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Point Iria and the islet of Hypsili; view from east (Photo Y. G. Lolos, 1993)
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Point Iria Wreck. Cargo of pottery and stone anchor (Photo K. Xenikakis, 1998)
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INTRODUCTORY ADDRESSES

Chairman: Professor Spyros Iakovidis.

Vice-Presidents: Professors Vassos
Karageorghis and Paul Astrom.

PROFESSOR SPYROS TAKOVIDIS
Ladies and Gentlemen,

As you know, the Institute has given me the
honour and pleasure of presiding at this con-
ference. I ask myself whether they could have
found a more unsuitable person for this task,
since, having suffered from otitis as a child, I
have never in my life dived. I am not sure,
therefore, how proper a person I am for the
job. Since, however, they have entrusted me
with it, I shall perform it as best I can.

Now, just before we begin, I have two messages
to read you, if I may. The first is from Mr
George Papathanassopoulos, Honorary Ephor
of Antiquities:

“Warm congratulations on the 25th anniver-
sary of your foundation” —meaning, of course,
the Institute— “and on the inauguration of the
Exhibition of Cypro-mycenaean finds from the
wreck at Point Iria. I wish your conference
every success.”

XAIPETIZMOI

IIp6edpog: Kab. Xmipog lakwmPidng.

Avuuipéedpou: Kab. Baoog Kapayidpyng ko
Paul Astrom '

KAOHI'HTHEX XITYPOX IAKQBIAHX
Kupieg ko kopiot, ‘

Kabag Bo yvopiete to Ivotrtotto pot €kave
v Tipr] Kol pov €8woe v gvyapiotnorn va
npoeSpetion autg g ouvvedpLaoews. Atepo-
tdpot ov Ba propotvoay va Bpouvy mo akatdA-
AgAo GvBpwno yuU avty t SovAewd, Sttt ya
OLYKEKPIEVOLG AGyous — wtitideg mov €naba
KpSg— Sev €xw moté pov Poutri&et. Eropgvog
Sev EEpo Katd ooV elpat o evBeSeypévog yr
avty] ) SovAewd, 0AAG ev mdon mePUITHOEL,
epGoov pov To avébeoav Oa npoonabrjon va to
Stexrepaldow 600 pope kKoAvtepa.

‘Exo pepkd, 660 Ovykekpluévmg, pnvipato,
T omoia o pov emtpéyete va Stafdow mptv
apyioovpe. To éva eivon and tov kopio I'wpyo
MonaBavaosnovdo, Entfuypo "E@opo apyato-
Ty,

«@eppud ovyyoprpto yio 251 enételo iGpuorig
006>, 1ipog to Ivotrrotto Pefaimg anevbiveran,
«kou gykaivio €kBeong evpnudtov Kvnpo-po-
Kvaikol vovayiov Axpotnpiov Ipiov. EGXO—
pot emruyia ouvedplov cog. '
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The other message is from the president of the
committee of the Hellenic Institute for the
Preservation of Nautical Tradition, Mr Harry
Tzalas:

“As 1 explained to my good friend Yannis
Vichos yesterday, particular obligations make it
impossible for me to attend the three days of
events you are organising on Spetses. I am gen-
uinely sorry that I shall be deprived of the plea-
sure of taking part in an archaeological event of
such importance. I would like to express to all
the members of the organising committee my
warmest wishes for a great success, because I
know how much all of you have laboured to
bring it about. My best wishes to everyone.”

I think this message expresses the thoughts of
all of us, more or less. I shall therefore conclude
my role for the present and I will ask Mrs Bena-
ki, to address the meeting.

12

To GAdo pjvupa etvor and tov Ipéedpo touv St-
otkytikol ovpfovAiov tov EAAnvikot Ivotrrod-
tov Ilpootooiag Navukrdg Iapddoong, tov
xupfo Xapn T¢AAa.

«Onog egfynoa xbeg otov ayarmté pog ¢pido
I'évvy Briyo pot etvon adbvatov, Adyw extd-
KTV UIOYPEDCEWY, va mapevpebd otig tpu-
pepes eKONAMOELS TIOL OPYQVWVETE OTIG ZNE-
T0eg. Avrtobpat elAkpva 6t 0o otepn B T xa-
PA S OVPPETOXIG OF Eva apPYALOAOYIKS YeYo-
V4G 1600 onpaviks. OEAo va ekppaon og GAa
10 €A TG OPYOVTIKI|S emtporg Tig Oeppég
£UXEQ Yo pua peydAn emrvyio, yort yvopilo
1600 poxOrjoate GAol 600G Yo va PEPETE OF
népag autd to €pyo. Trv aydin pov og 6Aovg.

Nopilw 6u auté 1o prjvopo ekppdlel kat Tig
OKEWPELG CAwV pog, Alyo moAs. Aoutdy, ed6 te-
Aetdver o pSAog pov pog to napdv kot ba no-
paroAéom TV vnovpyS kupio. Mrmevaxn va
xaipetioet v nuepida.



ANNA PSAROUDA-BENAKI
Former Minister of Culture

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I should like to
express my pleasure at this conference, speak-
ing simply in my capacity as a friend of the
Hellenic Institute of Marine Archaeology. I
also speak as a person who has closely fol-
lowed, almost on the spot, you might say, the
work that has been carried out up till now. I
have tried to assist this effort with all the
means in my power in the past and I hope to
continue to do so in the future. I think there-
fore that I can stress from my own first-hand
experience how inspired the members of the
Institute are, and with how much determina-
tion, self-denial, persistence and personal
effort they have worked on the project. I fol-
lowed the work on the wreck at Dokos and 1
now see with the Iria wreck that there has
been much progress and that there are
impressive finds on display in the exhibition,
which the experts can judge properly. I
believe this conference will enable a wider
number of scholars to share in these discover-
ies, and that it will surely enrich archaeology
with much new evidence. With these
thoughts it only remains for me to welcome
the members to the conference and hope it
may enjoy productive and rewarding speech-
es, and in particular that the Institute will
always carry on with the same spirit and con-
stancy the work that it is doing now and in the
future. We who are from this region, and I
mean Argolida as a whole, would like to be
able to see these finds not only in storerooms
or at some conference, but as a permanent
exhibition, so that every scholar, every inter-
ested person, and all the people who live in
the region can be proud to see these finds and
appreciate their significance. I wish you every
success in your conference.

