Service. 4 tombs were dug at site A, while another 3 
looted tombs were investigated at site B. In 1993, 3 chamber tombs were 
excavated in Krini village at Zoïtada hill. In 2005, a further 8 tombs were 
uncovered at this site. Finally, chamber tombs are noted for the locality 
Meligron  

State of research preliminary reports; final publication of 2 tombs from site A by 
Giannopoulos 

Selected bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 50-52, 125-127, 208-213; Moschos 2007, 23; 
Kaskantiri 2012 

Total number of tombs - 
Number of tombs excavated 7 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) Primary and secondary inhumation burials 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts 
Associated settlement Unknown; but considering the presence of several chamber tombs in the 

area 1 or more settlements are expected 

Relevant entries: 

III.45 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Giannopoulos was supposed to publish this sword as part of his 

dissertation. Unfortunately, he was given the wrong sword and 
republished III.46 from Drimaleïka instead. This means that III.45 is 
currently unpublished, although a new publication by Kaskantiri and 
Giannopoulos is forthcoming. Fortunately, the sword is on display in the 
Patras Museum and appears  to belong to Group A, with a simple fish-tail 
ending and no pommel spur.  

Function Weapon 
Date  Date based on typology: pre-LH IIIC Middle?  
Suggested origin -Aegean?  import or local production 
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Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/  area but the sword could 
also be of local manufacture. Group A swords are considered to predate 
Group C swords, which occur in LH IIIC Middle. This could suggest a 
pre-LH IIIC Middle date for sword III.45. The title of a forthcoming 
publication by Kaskantiri and Giannopoulos hints at a similar conclusion, 

 
Context Chamber tomb 2  site A 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Giannopoulos forthcoming; Kaskantiri/Giannopoulos forthcoming 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use - 
Burial form(s) At least 7 secondary inhumation burials, divided over 4 assemblages 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts 
Discussion The ceramics in tomb 2, site A all stem from assemblages 3-4 and cannot 

be dated more precisely than LH IIIC. Sword III.45 comes from 
assemblage 2, which was located at a deeper level and must be older than 
assemblages 1, 3-4. As the ceramics do not offer a precise date for an 

, Giannopoulos turns to the sword to establish a date for 
assemblage 2. Yet as he was provided with III.46  a Group C sword- he 
suggests a date of LH IIIC Middle:2 or later for assemblage 2. Based on 
the Group A typology of III.45 a pre-LH IIIC Middle date can be 
provisionally suggested. In fact, based on the fact that assemblage 2 is 
older than the assemblages with the non-specific LH IIIC ceramics, a 
date in LH IIIB cannot be fully excluded 

Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 125-127, 212; Giannopoulos forthcoming 

Assemblage 1  north 
2 skulls, bones 

Terracotta spindle whorl 

Assemblage 2  east 
1 skull, bones 

Bone bead, , 3 bronze nails, 1 small bronze 
unidentified object 

Assemblage 3  southeast 
2 skulls, bones 

1 stirrup jar, 2 ring vases 

Assemblage 4  south 
3 skulls, bones 

1 jug, 1 alabastron 

Krini-Drimaleïka 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location A hill slope ca. 2 km southeast of the village of Krini (see above) 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:2; LH IIIC 
Research history In 1981, the Patras Museum received material from 2 looted chamber 

tombs in this locality. These tombs were further investigated by the 
Greek Archaeological Service and a third unlooted tomb was excavated. 
In 1985, a cist tomb was excavated near this third chamber tomb 

State of research Preliminary report; final publication of chamber tomb 3 
Selected bibliography Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1994 

Total number of tombs - 
Number of tombs excavated 4 
Type of tombs 3 chamber tombs ; 1 cist tomb 
Burial form(s) Inhumation 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts for chamber tomb 3 and individuals denoted as 
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adults 
Associated settlement Unknown; but considering the presence of several chamber tombs in the 

area 1 or more settlements are expected 

Relevant entries: 

III.46 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 60 cm 
Further details Belongs to Group C/Allerona type, with pommel spur 
Function Weapon 
Date LH IIIC Middle:2 or earlier (date based on pottery) 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/  area, but the pommel 

spur on Group C swords is regarded as an Aegean feature  possibly 
Achaian. So far, the type only occurs in LH IIIC Middle  Late. In 
Italy/  area, Group C swords appear around the same time (end 
RBA; FBA 1  2 or Ha A1, which overlaps with LH IIIC Middle in the 
Aegean). This implies continued connectivity in LH IIIC Middle  Late 

Context Chamber tomb 3  warrior burial 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display  
Bibliography Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1994 

III.47 bronze scabbard decoration with eight-  

Type of artifact Decorated sword scabbard 
Type of material Wood, leather, bronze 
Size ca. 45 cm preserved 
Further details Decoration consists of fragment of rectangular bronze sheet, flanked on 2 

sides with rows of studs. Horizontal ribs, cut-out semicircles and cut-out 
eight-  

Function Protection of sword 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:2 or earlier 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The wheel motif is attested in Italy, central Europe and the Balkans. The 

use of cut-outs and studs on pieces of bronze sheet and the use of bronze 
sheet on organic material is known from bronzework found in Carpathian 
Bz D and Ha A1 hoards. Bz D compares to LH IIIB:2 Late  LH IIIC 
Early in the Aegean and Ha A1 to LH IIIC Middle:1  2. This range is 
not at odds with the date of the Krini scabbard 

Context Chamber tomb 3  warrior burial 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display  
Bibliography Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1994 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  LH IIIC Early; LH IIIC Early  Middle:2 
Burial form(s) Top burial layer: 4 primary burials 

bottom burial layer: ca. 10 secondary burials 
Anthropological analysis Limited; all primary burials described as adults  
Discussion The finds in the bottom layer date between LH IIIA  LH IIIC Early. The 

finds in the top layer date between LH IIIC Early and Middle:2 and are 
not associated with individual burials. This means the warrior burial 
cannot be later than LH IIIC Middle:2 and not earlier than LH IIIC Early. 
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Considering that so far Group C swords do not predate LH IIIC 
Middle:2, this date seems most likely. However, an earlier date cannot be 
excluded   