ANNA WAPOYAA-MITENAKH
npwny Ynovpyds Hohwopov

Evyaptotd mods kipie npdedpe. OfAw va ekppd-
00 1) Yapd Hov U auts To ouvESPLo, rAwvtag vid
jfo 1oA0 ommAr idyta, g piAng Tov Ivotitodtov
Evadiowv Apyatodoyikev Epgovayv. Yo wmy 16ig-
e evég avBpadmov ov €yet rapaxolovbroel
and 1oAY kovtd, eni ténov oxeddv, Tig epyooieg
OV €X0UVe Yivel PEXPL TOpo Kot Pie GAeg Tig Ouva-
pews nov Sibeta oto mapeAév kol SiabEto K
oto napdv kot Ba Stebétm eAnilon ko oto példov,
éxw Ponbroet avt] v npoonddeta. Mmope emo-
pévas va Toviow 1oL, ond epnelpio ko arid mpo-
10 YEpL, 1600 epmvevopéva elval ta péAn tov Iv-
otrtoltov, e 1600 Meloja, QUTANGPVOL), EMpOo-
V1] KO IIPOOMITIKG KAl 00HoTiKS pdybo xouy Sov-
Aper péxpl otjpepa. Eyd €xo mopaxolovbijoet
arré Kovid TIG £PEVVITUKES £pYacieg 010 voudylo
010 AokG. BAEno 611 koL TP PE TO VOLAYLo ota
“Ipta, €yer yiver puo moAd peyddn npéodog kon
EVILIIOOIKG gupripota extibeviar kat ot e1diKof
Ba ta extiprioovy avadoya. IThotebw 6t autd 1o
oLvéSpro Ba kataotoel HETGXOUG QUTEHV TV Slo-
MIOTAOEMV KOl AVOKOWMOEWY £V, 8va)15‘['890 Pa-
opa emoupévev kot 0o epnlovtioer aoparag
v emotjpy g Apyotodoyiog pe moAdd véa Oe-
Sopéva. Me autés Tig okeépelg, Oev €xw napd va
XOpetion to ouvédplo, va evxnbd mlovoieg kot
arodoTIKES epyaoies Kol kuping to Ivourtotto va
ovveyloet idvia pe y B1o (oTKGTTa KoL EJo-
v1j] To €pyo mov Kdvel Kot vo, o npowfnioet oxépn
noporEpa. Oa Bédape epeig g nePLoyIig Tov-
Adyrotov, vo pidfo €rot yia v evpltept) Apyo-
AiSa €66, va Sotpe autd ta evprpota Xt pévo oe
anoBrjkes 1j e’ evkarpior kAowwy ouvedpiov, al-
A& wg €va pévipo exbetplo, dote va popoty
SAot o1 emotijpoves, GAot ot evilagepdpevor, 0AAG
KaL Ot KATOWKOL TG TEPLOYHG VO, DIEPPAVEDOVIOL
BAénovtag autd ta evpfpata kot pabaivoviag
and kovid T onpooia Tov TEIov Tog. huxopou
KoAr ermtvyio oto oLvESPLO Gag.
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EUGENIOS GIANNAKOPOULOS
. Secretary of the Ministry of Culture

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen,

Just before the start of a scholarly conference,
polititians usually feel rather embarrassed and
wonder what they should say by way of a greet-
ing. This embarrassment can only be overcome
if one says in two minutes quite simply what one
is thinking. Well, the first thing we think is that
the activity of the Institute, organised in the way
we see it today on the occasion of the Iria wreck
conference, is the kind of activity of which the
Ministry of Culture has need, because the Mini-
stry and its Archaeological Service have need of
all the assistance they can get from the organ-
ised efforts of scholars and scientists both in
Greece and abroad. These efforts must conse-
quently be encouraged and supported by the
State, and the presence of Mrs. Benaki and
myself here representing the State and the
Ministry is meant to convey this support.

The second is that our underwater archaeo-
logical wealth, as you know better than I, is
highly important and a rich source of knowl-
edge, and needs many specialised persons,
expert scholars and scientists. The Ministry
of Culture is very active at present in pursuit
of this end and will be even more so in the
future, because the special aspects of under-
water archaeology limits the choice of peo-
ple. You will presently all have the opportu-
nity to hear some good news in the field of
underwater antiquities, which I am not yet
ready to disclose. I am happy that the direc-
tor of the excavation, Mr. Haralambos
Pennas, who is a distinguished member of

14

EYTENIOZ I'NTANNAKOITOYAOX
Tevixds Ipauparéas Ynovpyeiov Hohnouov

Kupie npdedpe, xupieg kor x6piot,

Ot noAttikof, owvijbwg Atyo mptv v €vapérn
TOV EMOTHOVikeY ouvedpilov, Bplokoviar o-
pjXavol, OKEmTOpevoL Tt IPEIIEL VO TIOLY OTOVG
youpetiopovs. H apnyavia avty] pnopet va xa-
tanoAepnOel pévov av kavels amidg met avtd
Ta Opdypata ta omofo okémtetal yio Svo Ae-
mtd. Zrémropan 6t 1) Spactypidtnto tov Ivott-
TOGTOL, OWG OPYAvOpEVa apovotdletat o1f-
pepo pe v evkaipio g “ExBeong tov vava-
yiov tov Iplov eivan puo Spactnpidtnta mov to
Yrovpyeio IToArmopot €xel avaykr), 6nog €yet
QVGYKI) TO LIIOVPYELO Kat Ot LIINPECLES TOL and
kG0e PorjOeta rov propotv va Adfouvv amé tig
HPOOTIADELES IOV KAVOULY O1 EMOTIOVES JE TV
opyavwpévry poper], t6co oty EAAGSa, 600
ko 010 e€wTePtkd. Kat kotd ouvénela avtég ot
npoondadeteg npénel va evBappuivovtot Kot vo
vrioponfotvtot Kot avté To vonpa €xet, To vor)-
o 6 otipiEng g moAttelog, 1600 1) mapov-
ofa 6 kupiag Avvag Popotdo Mmevakr), 600
KOt 1] Tapovoia 1] OIKI] Pov, mg EKIIPOCHIION
TG MOAITE{aG Kot TOL vIIOLPYETOL.