Bibliography Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1994; Giannopoulos 2008, 171; Pabst 2013, 108 
(on the date of Group C swords)  

Primary burial D, top layer , 
, 1 silver finger ring, 1 bronze spiral ornament, 

1 ivory comb 
Primary burial C, top layer - 
Between burials C,D and burials 
A,B against wall, top layer 

11 vessels ranging between LH IIIC Early and Middle and 2 spindle 
whorls in a heap, 2 vessels and another whorl at ca. 15 cm distance from 
this heap 

Primary burial A, top layer - 
Primary burial B, top layer - 
ca. 10 secondary burials, bottom 
layer 

9 vessels ranging between LH IIIA  LH IIIC Early, 1 stone spindle 
whorl, 1 bronze stud 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.48 1 bronze finger ring with 

antithetical spiral endings 
Monodendri LH IIIA:2 or LH 

IIIC 
Giannopoulos 2009, 
122-125 

Monodendri 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location 10 km southeast of Patras 
Main period(s) of use LH IIB  LH IIIA:2; LH IIIC Early  Late 
Research history In 1977, Papapostolou and Petropoulos investigated 2 chamber tombs 

which were uncovered and partly destroyed during road works 
State of research Final publication; secondary literature 
Selected bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 134-139 

Total number of tombs - 
Number of tombs excavated 2 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) Secondary inhumation burials 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts 
Associated settlement  

Relevant entries: 

III.48 bronze finger ring with antithetical spiral endings  

Type of artifact Finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details The ring was not available for examination by Giannopoulos 
Function Ornament 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIA:2. Date based on typology: LH IIIC 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Based on the associated pottery, Giannopoulos argues for a LH IIIA:2 
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date for III.48. This date matches the date of early parallels for the 
spiraled rings in the Tumulus period which precedes the  period 
in central Europe and northern Italy. However, dated specimen in the 
Aegean occur from LH IIIC Middle  Late onwards (e.g. I.22) and 
Bouzek observes that the type still occurs in the  period in 
central Europe, the Balkans and southern Italy. In addition, the context 
for III.48 allows for a date in LH IIIC (see below). For these reasons, a 
LH IIIC date is favored here 

Context Chamber tomb 1 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Bouzek 1985, 169; Giannopoulos 2008, 188-190; 2009, 122-125 

Type of context Chamber tomb  
Location - 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:2; LH IIIC? 
Burial form(s) Secondary inhumation burials 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts  
Discussion The western part of chamber tomb 1 was destroyed during the road works 

that led to its discovery. The finds described below were all recovered 
from the eastern part of the tomb. As Giannopoulos points out, it cannot 
be excluded that III.48 should be attributed to a destroyed LH IIIC burial 
in the eastern part of the tomb. This would certainly fit better with the 
typochronology currently established for spiraled finger rings in the 
Aegean 

Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 134-139; 2009, 122-125 

3 skulls, some bones 12 LH IIIA:2 ceramic vessels, including II.29 from Crete or the Aegean 
Islands, 18 terracotta conuli, 2 steatite buttons, 4 steatite lentoid seals, 2 
Mitanni cylinder seals (II.34; II.35), 1 stone pendant, numerous beads, 
including lantern-shaped beads II.30  II.33, 3 sea shells,

, 2 bronze razor knives, 1 
whetstone 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.49 1 violin-bow fibula Odos 

Germanou 
- Papazoglou-

Manioudaki 1993, 209 

Patras-Odos Germanou 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location South of the acropolis of Patras 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA:2  B, LH IIIC 
Research history Between 1978 and 1992, a number of Mycenaean chamber tombs were 

excavated in various plots of Germanou street. They are all thought to 
belong to the same cemetery 

State of research Preliminary reports 
Selected bibliography Alexopoulou 1992, 135; Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1993; Giannopoulos 

2008, 59-60 

Total number of tombs - 
Number of tombs excavated 8 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
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Burial form(s) Inhumation 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts 
Associated settlement Speculation of settlement on acropolis ca. 400 meters north of cemetery 

that could be associated; to its southeast there is also the Pagona 
settlement site.   

Relevant entries: 

III.49 bronze violin-bow fibula  

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Clothing pin 
Date - 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production  
Discussion The date and subtype of this violin-bow fibula are not noted in the 

preliminary report. For this reason, not much can be inferred about its 
suggested origin or mode of transfer  

Context From the tombs at Odos Germanou  not specified 
Last known location Unknown  presumably in the Patras Museum 
Bibliography Papazoglou-Manioudaki 1993, 209; Giannopoulos 2008, 60 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.50 1 bronze Peschiera dagger Voudeni LH IIIB:2  LH 

IIIC Early? 
Patras Museum 

III.51 
spearhead 

Voudeni LH IIIB:2? Patras Museum 

III.52 
spearhead 

Voudeni LH IIIB:2?  Moschos 2009b, 380-
381, n. 158 

III.53 
spearhead 

Voudeni LH IIIB:2? Moschos 2009b, 380-
381, n. 158 

III.54 1 bronze Naue II type sword Voudeni LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

Patras Museum 

III.55 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with 
bow plate 

Voudeni LH IIIC Middle? Patras Museum 

III.56 1 bronze asymmetrical bow fibula 
with knobs 

Voudeni LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

Patras Museum 

III.57 1 bronze symmetrical twisted bow 
fibula 

Voudeni LH IIIC Late  SM Moschos 2009b, 380-
381, n. 158 

III.58 1 bronze ring with spiraled 
endings 

Voudeni LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

Patras Museum 

III.59  Voudeni LH IIIC Early  
Middle? 

Patras Museum 

III.60 1 bronze Naue II type sword Voudeni LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

Patras Museum 

III.61 1 bronze Naue II type sword Voudeni LH IIIC Middle  
Late? 

Patras Museum 

III.62 1 bronze long dress pin Voudeni SM Moschos 2009a, 257-
258 and n. 175 

III.63 1 bronze long dress pin Voudeni SM Moschos 2009a, 257-
258 and n. 175 
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Voudeni 

Type of site Cemetery (large) 
Location 7 km northeast of Patras near villages Voudeni and Ano Synchaina 
Main period(s) of use LH IIB  SM 
Research history At Agriapidia near Ano Synchaina, Kyparissis investigated 8 looted 

chamber tombs in 1923-1924, in 1960 more half-disturbed tombs were 
found near this village. Since 1987, a large chamber tomb cemetery is 
being excavated by the Greek Archaeological Service at Amygdalia near 
Voudeni 

State of research Partial preliminary reports (for tombs 1-20, 22-45, 62, 68, 75, 77) 
Selected bibliography Kolonas 1993; 1994; 2009b; Moschos 1997;1998;  Giannopoulos 2008, 

64-66 

Total number of tombs Unclear; at the time 45 tombs were excavated an estimated 1/15th of the 
site had been uncovered 

Number of tombs excavated 77 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) Primary burials, secondary burials, reports of cremation 
Anthropological analysis - 
Associated settlement The settlement is located at nearby Bortzi hill, relative to which the 

cemetery lies to the southeast 

Relevant entries: 

III.50 bronze Peschiera dagger 

Type of artifact Peschiera dagger 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Blade and hilt mostly preserved; end of hilt broken off; hilt has flanges; 

blade seems to have grooves or midrib 
Function Weapon or tool 
Date LH IIIB:2  LH IIIC Early? (date based on typology; museum display 

gives a date of the 12th to 11th century BC)  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion This dagger is on display in the Patras Museum as a short sword or 

dagger. Its type is not specified, but the shape of the blade and flanged 
hilt strongly resemble other Peschiera daggers. What is preserved of the 
hilt ending shows a hint of the characteristic fishtail. The dagger is 
unpublished and is not referenced in secondary literature  

Context Voudeni  type of context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display (no. 8 in case together with 7 spearheads, 2 

knife blades and tweezers, object nos. 6-16) 
Bibliography Unpublished 

 

Type of artifact type spearhead 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Leaf-shaped; solid cast; no further details 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB:2 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The spearhead is on display in the Patras Museum but is unpublished. 
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Due to its resemblance to the 2 Mitopolis spearheads (III.06; III.07) and 
spearheads in the Argolid (I.48; I.88), a LH IIIB:2 date cannot be 
excluded 

Context - 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display as no. 24 in a case with a total of 8 

spearheads, object nos. 23-30. 
Bibliography Unpublished 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Solid-cast; blade is leaf-shaped but wider at bottom half; spearhead is 

shorter than III.53 depicted next to it 
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB:2? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The spearhead is mentioned by Moschos as 1 of the solid-cast spearheads 

in Achaia pointing to Italo-Aegean relations but it remains unpublished. 
Due to its resemblance to the 2 Mitopolis spearheads (III.06; III.07) and 
spearheads in the Argolid (I.48; I.88), a LH IIIB:2 date cannot be 
excluded 

Context Voudeni  type of context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display? (spearhead is depicted in Moschos 2007; 

visual comparison suggests that it is on display as no. 23 in a case with a 
total of 8 spearheads, object nos. 23-30) 

Bibliography Moschos 2007, 14, Fig. 5 (the first); 2009b, 380-381, n. 158 

 

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Solid-cast; blade is leaf-shaped; spearhead is longer than III.52 depicted 

next to it 
Function weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIB? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The spearhead is mentioned by Moschos as 1 of the solid-cast spearheads 

in Achaia pointing to Italo-Aegean relations but it remains unpublished. 
Due to its resemblance to the 2 Mitopolis spearheads (III.06; III.07) and 
spearheads in the Argolid (I.48; I.88), a LH IIIB:2 date cannot be 
excluded 

Context Voudeni  type of context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display? (spearhead is depicted in Moschos 2007; 

visual comparison suggests that it is on display as no. 25 in a case with a 
total of 8 spearheads, object nos. 23-30) 

Bibliography Moschos 2007, 14, Fig. 5 (the second); 2009b, 380-381, n. 158 

III.54 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Group C/Allerona with pommel spur; pronounced midrib 
Function Weapon 



 

481 
 

Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Middle  Late?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  local innovation? 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/ Urnfield  area, but the pommel 

spur on Group C swords is regarded as an Aegean feature  possibly 
Achaian. So far, the type only occurs in LH IIIC Middle  Late. In 
Italy/  area, Group C swords appear around the same time (end 
RBA; FBA 1  2 or Ha A1, which overlaps with LH IIIC Middle in the 
Aegean). This implies continued connectivity in LH IIIC Middle  Late   

Context Voudeni  type of context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 170-171; Pabst 2013 (both on type, not on particular 

sword)  

III.55 bronze violin-bow fibula with bow plate 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bow plate 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Resembles Kilian type Id (leaf-shaped); particularly III.36 and III.64 

which are also from Achaia 
Function clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Middle?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion In the Aegean, the closest parallels for this specimen come from other 

sites in Achaia. A parallel from Kallithea dates to LH IIIC Middle:2. An 
Italian specimen dates to the FBA (ca. LH IIIC Middle:2  Late). This 
seems to warrant a similar date for the unpublished Voudeni specimen 

Context Voudeni  context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display (no. 4 in case of 4 fibulae) 
Bibliography Kilian 1985, 183-184 (on type, not on particular fibula) 

III.56 bronze asymmetrical bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Asymmetrical bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Slight swelling in middle of bow; perhaps Blinkenberg type II.10; 

strongly resembles I.19 and I.20 from Argos 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Middle  Late  
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion This type of bow fibula appears in the Aegean in LH IIIC Middle:2  

Late and in Italy in FBA 2 (ca. LH IIIC Late).The direction of transfer is 
unclear; perhaps shared tradition 

Context Voudeni  context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display (no. 1 in a case of 4 fibulae) 
Bibliography Jung 2006, 192-193 (on type, not on particular fibula) 

III.57 bronze symmetrical twisted bow fibula 

Type of artifact Symmetrical twisted bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Similar to Blinkenberg type II.7-9; close parallels in Argos (I.15) and 

Tiryns (I.102) 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Late  SM?  
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Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion In Aegean, subtype dates to SM  PG; in Italy, earliest date to FBA 2 (ca. 