To Settepo etvar 61t 0 evaAl0g apXatOAOYKGS

pag mlottog, dnwg elival moAs neploodtepo

YVWOT6 O 00, efval moAG onpovIkés, moAs o-
roKaAvItikde. Xpetddovtat arné Ty GAAn nAev-
pa noAof GvBpwrtot eildikevpévor, moAdot eidi-
Kol eMOTIPOVEG Kot oty korevbuvor) avty to
Ynovpyeio IoAttiopot Spaotnpronoeiton kot
Ba SpaotpromonBel axdpn neploodtepo,
Si6u 1) evahia apyalodoyia éyet Wlortepsntes
nov neplopiCouy 1 Suvordtyro emAoyrig ov-
Opdnwv. Bpiokdpaote oe o nepiobo, petd.
oné v onoia Oa €xete Aol v gvkoupia va
okovoete Sidpopa KOAG VEQ Yo TOV TOPER TV
evaAiov apyolotjtmy, Ta ornoio Sev elpotl axks-
11} €ropog va oog nw. Xaipopat 51611 o Sievbu-



the Archaeological Service, is now the head
of the 2nd Ephorate of Byzantine Antiquities
and therefore in charge of the Museum
where we shall see the fine exhibition tomor-
row. Let me thank you and urge you to con-
tinue these scholarly meetings and confer-
ences with the aim always of advancing your
science, a science which reaches out beyond
national boundaries, a science that is keenly
international.

VUG TG avookaPrs, o Koplog XapGAapmnog
Iévvag, eivan kan Staxekpipévo otédexog g
Yunpeolag, kot tdpa npoiotdpevos g 2ng E-
popeiag Bulavtivelv Apxototjtov kou eropé-
Vg 16 ) Hiki] Tov appodidtyta eivar Kot To
Movoefo oto oroio atplo Ba Sovpe v wpaia
€xOeon). Oddw va oag EVXAPLOTHOW KL VAL 00
HPOTPEPM VO, CLVEXIOETE QVTES TIC CUVAVTIOELS
EMOTIPOVIKOU YOPOKTIPA, TIG OUVEUPEOELS, JIE
oxomné ndvra va fonbrjoete v emotrpn, i
emotipn 1 onoia genepvdel ta dpio g X@-
pOg, pia emotijpr 1) onola £xel kot €viovo Sie-
bvr] xapaxktipo. Evyaploté».
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NICOS N. TSOUCHLOS
President of the Hellenic Institute
of Marine Archaeology

I should like to thank you all warmly for accept-
ing our invitation to attend this conference on
the Point Iria wreck. But before you hear the
papers presented by my colleagues at the
Institute and our friends who have come to
share their own experiences with similar finds
and talk about interconnections and maritime
commerce at the end of the second millennium,
I must tell you a little personal story, which
began thirty years ago and which through a
series of coincidences has led to this conference
today.

Personally I have no scholarly standing as
regards the subject, but I may say that I share
the same interest as you in the sea, in man’s
activities to do with it and especially his
progress in seafaring, shipbuilding and marine
trade.

By the 1960s I was a fairly experienced scuba
diver and in my underwater excursions I very
often came across ancient finds, either scattered
or in concentrations, the probable remains of
shipwrecks. This was how, some thirty years
ago, in one of my dives I happened on the Iria
wreck. But this time, unlike the past, it aroused
a strong interest in me. It might have been the
large size of the pots, or possibly their com-
pletely different shapes; perhaps also it was the
culmination of my interest in our nautical his-
tory. This time I didn’t see them as isolated life-
less objects; I felt I was Jooking at the living evi-
dence of the last tragic moments of a ship and
its crew.
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NIKOX N. TXOYXAOZ
Hpdedpos tov Ivonirovrov Evainwy
Apyerodoyrxay Epevvisy

O\ va 0ag KaAwoopion GAoug Kat va 6og ev-
xoprotjon Beppd mov avatanokpOfikote oty
npdéorAnor] pag, va napevpebeite o avuj v
HpepiSa. Avukeipevo g eivat to vavdylo tov
Axpwtrnpiov Ipiwv. Ipwv Spwg akovoete g o-
VOKOWHOELS TOV CLVASEAPWY ov oto Ivotrtod-
TO Kol Tov Qpidwv pag nov fpbay vo kotadé-
ooLV TIG OIKEG TOLG epnelpieg and aviiotoa
evpjpata 1] eketvov mov Ho pAfjoovy yia Tig
SraovvSeoeis kat 1o BaAACOVE pIIGPLo OTo TE-
Aog g 216 ydietiag, Ba 1j0eda va oog o pio
pikpr] npoowmky otopia, mov Eexkivioe rpv
ané 30 ypévia, nepinov, kot mov péoa and
Srapopeg ovykvpieg 081jynoe oty onpepvj
exSjAwon.

ITpoowmxd Sev €y xapio emotpoviki) id-
TITQ OYETIKI] [1E TO QVTLKEIPEVS pag, Opmg IpE-
IEL VO, 00G TI® 6Tt popadopat xat eye ta Sia
evilapépovta pe €06g, yopm arté ) 8dAacoa,
TG SpaotnPIsTTES TOL AVOPAOIIOL ¢ VTV KL
Kuping Tig emdGoelg Tov oy vavtidia, oty
vavrnykn téxvn kat 1o 9adaoowd epnépto.

2t Gexoetia tov 1960 rjpovva 116 évag apke-
TG €unElpog ouTodUTNG KOl OTIG MEPLYIOELS

pov oto Bubé ovvavtotoa, noAs ovyvd, apyaio

evprjpata, efte ok6pma, elte OLYREVIPOUEVQ,
mbavév katddouia kdnowwv vavayiowv. Me
QLT TOV TPOIO, TPV TPLAVIA XpOvia ePITIov,
gVIOIoa oe L oI TIg KATAOUOELS oL KOt TO
vouaylo tov Iplwv. ‘Opwg avtq T gopd, oe
avtibeon pe to napeAdov, 1o evilapEpov pov
KO OL avTIOpAoelg pov frov ndpa moAv évio-
veg. “Towg frav to peyddo péyebog twv kepa-
PKGY ayyeiwv, {omg 10 Tedelng SlapopeTiké
TOUG OX PO, (0w OKSA 1] KOPUPOT) TOL eVOL-
QPEPOVIOS POV YOpw amd T1) VOUTIKY oG tOTO-
pla. Avti] ) popd ev €BAena ta pepovopéva



The Iria wreck was the cause of a change in my
approach, which took me down a new road and
in a certain way determined my future course.
And so in 1970 I managed to get myself taken
on as a volunteer in the team that was excavat-
ing the Byzantine wreck at Pelagonisi. That was
where I first met Peter Throckmorton, who was
the technical director of the expedition. I imag-
ine many of you will have known Peter person-
ally, or heard a lot about him and even read
some of his books, so I don’t have to explain
why his fascinating talk about wooden ships
and nautical history and archaeology were what
clinched my involvement in this field.

It was there at Pelagonisi that the idea came to
me of forming a private organisation that
would be free of bureaucratic obligations and
able to give effective assistance to the Archae-
ological Service in this new field of research. As
soon as the excavation was over, long discus-
sions and active planning started with Peter, the
archaeologists George Papathanasopoulos and
Haralambos Kritzas and other friends, which
resulted in the official foundation of the Helle-
nic Institute of Marine Archaeology in August
1973. After a number of mistakes, a lot of
enthusiasm and many disappointments, in 1985,
after the experience gained in the intervening
years, the Institute began again on a new foot-
ing. Since 1989 it has taken on a new dynamic
role in underwater archaeology, with three full
excavations at Dokos, Iria and Antidragonera

dyuya avitkelpeva, aAAG Evioba 6t elya pmpo-
otd pov fwvtavi) T paptupia Tov tedevtaiwy
TPOYIKGY OTYPOV £v6G TAOTOU KO TOL AN p-
Ratog Tou. )

To vovayo tov Ipidv frav n agopprj g
aAdaynig TG mpoogyyiorg [ov, 1ov pe 061ynoe
0" €va véo Spopo, o onolog Katd KAowo Tpdro
kaboploe kot T ovvéyela TG Nopelag Pov.
“Etot to 1970 KOTAPepa Vo oLPIEPANPOD g
ebedovirig oty opdda 1ov €kave Tty AvaoKo-
¢1] tov Budavtivov vavayiov oto TTedayoviot.
Exkel ovvavinoo yw npoty gopd tov Peter
Throckmorton, mov frav o texvikég Stevbuvirg
mg €pevvag. Enedr] gavtdlopor dtt moAdot
ond 00g Tov yvoploate npooomkd 1] Oa 'yete
OaKOUVOEL TTOAAG YU auTéV 1 aképa B¢ 'yete Swo-
Bdoer kdnowa and ta Bifria tov, eivar meprrtd
va 00g e§ynow nwg 1) yorreia tov AGyou tov
yia ta §6Ava mdofa, ko to Oéparta g vautt-
kg otoplag xat apyatodoyiag, fjrav avtr mov
€kave oploTiKY TV €UIAOKA HOL O OUTOV TO
XOPO.

Exel oto Iledayovjot, yevvrjOnke ot okéyn
pov 1 18¢a g dnypovpyiag evég ISwTKos go-
péa, Mov aIOAAAYPEVOG ONIG YPOPELOKPOTIKESG
Seopetoeis, Do propovoe vo Pondrjoet aropa-
owoTIKG Ty Apyarodoyiky Yrnpeolo ¢ avtéy

-to véo kAGSo g €pevvag. ApEowG PETE TV

avookar] exivijoav pokpEg oulntjoelg Kat
evépyeteg yio T Sijpiovpyia tov véou popéa, e
) ovvepyaoia tov Peter, TovV apyatoddywv
Népyov HamaBavaosnovdov, Xapdhaprmov
Kpttdd xar 6AAwv ¢pidwv, ov xatédn&av oty
enfonpy Gpuory tov Ivotitottov Evadiov Ap-
xaodoyikdv Epevvév, tov Avyovoto tov 1973.
Metd and noArég nepnéteieg, evhovolaopovs
kot anoyontedoels, to 1985 to Ivotrtovto €yo-
VIOG TV EPIIELPTQL TV TEPAOPEVOV ETGV EMLYEL-
pel éva véo Eexivnpa oe véeg Bdoews. H mpo-
ondBeto avtr] to 0OXynoE, and 1 1989 kot
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in Kythera as well as the publication of the jour-
nals. ENAAIA and ENAAIA ANNUAL. At the
same time the Institute has given tramning to
young archaeologists, technicians and other sci-
entists -through its excavations and seminars.
The Institute’s new activities include participa-
tion in joint projects in Greece and abroad.
Today, twenty-five years after its foundation,
we are delighted to share the anniversary with
you at this conference and at the opening
tomorrow of the exhibition of the finds from
Iria. It is the first exhibition in Greece of a ship’s
cargo, the full excavation of which was only
completed in 1994.

Lastly, I should like to thank all the people and
organisations in Greece and abroad who have
given us their material and moral support dur-
ing these twenty-five years, because without
their assistance none of this would have hap-
pened. They are the invisible workers and cre-
ators of the Institute’s success.

I hope that the years to come will bring more
success and that the future has new ventures in
store for us, like those we have experienced up
to now.
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€Nerta, o€ Pio SLVOPIKI] KO OLOLAOTIKT] TIRPOL-
ola 010 X&po s vrIoPpviylag apyotoloyiag, pe
TPELS OLOTNHATIKEG £pevveg, 0To Aokd, ota Tpt-
a ko otV Avudpayovépa tov Kubjpwy, ko-
Bcdg kot v €xkdoon) twv meplodikwy ENAAIA
kot ENAAIA ANNUAL. TTapdAAnAa exknoudev-
Kav VEOL apXOotoAdyor, texvikol kot dAlot
EIMOTIPLOVEG, TOOO OTIG OVAOKAPES TOL, 6G0 KL
0€ CEPIVAPLA TOL. XTI VEEG OpaoTPiTTES TOL
Ivotrtovtov ovpneptlapfdvetal xot r ovppe-
tox1} oe oxetikd Kowvouxd npoypdupata otny
EAAGSa kot oto gwtepikd. Zijpepa, 25 xpovia
Petd Ty Bpuon] pag, €xovpe ) xapd vo 0ptd-
Covpe padi oag avt v enéteto, pe v Hpept-
Sa kot pe to avpravd eykaivia g €xbeong tov
gupnudtov tov Ipiov. Eivon n npotn éxbeon
oty EAAGSa touv @optiov evég mAoiov, mov
MPOEPYETOL OTIO L0 CUOTHOTIKY] AVOOKAPL], 1)
oroia 0AOKANP@ONKe poMg to 1994,

Telewdvovtag O€Aw va guxoplotjom to pédn
tov TENAE, kabdg kot GAoug toug avBpdnoug
ko toug popels, oty EAAGSa kot oto e§wtept-
K6, Tov pag otjptéav vAikd kot noikd ta 25
autd xpévia, yrotl xopis t forjbeid toug tino-
ta ar’ 6 avtd Sev Do elye npayporonondel.
Avtof efvan o apaveis epydreg kat Srjovpyol
g emrtvyiog Tov Ivotrtottov.