LH IIIC Late  SM). Therefore, this particular type appears in Italy and 
the Aegean at about the same time or slightly earlier in Italy 

Context Voudeni  
phase 6a (= LH  IIIC Late  SM). Presumably, this is based on pottery 
found with the fibula 

Last known location Patras Museum  on display (no. 2 in a case of 4 fibulae) 
Bibliography Jung 2006, 190-191 on type, not on particular fibula); Moschos 2009b, 

380-381, n. 158 (on the fibula) 

III.58 bronze finger ring with antithetical spiraled endings 

Type of artifact Finger ring with antithetical spiraled endings 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details - 
Function Ornament 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Middle  Late?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. southern Italy. 

In Aegean, dated specimens occur from LH IIIC Middle  Late onwards 
(e.g. I.22; III.34; III.35); this could be an appropriate date for the 
Voudeni specimen as well (contra Giannopoulos 2009  see discussion at 
III.48) 

Context Voudeni  context not specified 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2009 (on type, not on particular ring); Moschos 2009b, 

380-381, n. 158 notes unpublished specimens of this type from Voudeni 
 
III.59  

Type of artifact  
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Knife likely belongs to subgroup A, which is more slender, curved less 

strongly and earlier than group B; ivory handle preserved 
Function tool 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Early  Middle?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Matrei knives are attributed to central and northern Italy and the Alps. 

indentation on the blade. In the Aegean Matrei knives are rare; specimens 
from Knossos and Lefkandi date to LH IIIC Middle:2 and LH IIIC 
Early LH IIIC Middle:1; in Italy and the Alps the type dates to RBA 2-
FBA 1/Ha A1 (ca. LH IIIC Middle) 

Context Chamber tomb 62 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Jung 2006, 123-124, 201 (on type, not on particular knife) 

Type of context Chamber tomb 
Location Southwestern part of cemetery, next to tomb 64 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  SM 
Burial form(s) 5 burials  not specified 
Anthropological analysis - 
Bibliography Kolonas 2009b, 24-25 
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finds described in Kolonas 2009 Clay vases, bronze weapons and tools, stamps including 1 of rock crystal, 
bone rosettes, 1 amber bead, beads of glass paste and carnelian, clay and 
stone buttons, lead sheets 

finds depicted in Kolonas 2009 A bronze knife, a bronze spearhead (long, split socket) and a bronze razor 
blade, a tripod stirrup jar, a double kernos and a one-handled kyathos 
with spout 

Patras Museum 

III.60 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Hilt does not end in fishtail nor has pommel spur preserved; tongue 

bridge seems damaged and could point to breakage of spur; pronounced 
midrib on blade; 4 rivets in handguard; type cannot be determined 

Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Middle  Late?  
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local innovation? 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/  area, but are locally 

produced in the Aegean as well. All dated specimens in Achaia belong to 
LH IIIC Middle  Late, which provides an indication for the date of this 
Voudeni specimen 

Context Chamber tomb 67 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Unpublished 

III.61 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Group C/Allerona with pommel spur; no visible midrib; 4 rivets in 

handguard; sword appears to be heavily corroded  
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC Middle  Late? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  local innovation? 
Discussion Naue II type swords originate in Italy/  area, but the pommel 

spur on Group C swords is regarded as an Aegean feature  possibly 
Achaian. So far, the type only occurs in LH IIIC Middle  Late. In 

 area, Group C swords appear around the same time (end 
RBA; FBA 1  2 or Ha A1, which overlaps with LH IIIC Middle in the 
Aegean). This implies continued connectivity in LH IIIC Middle  Late 

Context Chamber tomb 69 
Last known location Patras Museum  on display 
Bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 170-171; Pabst 2013 (both on type, not on particular 

sword)  

III.62 bronze long pin with biconical globe and large disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with biconical globe and large disc top 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Resembles Bouzek type I but globe is biconical instead of a true sphere 
Function Clothing pin 



 

484 
 

Date SM (dated based on pottery?); date of the pins is specified in the 

based on pottery found with the pins 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. Italy. Could also 

be local production 
Context Chamber tomb 75 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Kolonas 2009b, 29, Fig. 53; Moschos 2009b, 257-258 and n. 175 

 
III.63 bronze long pin with swelling and small disc top 

Type of artifact Long pin with swelling and small disc top 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Bouzek type II 
Function Clothing pin 
Date SM (date based on pottery?); date of the pins is specified in the literature 

pottery found with the pins 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. Italy. Could also 

be local production 
Context Chamber tomb 75 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Kolonas 2009b, 29, Fig. 53; Moschos 2009b, 257-258 and n. 175 

 

Type of context Chamber tomb, besides chamber tomb 4 the largest tomb of the cemetery 
Location Western part of cemetery, isolated at the moment 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIA  SM 
Burial form(s) 19 burials  not specified 
Anthropological analysis - 
Bibliography Kolonas 2009b, 27-29 

 

finds described in Kolonas 2009 Clay vases, tin-plated 
beads of amber and carnelian, gold jewelry, ivory plaques for attachment 

finds depicted in Kolonas 2009 A bronze knife, a bronze spearhead (split socket?), 2 bronze dress pins, 
a stirrup jar, 2 kylikes and 2 kyathoi 

 
III. Eastern Achaia 

 
Locale: Aigeira (total number of entries: 0; possible HBW) 

Type of site Settlement (small) 
Location Eastern Achaia, acropolis hill of Aigeira 
Main period(s) of use FN, EH, MH, LH IIIC, Hellenistic and Roman periods 
Research history The site is identified with ancient Hyperasia. In 1916, it was first 

discovered by the Austrian Archaeological Institute. In 1916 and 1925, 2 
brief campaigns were conducted at the lower terraces of the acropolis 
hill. In 1972, a new campaign was started on the lower saddle between 2 
plateaus. From 1975 to 1981 excavations focused on the western plateau. 
In 2011, new excavations were started by the Austrians 