EAni¢w 1o xpovia mov €pyovior va eivat mo
£UVOIKd v to Ivotrtodto kat to péddov va pog
eNPLAGOOEL ROl VEEG ONIAVTIKEG epIELPIES,
oav aUTEG TIov Pudoape péypt ofjpepa.



HARALAMBOS PENNAS

Director of the Pomnt Iria Wreck Excavalion

As former President of HIMA, my absence
from Athens on Chios and in England in the
1980s cut me off from its activities, as well as
from the developments that took place during
this period. The proposal that I should under-
take the direction of the excavation at Iria, even
though it did not fall within my special field of
knowledge as a Byzantine archaeologist, gave
me the opportunity to renew contacts with its
members once more.

Apart from old sentimental ties with HIMA,
another reason for accepting this invitation was
the colleagues on whom I counted and to
whom 1 entrusted the various sectors of the
underwater project, and particularly those to
whom I finally assigned the scientific treatment,
conservation, display and promotion of the
finds.

In addition, the survey, covering an area of
5,000m2, showed the finds extended into the
Byzantine period, which could potentially form
anew chapter in the archaeological exploration
of Point Iria and the secrets hidden in its

depths.

In the first report on the excavation of the Point
Iria Wreck in the review ENAAIA, 1 wrote that
the members of HIMA were faced with the
challenge to overcome, with their ingenuity, the
difficulties of the excavation. My expectations
were in fact greatly surpassed, since this is the
first wreck which, only a few years after its
underwater excavation, can be visited by the
public in an archaeological museum. And here
we have in our hands the abstracts of the

XAPAAAMITOY TTENNAX

AevOuvnijc s avaoxapiic tov vavayiov tov
Axpwrnpiov Tptwy

Qg Téws npéedpog Tov IENAE, 1 anovoia pov
ané myv Abfva ouy Xio kot v AyyAla 1)
Sexaetio tov 1980 pe eilye anogevodoer aré tg
Spaotpidtnreg tov Ivotitottov kobog Kot a-
16 v 1pcodo mov eiye ovviedeotel 0 aUTS TO
Sidotpa. H npdraon va avoddPo ). Stev-
Buvorn g €pevvag ota “Ipa, napdro mov dev
EMIIIIITEL OTO YVWOTIKG Ooviikelpevo g e&eldi-
KeLONG pov, we Pudovtvol apyatoAdyou, pov
€6ve 1) Suvotdtrro vo ouveedd kot nGAL pe ta
PEAD Tov.

Extég ané to ovvaroOnpotiké deopd pe 1o
IENAE 1 @M ortio vo amodexé v mpo-
OKANO1) OLUTH AV Ol CLVEPYATES OTOVG O1IOTOVG
Ba Baowdpovy kat otovg onotovg avébeoo Touvg
nowkiAovg topels g voPpvylag €pevvag Kat
waltepa 0 autols mov avébeoa TeAd v exm-
otpovikyj enegepyaoia, ovvirpnon, mpopodn
ROL avASel€n) Twv evprpatoy.

AMoote 1 €pevva nov enertdOnke og 5000 T.q.
anédel&e 6T ot mEPLoYY] AUt} LIGPYOLY EVPK-
pota mov grdvouy péxpt ) Bulavrvr] enoxn
Kot evdexopévog Do amoteAéoovy Eva vEO Ke-
pdAato oty apyotoroyiky €pevva tov Axpw-
mpilov tev Iplov kot ota PuoTtiké riov kptPet o
PuB6es Tov.

Ty mpdtn mapovoiaot) tov vavayiov tov Ipi-
wv oto neplodiké ENAAIA eiya ypdpet 6L and
1o péAr tov IENAE e€aprdran va Senepdoovy
€ TNV EVPUOTIKGTITA TOLG TG SLVOKOALEG T1|g
gpevvag. Ot mpoobokieg pov Eenépaocay kabe
HPOIYOUEVO, Hia TIOV (V0L TO MPHTO VOUAYLO
ov, Afya poAg ypéviar petd v €peova, elvat
EMOKEPLHO 010 SIS0 YHPOo evég Apyatodo-
yiko$ Movoeiov. “Exovpe puipootd pag tig re-
PJPES TOV OVOKOWHDOEMY TOL €0KOT Ste-
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papers of an international conference on the
Iria wreck and a provisional catalogue of finds
has already been printed with scholarly articles
on their significance and their attribution to the
period of the Late Bronze Age. I am moreover
hopeful that within 1999 we shall also have the
final publication of the excavation.

The Cypriot pithoi, Cretan stirrup jars and
Mycenaean jars, together with the deep bowls
and anchors, have made it possible for the
members of HIMA and their colleagues from
America and Europe to create a compact,
homogenous team whose common purpose is
to find solutions and answers, not only to schol-
arly questions, but also to the variety of daily
problems that arise in the course of carrying
out an underwater excavation, which by its very
nature is complex and demanding of immedi-
ate solutions.

The course of the excavation of the Iria wreck
has also not been without consequences for my
own advancement within the Archaeological
Service. For while I used to visit the Spetses
Museum from time to time as a guest to watch
the progress of the work of conservation with
an eye to the future publication and exhibition,
today I am concerned with the future promo-
tion and display of the finds from another view-
point, since the museum belongs to the
Ephorate of Byzantine Antiquities, of which 1
have recently been put in charge.

I hope that this gathering will be the occa-
sion for a fruitful discussion on both the
importance of the Iria wreck and on mar-
itime trade routes in the Mediterranean in
around 1200 BC.
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Bvoug cuvedplov pe B€pa to vavaylo tov Ipiov,
€yet kiohag tunwel mpokatapkukd o Kotd-
Aoyog TV eupnpdtmv, pe emotypovikd ¢popa
yla ) onpooia Toug Kat Ty €viagly toug oty
“Yotepn Enoyr} tov XaAkoU kat gveAmote 6t
evtog tov 1999 Ba €xovpe Tov mApn tépo g
OPLOTIKI|S SNHooievong g €pevvag.