State of research Detailed preliminary reports on the 1972  1981 campaigns, first 
excavation reports on current campaigns 
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Selected bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 83-93 (overview); Anzinger . 1985, Gauss . 
2013 

Location Acropolis 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIC Early  Late (for the possible HBW) 
Number of specimens 36 (in total 61 HBW specimens are reported in the literature, of which 25 

were later dismissed as belonging to FN, EH, MH - see 
 in grey)  

Character of assemblage Among other specimens, rim fragments of bucket-shaped vessels with 
-

), fragments with impressed finger prints, incised decoration and 

reported as belonging to HBW in the literature (see 
) 

Spatial distribution on site - 
Chronological distribution Of the 36 specimens, 6 certainly predate phase Ia, 14 either belong to 

phase Ia or predate it, 1 certainly belongs to phase Ia, 3 to phase I, 5 to 
phase 1b, 1 to phase II and 6 cannot be dated to a specific phase 

Character of context(s) Settlement 
Possibly related phenomena Clay spools (>1 specimen) Acropolis Rahmstorf 2003, 

400 and n. 36 
Discussion The HBW at Aigeira was once hailed as definite evidence for Italian or 

Balkan immigrants in the Aegean. However, over a third of the published 
corpus has since been dismissed as FN, EH or MH, leaving only 36 LH 
specimens. Of these, only 2 specimens have been assigned Italian parallels 
which are not disputed in analyses by Jung, which renders the evidence for 
Italian immigrants at Aigeira inconclusive. There are also no concrete 
indications that the HBW at this site is indicative of other immigrants. For 
the time being, therefore, the HBW at Aigeira is best excluded from 
analyses of Italo-Aegean and Balkan relations during the Bronze Age-Iron 
Age transition 

Selected bibliography Deger-Jalkotzy 2003; Jung 2006, 43-46; Lis 2009a 

No. Description References  Status 

2-6 5 wall fragments with two rows of 
finger imprints 

Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, Fig. 
7.1-5 

Dismissed as FN by Jung 2006, 
45 and n. 312 

7 1 small semi-globular cup with a 
horizontal band of finger imprints 

Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, Fig. 
7.6 

- 

8 1 jug or two-handled closed jar Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, Fig. 
8.1 

- 

9 1 large bowl Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, Fig. 
8.2 

- 

10 1 large container with incised 
decorations 

Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, Fig. 
8.3 

- 

11 1 bucket-like vessel with a 
horizontal plastic handle 

Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, Fig. 
8.4 

- 

12 1 carinated bowl Deger-Jalkotzy 1983, Abb. 
2b; 2003, Fig. 8.5 

Dismissed as FN by Jung 2006, 
44 and n. 299 

Total 12 specimens 6 dismissed; 6 left, 
 

No. Description References  Status 
13 1 fragment with finger imprints  Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, ex. 1, Dismissed by Rutter 1990b, 43-
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Abb. 3 44, n. 1 as EH 
14-15 2 fragments with finger imprints Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, ex. 2-

3, Abb. 3 
- 

16 1 fragment with incised rim and 
two plastic bands 

Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, Abb. 
4 

- 

17 1 fragment with grip band Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, Abb. 
5 

- 

18 1 fragment with pierced grip flap Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, Abb. 
6 

Dismissed by Rutter 1990b, 43-
44, n. 1 as MH; Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, 465, n. 15 

19 1 handle fragment with fluting Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, ex. 4, 
Abb. 7 

Parallels Kefalonia, Ithaka, 
Macedonia noted by Deger-
Jalkotzy 1977, 32-36 

20 1 bottom fragment of closed vessel 
with incised decoration 

Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, ex. 5, 
Abb. 8 

Dismissed by Rutter 1990b, 43-
44, n.1 as MH; Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, 465, n. 15 

21 1 conically shaped belly-handled 
amphora 

Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, ex. 6, 
Abb. 9; 2003, Fig. 3 (right) 

Critiqued by Jung 2006, 44 and 
n. 307 for not having Italian 
parallels; imitates Mycenaean 
shape 

22 1 bottom and wall fragment of 
beaker with band of finger imprints 
and knobs 

Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, ex. 7, 
Abb. 10; Deger-
Jalkotzy/Alram-Stern 1985, 
Abb. 13 (bottom row right) 

Critiqued by Jung 2006, 45 and 
n. 319 for not having exact 
Italian parallel 

23 1 carinated bowl; possible import Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, ex. 8, 
Abb. 11 

Dismissed by Rutter 1990b, 43-
44, n. 1 as MH; also by Jung 
2006, 44 and n. 306 for not 
having Italian parallels 

24 1 large closed container with 
vertical loop-handle 

Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, ex. 
10, Abb. 13; 1983, Abb. 2c 
(upper center)  

Italian parallels noted by 
Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, 43 

25 1 bottom fragment with fluting Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, Abb. 
15 

Parallels Kefalonia, Ithaka, 
Macedonia noted by Deger-
Jalkotzy 1977, 32-36 

26 1 rim fragment of a bucket-like 
vessel 

Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, Abb. 
16 

- 

27-39 13 fragments Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, Color 
Table 1 

Deger-Jalkotzy 2003, 465, n. 15 
dismisses Tafel III.1 of her 1977 
publication. As Tafel III.1 does 
not exist, it is assumed here that 
she meant Color Table 1 

40-43 4 fragments Deger-Jalkotzy 1977, Color 
Table 2-3 

- 

Total 31 specimens 17 dismissed; 14 left; only 1 
with Italian parallels 

Phase Ia 
No. Description References  Status 
44 1 high-swung one-handled cup Deger-Jalkotzy 

1977, ex. 9, Abb. 
12 

- 

Total 1 specimen None dismissed; none with 
Italian parallels 

Phase I (no distinction Ia/Ib) 
No. Description References  Status 
45 1small cylindrical vessel with knobs 

and finger imprints 
Deger-
Jalkotzy/Alram-
Stern 1985, Abb. 
13 (top row left); 
2003, Abb. 5 

Critiqued by Jung 2006, 45 and 
n. 318 for not having an exact 
Italian parallel 
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46 1 semi-globular cup with a 
horizontal band of finger imprints 

Deger-
Jalkotzy/Alram-
Stern 1985, Abb. 
13 (top row right) 

- 

47 1 carinated cup Deger-
Jalkotzy/Alram-
Stern 1985, Abb. 
13 (center right) 

Dismissed by Jung 2006, 44 and 
n. 298 for being MH  

48 1 rim and wall fragment Deger-
Jalkotzy/Alram-
Stern 1985, Abb. 
13 (bottom row 
left) 

Dismissed by Rutter 1990b, 43-
44, n.1 as EH; Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, 465, n. 15 
 

49 1 jug Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, Fig. 4 

Critiqued by Jung 2006, 46 and 
n. 320 for not having Italian 
parallels and imitating a 
Mycenaean shape 

Total 5 specimens 2 dismissed; 3 left; none with 
Italian parallels 

Phase Ib 
No. Description References  Status 
50 1 jug Deger-Jalkotzy 

1983, Abb. 1a; 
2003, Abb. 3 (left) 

Critiqued by Jung 2006, 46 and 
n. 320 for being an imitation of a 
Mycenaean shape 

51 1 spouted, one-handled semi-
globular cup 

Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, Fig. 6 

Critiqued by Jung 2006, 46 and 
n. 321 for being an imitation of a 
Mycenaean shape; cf. Deger-
Jalkotzy 2003, 466 

52-53 2 jugs or two-handled jars Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, Fig. 9.1-9.2 

- 

54 1 large bowl Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, Fig. 9.3 

- 

Total 5 specimens None dismissed; none with 
Italian parallels 

Phase II 
No. Description References  Status 
55 1 belly-handled amphora with flared 

neck 
Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, Fig. 8.6 

Identified as imitation of 
Mycenaean shape by Deger-
Jalkotzy 2003, 466 

Total 1 specimen None dismissed; none with 
Italian parallels 

No phase 
No. Description References  Status 
56 1 handle of a closed vessel Deger-Jalkotzy 

1983, Abb. 1b 
- 

57 1 cup fragment with finger imprints 
on the rim 

Deger-Jalkotzy 
1983, Abb. 2a 

- 

58-60 3 rim fragments of various sizes Deger-Jalkotzy 
1983, Abb. 2c (left, 
lower center and 
right) 

- 

61 1 spoon handle with bird head Deger-Jalkotzy 
2003, Fig. 10 

- 

Total 6 specimens None dismissed; none with 
Italian parallels 

 
Locale: Aigion (total number of entries: 1) 
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# Description Site Date Reference 
III.64 1 violin-bow fibula with bow 

plate 
Aigion - Papadopoulos 1979, 

138-139 

Aigion 

Type of site Chamber tombs 
Location Aigion 
Main period(s) of use - 
Research history During the construction of the old highway from Corinth to Patras, 

Mastrokostas excavated 4 chamber tombs which were reported in 1967  
1968 

State of research Preliminary reports; mentioned in secondary literature 
Discussion The Mastrokostas tombs appear to be part of the chamber tomb cemetery 

of Psila Alonia, of which Kyparissis analyzed 15 tombs and 
Papadopoulos excavated 11. Papadopoulos notes that no details are 
known for the Mastrokostas tomb from which fibula III.64 stems  

Selected bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 138-139 and n. 3; Giannopoulos 2008, 76 and n. 649 
 
III.64 bronze violin-bow fibula with bow plate 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bow plate 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 8.3 cm 
Further details Kilian type Id (leaf-shaped); plain bow plate 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: LH IIIC? 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion For this subtype, Kilian notes parallels from Kallithea (III.36) in Achaia, 

Thebes in Boeotia, Karphi, the Psychro cave and Malia in Crete, Kos, 
Cyprus, Syria and the Pertosa cave in southern Italy. This particular 
distribution pattern suggests that the subtype is an Aegean variety 

Context Tomb  not further specified 
Last known location Aigion Museum (cat. no. BE.413) 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 138-139, 299 (Fig. 323b). The caption of Fig. 323a 

(PMX. 255 = III.21 from Teichos Dymaion which belongs to a different 
subtype) is printed closely to that of Fig. 323b, which in later literature 
has led to confusion. Kilian 1985, 175, 176 (Id.2), 183 reports that the 
fibula from Aigion is in the Patras Museum and has cat. no. PMX 255 
(which is III.21), whereas Bouzek 1985, 156, no. 33 reports the fibula 
erroneously as coming from Paralimni (= Teichos Dymaion) 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.65 1 twisted bow fibula  Trapeza SM Borgna 2013, 145 

 
Chadzi-Trapeza 

Type of site Sanctuary and cemetery 
Location South of the city of Aigion, Trapeza hill near Chadzi village 
Main period(s) of use Sanctuary: Archaic period, with evidence of earliest cultic use dating 

back to SM  PG  
Cemetery: LH IIIC 
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Research history Investigations of Trapeza hill near Chadzi by Kyparissis in 1929 and 
prior by others indicated a Mycenaean chamber tomb cemetery on the 
southwestern slopes; wall remains of uncertain date were also revealed 
on top of the plateau. New excavations ,co-directed by the Greek 
Archaeological Service and an Italian team have since revealed that the 
remains on top of the hill belong to an Archaic temple site with use 
dating back to SM  PG 

State of research Preliminary reports; mentioned in secondary literature 
Selected bibliography Giannopoulos 2008, 74-75; Borgna 2013, 128 

 
III.65 bronze twisted bow fibula 

Type of artifact Twisted bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size ca. 6 cm 
Further details Only bow partly preserved; Blinkenberg type II.8 
Function Clothing pin 
Date SM (date based on typology)  
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion Borgna compares this specimen to I.102 from Tiryns. She further notes 

that the type occurs in BF 2 contexts in Italy and is exclusively SM in the 
western Peloponnese. BF 2 is contemporary to LH IIIC Late  SM in the 
Aegean. This means that this type occurs in both Italy and the Aegean at 
about the same time or earlier in Italy. Thus, the direction of transfer is 
unclear; perhaps shared tradition 

Context Temple area  trench A12, US 108 (otherwise not specified) 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Borgna 2013, 145 and n. 41, Fig. 15 

 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.66 1 violin-bow fibula with bow 

plate  
Derveni End of LH IIIC Kilian 1985, 180 and n. 