O xunplaxof nibot, or kpntikol PevdSoTOpOL
appopels xat ot puknvaixol mboappopels pe
Tovg OKUPOLG, KaB®S Kat TIg dykupeg, E6woav
) Suvatdtta oty ota pédn Kot Toug ouvvep-
yarteg tov IENAE oné v Apepik] xon )y
Evpomn, va Snpovpyjoouvy pia opoloyeviy,
ovpnoyf opdda pe Kowd otéxo va Seoovv Av-
OE1G KO OTOVTHOELG, 61 IOVO OF EMOTNIOVIKG
Oépata, aAdd ko oto nmowkida kaOnpepvd
npoBAfpaTa MOV HPOKVITOLY KATA TV EKTEAE-
on pag vnoPplylag €pevvag, oL aIId Tr) PpUon)
¢ elvat MOAUIIAOKT Ko anantel Gpeoeg AGoe.

H e&€hi&n 6 €pevvag tov vavayiov Tov Akpw-
plov Iplwv patvetar 6t enébpaoce Kot oty
vnnpeotaky pov e§éM€n, dnwg emeonpove
IIPONYOULPEVWS O KUPLog yevikae. “"Etot Aoundy,
EVE KATd Kalpoulg eMOKeNtépovy to Movoeio
TOV ZIETOGOV Yo Vo ToparoAovdd v mpdodo
TOV EPYOOLOV TG CLVIHPINONG HE OTOXO 1)
pedovriki Toug Snpootevorn kot €kOeor), orje-
pa pe npokodel pe ok€wels peAdoviikig ava-
mtu€ng Kot avadel§g Tov EVPNUGTOY QIO Lo
GAAn oxomd, Sebopgvouv Gt aviikel oty Ego-
pela Budovivedy Apyototujtov yuo v omofo
npéogpata €xo optobel vevduvvog.

EAnidw 6t 1) o6vagn avt Ba 6doet ty agop-
P va yiver pia yévipn oudijtnotr), téoo yuo ty
onpaocia tov vavayiov tov Iplov, 6co kot ya
116 Bardooieg epnopikég 0800g ermxowvmviag
ot} Meodyero yopow oto 1200 m.X.



PROFESSOR SPYROS IAKOVIDIS

We thank Mr. Pennas for his contribution to
this excavation, which was more than substan-
tial, and we will now begin with the communi-
cations.

But before we do so, I should like to say a
few words to those of you who are not of the
profession, by which I mean archacologists,
about the importance of underwater excava-
tions, in which as you know, I am unable to
take part. Although they are very expensive,
difhicult and sometimes hazardous for those
carrying them out, and certainly not as out-
wardly impressive as a land excavation,
which people can follow and see on the spot,
they nevertheless have one great advantage
over a land excavation. They are closed finds,
and it is this that gives them their impor-
tance. When, for example, you bring to the
surface the contents of a ship, because that is
what we are talking about, you know that
they were in use by people at exactly the
same moment in time, and consequently if
there are synchronisms between the finds,
which are not found in land finds and possi-
bly even run contrary to them, this gives us
the key to accurate chronologies. They do
not give us absolute chronologies —that is
very difficult and one would not expect it—
but the synchronism of underwater finds is a
criterion which we cannot ignore: not only
does this make the excavation worthwhile,
but it makes it a necessity.

KAOHIHTHX EITYPOX IAKQBIAHX

Evyapiotobpe tov kipro ITgvwa tou omoiov 1
ovpfolr| eivar BéPana, Gy amAdg ovotaotki,
aAAG KETL HOPAIIGVG) Yo TV avaoKkogpr] auth
kot Ba apyloovpe thpa pe TG AVAKOWGHOELS,
aAAG Ba pov emtpépete va kataypaotd t).0é-
O1] pov »¢ IPOeSPEBOVIOG KAl VO 00G OIIAOYO-
Moo yuo Afya Aemrtd.

Ol va eEnyfiow og Goovg arid oag Sev glvat
Tov enayyéApatog, Sev efvat apyatoddyor Snia-
&1, ) onuaocio Twv voPpuxiny epeLvev, oTg
oroieg Onwg oag eira eye S€v propd va AdPw
pPépog. H voPpiyia €pevva, evéd efvan moAvé-
€oon), Sbokoln, emxivéuvy xappid popd, yi
eKelvOLg Ot 0110{0L TV KAVOUV KOt OImOSIIOTE
Ox1 T600 EVILTIWOLaKI] 600 Pia AVAOKapY] XeP-
oaia, v onoia propovy vo napakolovdrjoovy
kaiL vo 6ouv ot avOporot, éxel Spag €va peydAo
nAeovERTa TO 01100 0XeS6V Kappd xepoaia
avooxapr] 6év €yel. TTpdkertan yia evprjpota
«kAe10T» Ko oty elvat 1) peydAr) onpooio tov
vnoBpuyiwv epevvav. Andadn dtav gEpvet Ka-
VEG oV em@pavela 1o eptexopevo evog not-
ov, &6t mepl avtod mpdkettal, pel Gt O
NEPLEXOREVO OUTO Yprotponow)bnke aré av-
Bpdroug v Sla ypovikd otypr] akptfas kot
EMOPEVMG, EAV TIPOKBPOLY OLYXPOVIOROL peta-
€0 twv eupnudtwy, ot onofot Sev elivor yvootol
ané ta xepooio evprpata 1 evBeyopEves Kot
avtuPaivouy to yepoaia evuprjparta, To otolyelo
auto givar To KAewdt To onofo Ha pog Sdoet Tig
OWOTEG Ypovodoyieg. Aev Do pag Sddoet ardAv-
Teg Ypovoloyieg, autd eivatl ndpa moAs Svoko-
Ao, bev 1o mepuuével kavels, aAAd o ouyypovi-
Oop6s Ty evadiov evpnudtmv eivar €va kpt-
T)plo to onoio Sev PIOPOTBHE VO ayvorjoovpe
Pe Kavéva TPOHo Kot g €K TOUTOL, Ot POvo
a&iler va yivetar autr] 1) épevva, aAAd Kot emt-
Badetar. '
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Now let us proceed to the communications, Aoutév, kotémy Toltov Mpoxmwpotpe oug -

and I will hand over my position to my col- VAKOWGOoELS Kot Ha iapayoprjom 1) Héon pov
league and friend, professor and member of oto ovvaSeAgo, piho kot kaBny] kot pEdog
the Athens Academy, Mr. Karageorghis, who s Axkadnuiag AOnvay, Tév képro Kapayuwbp-
will direct the discussion during the commu- yn, o onofog o Grevbiver v ovdijtnon oug
nications, and I thank him for relieving me AVOKOWMOEIG KOL TOV £0XAPLOTEH TP TOAT
of this. nouv pe eAappuivel Katd tovto.
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PROFESSOR VASSOS KARAGEORGHIS

Thank you, Mr. Colleague. I would like in my
turn to congratulate HIMA on its twenty-fifth
anniversary. I shall follow the next twenty-five
years of its activities with interest.