221 
 
Derveni 

Type of site Chamber tombs 
Location 1.5 km south east of Aigeira, near modern village Derveni 
Main period(s) of use LH IIIB  LH IIIC 
Research history Verdelis excavated 2 chamber tombs in this locality. These tombs are 

variously assigned to LH IIIB or LH IIIC in later literature 
State of research Preliminary reports; mentioned in secondary literature 
Discussion Although the village of Derveni is currently located in the prefecture 

Corinthia, the site itself is included in overviews of Achaian Mycenaean 
sites, also because the chamber tombs are thought to be associated with 
the settlement at Aigeira 

Selected bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 37, 139 and n. 18; Giannopoulos 2008, 93-94 
 
III.66 bronze violin-bow fibula with bow plate 

Type of artifact Violin-bow fibula with bow plate 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Kilian type Ib (leaf-shaped); bow plate is incised with herring bone 
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pattern; the fibula is reported missing 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on pottery: end of LH IIIC  
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion Kilian notes parallels from various mainland site, as well as Crete, the 

Levant and Italy. He further concludes that  in contrast to previous 
reports  the type does not belong to LH IIIB but dates to LH IIIC 
Middle:1 and later. To this, Bouzek adds that specimens with decoration 
only occur in LH IIIC Late  SM. In the literature, the context of the 
fibula is variously reported as LH IIIB, LH IIIC or end of LH IIIC. In the 
light of typological observations, this latest date seems to be the most 
reliable  

Context Chamber tomb 2 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 138-139 and n. 18; Kilian 1985, 176, Ib10, 180-181; 

Bouzek 1985, 156, no. 17; Giannopoulos 2008, 94 

Type of context Chamber tomb 
Location 10 meters away from first tomb excavated by Verdelis 
Main period(s) of use End of LH IIIC 
Burial form(s) 3 inhumation burials in pits 
Anthropological analysis - 
Bibliography Papadopoulos 1979, 139 and n. 18; Kilian 1985, 180 and n. 221; 

Giannopoulos 2008, 94 
 

Pit 1  1 small alabastron 
Pit 2 1 small alabastron 
Pit 3 1 bronze violin-bow fibula with incised bow plate (found on chest 

deceased) 

# Description Site Date Reference 
III.67 1 Naue II type sword  Nikoleïka LH IIIC Middle:2  

Late 
Petropoulos 2007, 285 

 
Nikoleïka 

Type of site Cemetery 
Location Southeast of Aigion, on northern slopes of Agios Ilias hill 
Main period(s) of use LH IIA  LH IIIC 
Research history The cemetery was discovered in 1995 as a result of public works which 

destroyed some of the chamber tombs. 4 tombs were investigated by 
Petropoulos. Of these, tombs 2 and 4 could be excavated further 

State of research Preliminary reports; mentioned in secondary literature 
Selected bibliography Petropoulos 2007, 253-254 

Total number of tombs Ca. 70 
Number of tombs excavated 4 
Type of tombs Chamber tombs 
Burial form(s) Primary inhumation burials; secondary inhumation burials 
Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts 
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Associated settlement The LH settlement is believed to be located at the hill of Agios Georgios 
 
III.67 bronze Naue II type sword 

Type of artifact Naue II type sword 
Type of material Bronze 
Size - 
Further details Lower half of blade characterized by double-stepped profile; subtype 

unclear   
Function Weapon 
Date Date based on pottery: LH IIIC Middle:2  Late  
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy/  area; subtype is unclear. 

Jung, Moschos and Mehofer connect this sword to a group of swords 
with typological details confined to Italy and the Aegean 

Context Chamber tomb 4, pit 7 
Last known location Unknown  presumably in Aigion Museum 
Bibliography Petropoulos 2007, 285, Fig. 87; Jung . 2008, 91-92; Jung/Mehofer 

2013, 182 
 

Type of context Chamber tomb 
Location - 
Main period(s) of use LH IIB  LH IIIC 
Burial form(s) Ossuary with ca. 20 secondary inhumation burials on floor; 

7 pits containing a total of 11 primary inhumation burials, 2 of these pits 
also contained more secondary remains (>8) 

Anthropological analysis Limited; cranial counts 
Discussion Petropoulos assigns the stirrup jar associated with the Naue II type sword 

to LH IIIC Middle, whereas Jung, Moschos and Mehofer report a LH 
IIIC Middle:2  Late date. The latter date is chosen here as its range 
includes the date suggested by Petropoulos 

Bibliography Petropoulos 2007, 257-264; Jung . 2008, 92 
 

floor level; ca. 20 secondary 
individuals 

37 ceramic vessels, including specimens of LH IIA, LH IIB, LH IIIC 
Middle and LH IIIC Late date, among which are 2 likely imports from 
western Achaia; 9 beads of glass, 2 beads of carnelian, 1 bone comb, 2 
small bronze nails with gilt heads, 1 bronze pin, 1 bronze bracelet, 1 
bronze ring, 3 clay whorls, 7 steatite buttons and other smaller finds 

removed skeleton in niche over 
pit 2 

7 ceramic vessels, ranging between LH IIIC Early  Late  

Pit 1  2 primary burials - 
Pit 2  1 primary burial - 
Pit 3  2 primary burials 1 LH IIIA  B jug associated with top burial 
Pit 4  1 primary burial 1 LH IIIC Early  Middle stirrup jar 
Pit 5  1 primary burial - 
Pit 6  1 primary burial, 
secondary remains on top 