My greetings and congratulations come from
me personally, but also from the Leventis
Foundation, with which I collaborate and
which from the outset perceived the signifi-
cance of this wreck and has supported your
efforts in every way. In the course of this sym-
posium I too shall undoubtedly come to under-
stand —something which I have not hitherto—
why this wreck, this ship is called Cypro-
mycenaean. It was something Mr Pennas whis-
pered to me this morning, but from a scholarly
viewpoint I fancy this terminology is not quite
orthodox: either Cypriote or Mycenaean, but
not both.

As Mr. lakovidis has rightly pointed out,
underwater archaeological excavations have
now acquired cogency and respect. When I
was a student, I remember that none of the
archaeologists, our professors, thought much
of underwater excavations. They considered it
an occupation for young boys and girls who
liked to dive down to the bottom of the sea and
enjoyed the mystery of the excavation. Now
things have changed and we are learning a
great deal from underwater excavations. I need
only mention how much archaeology has
changed, how greatly our knowledge of inter-
connections in the Mediterranean has been
enriched by the great excavations of my friend
and colleague Cemal Pulak in his excavation of
Uluburun; and now comes the Iria excavation
to tell us more about this very critical period for
interconnections in the Mediterranean, espe-

KAOHT'HTHY BAXOX KAPATTQPIHX

Evyoplotd kipie ovvadedpe. Oa rjdeda kat ey
Pe Tt oepd pov va ovyyape to IENAE ya ta
EIKOOLIEVTaYpovE Tov. Oa npaxkolovbrjom e
1oAG eviiapépov ta endpeva elkoot mévie Xpo-
VIO TV SPAoTPLOTHTOV TOU.

O youpetopds pov Kot Tor ouyxapntypla Jov
Ipogpyovtal omé PEVa MPooIikd, aAAG Kkal
ané 1o ‘Iépuvpa AeBéving pe to onofo quvep-
yalopon xat To or1ofo arnopXfs eKTipnoe T o1)-
pooia autod Tov vavayiov Kot CUPIAPAOT-
Onke mavVtoOTPONIWG OTg npoonddeleg oag.
Aopaddig kot T SiEpKELD TOL CLEIOGIOL Q-
100 Oa avtlAngod kot yw, k&t riov Sev avtiAl-
PONKO OC TOPQ, YOt AUTS TO VOLAy1o, avto TO
nAofo, ovopddetal Kunpo-puknvoiks: KAt pov
elite oyenkadg o koprog ITIévvag onjpepa to
npowi, cAAG emMOTPOVIKGE povtdlopal va pny
gtval kot ardAuvta SSKipn avtr] 1 ovopaocia: 1j
Korpaxé eivor 1§ Muknvaiko, dev puropel va
gtvat kat Tor Svo.

‘Onmg oAU owotd eneorjpave o kKoptog Lakw-
Bidng orjpepa o1 evéidies apyaloAoyIKES €peuves
£YOUV OIOKTIOEL MEWTKATTA Kot LIGANP).
‘Otav fjpovv gortntg, Oupdpat st Kavévog a-
116 TOUG aAPXAOAGYOUG, Toug KabnynTés pag, dev
extipotoe ) onpacio Tov eVoAIV epeLVOY.
Népav dtt gival pua evaoyoAnorn véov, ayo-
PUHV KOL KOPLTOLDY, TPOKeIpEvoy va Bploko-
vtar otov obpéva g BdAacoog, kat va arto-
Xappavouy to puotrpro g €pevvag. Tijpepa
Spwg téd mpdypota €xovy aAdEel kot po-
Baivoupe ndpa oAAG ané Tig evalieg avaoka-
PEg, apkel va 1w 11600 dAAa&e 1 Apyanodoyia
)6 ermoyrjg tov XaAkou, 6o MAovToTnKay ot
YVGOOELS pag yia tig Staovvéoelg ot Meodyeto,
pe T peydAeg avaxkaAtpelg mov €yovy yivel
ané 1o gilo ko ouvadeApo Tlepdd TTovAdk
oty avaokapr Tov OLAOLEIIOVPOTY EVH €p-
xetat kot 1) avaokagr] Tov Ipiov va npoobéoet
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cially the Fastern Mediterranean, the period
around 1200 BC, the period the Point Iria
wreck is dated to. With these thoughts, then,
and the satisfaction I feel at having been one of
the first to follow, not on the bottom of the sea,
but from above, the Iria excavation, I express
my thanks for being given the opportunity to
chair the communications at this conference.

Ladies and Gentlemen, we now start our morn-
ing session of communications. I would like to
ask all the speakers to be very punctual. Each
one has only twenty minutes, and this will allow
us to finish in time and to have time for discus-
sion at the end.
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KGTL 1oAY onpovikd yia pior moAd kpiouurn
nepiodo otig Staovvdéoeig ot Meodyeto, kupi-
g v Avarodikr] Meodyeio 6nrad), tyy me-
plodo ybpw oto 1200 n.X., neplodo oty onola
XpovoAoyeftat To vavdylo Tov ARpotnpiov twv
Ipiwv. Me autég Aoméy T OKEPelg Kat outty
) yopd v omofla vorwbw, Sidtt fuovy and
TOUG TIPGTOLS O OIIO{oL MAPAKOAOTONoaV, oxt
oto Pubs g BGAacoag, aAdd and nave, v
avaoroQr] Twv Iplov, ekppadn Tig evyoPLoTieg
pov, Siott pov Sivetar 1) gvkaiplor vo 1Ipoe-
Spevom autAg TG ovvedplag.

Kabde avaxotvwon 0o Swopkéoet elkoot Aemtd,
Oyt koot €var, Kot TAPAKaAG GAOLG TOUG Ot
Antég va oePaototy out Tov 6po yia va TeAetd-
oovpe oujv dpa mov €xet Stotedel ko yo vor
gyoupe emniong kot Ypévo yio ovdiftorn nov ei-
vat oAV ONPavTKY] KOTd TO TEAOG TV aVOaKOL-
VOOEDV.