11 vessels dating to LH IIB, LH IIIA:2, LH IIIC Early  Middle, LH IIIC 
Middle and possibly LH IIIC Middle  Late (tied to the secondary 
burials); 1 LH IIIC Early  Middle stirrup jar (tied to the primary burial)  

Pit 7  2 primary burials, 
8 secondary individuals on top 

1 LH IIB alabsatron, 1 LH IIIC Early feeding bottle, 1 LH IIIC Middle 
stirrup jar (tied to secondary remains); 1 LH IIIC Middle or Middle:2-
Late stirrup jar; 1 sickle-shaped bronze knife; 1 bronze Naue II type 
sword (tied to primary burials) 

Other finds from the pits  9 beads of glass, 2 steatite buttons, 1 bronze needle, 1 clay whorl 
 
Locale: Rakita-Ano Mazaraki (total number of entries: ) 
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# Description Site Date Reference 
III.68 1 twisted bow fibula  Rakita SM? Gadolou 2008, 207 
III.69 1 asymmetrical bow fibula with 

knobs 
Rakita SM? Gadolou 2008, 207 

III.70 1 four-
type 

Rakita SM? Gadolou 2008, 205 

III.71 1 finger ring with antithetical 
spiral endings 

Rakita SM? Gadolou 2008, 206 

III.72 1 finger ring with antithetical 
spiral endings 

Rakita SM? Gadolou 2008, 206 

 
Rakita-Ano Mazaraki 

Type of site Sanctuary  
Location Ca. 10 km south of Aigion; Rakita plateau near the village of Ano 

Mazaraki 
Main period(s) of use 8th  4th centuries BC, with earlier finds belonging to SM  PG and 

perhaps Mycenaean era that either indicate prior use or the dedication of 
antiques 

Research history Site found by accident during road works, excavated with intervals 
between 1976  1996 by Petropoulos. First years focused on large 
Geometric deposit found on slope north of sanctuary; in later years the 
temple was targeted 

State of research Extensive preliminary reports 
Selected bibliography Petropoulos 1987-1988; 2002; Gadolou 2008, 204ff 

 
III.68 bronze twisted bow fibula 

Type of artifact Twisted bow fibula 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 6.5 cm 
Further details Can be compared to III.65 from Trapeza or I.102 from Tiryns 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: SM? 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
Discussion As Borgna notes, the type occurs in BF 2 contexts in Italy and is 

exclusively SM in the western Peloponnese. BF 2 is contemporary to LH 
IIIC Late  SM in the Aegean. This means that this type occurs in both 
Italy and the Aegean at about the same time or earlier in Italy. Thus, the 
direction of transfer is unclear; perhaps shared tradition 

Context Large Geometric votive deposit north of temple 
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Gadolou 2008, 207, Eik. 160, no. 100; Moschos 2009a, 241 and n. 39 

(both on fibula); Borgna 2013, 145 and n. 41 (on type) 
 
III.69 bronze asymmetrical bow fibula with knobs 

Type of artifact Asymmetrical bow fibula with knobs 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 10.7 cm 
Further details Slightly swollen bow; bow incised with zigzag decoration; compares well 

to I.19 and I.20 from Argos 
Function Clothing pin 
Date Date based on typology: SM?  
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or shared tradition 
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Discussion The type occurs in the Aegean between LH IIIC Middle:2  SM and in 
Italy in the RBA 2. This period is contemporary to LH IIIC Late  SM in 
the Aegean. This means that this type occurs in both Italy and the Aegean 
at about the same time or earlier in the Aegean. Thus, the direction of 
transfer is unclear; perhaps shared tradition 

Context Large Geometric votive deposit north of temple  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Gadolou 2008, 207, Eik. 160, no. 101; Moschos 2009a, 241 and n. 39 

(both on fibula  with Moschos mistakenly describing a violin-bow type); 
Jung 2006, 192-193 (on type) 

 
III.70 bronze four-  

Type of artifact Four-  
Type of material Bronze 
Size 5 cm in diameter 
Further details Wheel is relatively thin compared to others 
Function Pinhead? Votive wheel? Pottery stamp? 
Date Date based on typology: SM? 
Suggested origin Italy/Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion Type is thought to originate in Italy but could also be local production, 

four- IIIC Middle to SM. 
A SM date is most likely for III.70 based on its co-occurrence with III.68 

Context Large Geometric votive deposit north of temple  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Gadolou 2008, 205, Eik. 157, no. 68; Moschos 2009b, 381, n. 158 (both 

on wheel); Matthäus 1980a, 117ff (on type) 
 
III.71 bronze finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 

Type of artifact Finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 2.20 cm in diameter 
Further details This particular specimen differs from similar specimens due to the double 

antithetical spiraled endings like III.34 
Function Ornament 
Date Date based on typology: SM? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. southern Italy. 

In Aegean, dated specimens occur from LH IIIC Middle  Late onwards 
(e.g. I.22; contra Giannopoulos 2009  see discussion at III.48). For 
III.71, a date in SM is most likely considering its association with III.68 

Context Large Geometric votive deposit north of temple  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Gadolou 2008, 206, Eik. 158, no. 89; Moschos 2009a, 241 and n.39 (both 

on ring); Bouzek 1985, 169 (on type) 
 
III.72 bronze finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 

Type of artifact Finger ring with antithetical spiral endings 
Type of material Bronze 
Size 2.40 cm in diameter 
Further details - 
Function Ornament 
Date Date based on typology: SM? 
Suggested origin /Aegean?  import or local production 
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Discussion The type finds good parallels in the  area, incl. southern Italy. 
In Aegean, dated specimens occur from LH IIIC Middle  Late onwards 
(e.g. I.22; contra Giannopoulos 2009  see discussion at III.48). For 
III.71, a date in SM is most likely considering its association with III.68 

Context Large Geometric votive deposit north of temple  
Last known location Unknown 
Bibliography Gadolou 2008, 206, Eik. 158, no. 90; Moschos 2009a, 241 and n.39 (both 

on ring); Bouzek 1985, 169 (on type) 
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