The Late Bronze Age Shipwreck at Point Iria:
Discovery and Excavation

by Christos Agouridis

THE DISCOVERY

he wreck at Point Iria was first discovered in 1962 by the
current president of the Hellenic Institute of Marine
Archaeology, Nicos Tsouchlos.

The 1960s and 1970s were formative years in maritime archaeolo-
gy. Not only in Greece but around the world, the potential know-
ledge to be gained from underwater archaeological research was
beginning to be appreciated. However, underwater archaeology in
Greece was still in its youth and an institution responsible for the
preservation and study of the underwater cultural heritage had not
yet been established. Consequently, the importance of information
given by sport divers or fishermen and provided by less dramatic
finds, such as the Point Iria wreck, could not always be evaluated.

Over the ensuing decades progress in Aegean and Cypriot prehis-
tory was to enable a definitive identification of the wreck assem-
blage, but in the meantime the importance of the Iria shipwreck
remained sealed beneath the sand.

It was only in 1974, one year after the foundation of the Hellenic
Institute of Marine Archaeology, that the wreck was relocated by a
team of its founding members: Nikos Tsouchlos, Peter Throck-
morton and Haralambos Kritzas dived at the site and Bruno Vailati
filmed and photographed the expedition for the film “The Men of
the Sea”. The site was then identified by the large pithos fragments
and a completely intact pithos, which were photographed in situ by
Nicos Tsouchlos (Fig 1 a-b).

Unfortunately, during the long intervening period between 1974
and 1990, when the first comprehensive survey of the site was
undertaken by HIMA, this particular pithos was stolen.
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Christos Agouridis
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A triangular stone anchor with three holes was also located by
Kritzas, lying on a sandy shelf at a depth of 8-12 meters very close
to the intact pithos.

Photos of the exposed finds and predominantly the intact pithos
were taken for examination, but the wreck could not be dated with
certainty. A Geometric or Archaic date was then proposed, showing
how environmental conditions under water can distort the picture
of a prehistoric wreck and make the main characteristics of the pot-
tery, covered with concretions and semi-buried in the sand, indis-
tinguishable. This pithos with its ovoid body, had a plastic relief
band around the neck-shoulder junction, but lacked the character-
istic multiple relief band on the shoulder. It was not until later that
it was recognised as being of Cypriot type.

Indeed it takes great effort, persistence, faith, patience and experi-
ence to recognise the importance of a humble cargo, such as the Iria
ship was carrying. More so to take the decision that it is worthwhile
to engage in a lengthy and expensive full-scale underwater excava-
tion.

The account of the discovery and excavation of such a wreck I think
helps us to understand all those parameters important for research
and study of underwater finds, particularly the less spectacular pre-
historic sites. Additionally, through the story of the discovery and
eventual exploration of the wreck site at Point Iria, we may also
reflect on the development of the history of underwater archaeo-
logical research in Greece, as well as the first 25 years of the
Institute’s life.

THE SITE

Point Iria is on the north coast of the Gulf of Argolid (see Fig. 1,
page 90) near the Mycenaean site of Mases (to the East). A short dis-
tance west of the point, at the villages of Iria and Kandia, there are
two other Mycenaean sites and further west stand Asine and Tiryns,
two very important coastal sites of the Late Bronze Age.

The headland off which the wreck was lying is called Akpwujpro
Ipiwv or Kafo “Ipt, which may be identified with the ancient
21povbots (Kyrou 1991, 25-26 and 211-213). The beach northwest
of it, is called ITapaAia Ipiwv (Iria Beach) and it was known in
ancient times as Ayprot Aipéres (literally “of difficult anchorage)).
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Iria village dominates a fertile valley, which was irrigated by the
river ZeAdsand produces 90% of the artichokes for the Greek mar-
ket. The bed of the river is now dry, but its fertile nature and the
identification of dark alluvial deposits on the wreck site would indi-
cate that the valley had experienced intermittent flooding through-
out its period of activity.

The wreck was lying about 10 m. from the rocky shore (Fig. 2) and
about 100 m. NW of the tip of the promontory. It was spread over
some hundred square meters on a sloping seabed with sandy inter-
vals and patches of concretions and rocks at a depth of 12-27 m (Fig.
2). Its cargo comprised mainly large transport vessels dated ca. 1200
BC from Cyprus, Crete and mainland Greece.

During the exploratory campaigns a total area of 5000 m? north-
east, southeast of the wreck and even northeast of the tip of the
promontory was investigated and many finds of earlier, contempo-
rary and later periods were located (Fig. 3), showing that the site
was on a frequented sea route and highly dangerous for shipping
due to the prevailing winds and currents.

The pottery of earlier and later periods, including that found on the
main wreck site, comes probably from other shipwrecks or chance
jettisoning. Interesting finds include at least two sherds dating to the
Early Bronze Age, three stone anchors, some rounded volcanic
rocks most probably from the ship’s ballast, some small pieces of
wood and some organic remains. Among later finds are a lead ring
and four tiles, which may have come from the cabin roof of a Late
Roman or Early Byzantine ship.

THE EXCAVATION

The prehistoric wreck off Point Iria was systematically investigated
by the Hellenic Institute of Marine Archaeology from 1990 to 1994
under the direction of Haralambos Pennas and with the generous
support of the A.G. Leventis Foundation, the INSTAP and other
sponsors of HIMA.

1990

In 1990, a preliminary survey was carried out by a small team of
HIMA, during which the wreck was relocated and its extent defined
(Pennas 1990, 39). Representative finds on the seabed were also
photographed and a rough sketch made of the site, marking the
positions of the finds.
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1991

In October 1991 an underwater survey was carried out on the
wreck at Point Iria (Pennas & Vichos 1993, 8-16 and 1995, 4-9). A
team of ten members from the Institute took part, the main aim
being to locate the position of the wreck more precisely and delim-
it the area of the site, to photograph and plot all surface finds and
to recover all those in danger of being stolen, as well as any others
that might help to determine the nature and date of the wreck.

For the transport of the team to and from the site and as a floating
diving base, a traditional trechandiri, ‘Kalokyra,” was used, gener-
ously loaned for the period of the survey by Adonis Kyrou (Fig. 2).

The wreck was easily identified by an assemblage of pottery which
was concentrated in an area of about 105 m? at a depth of 20-28 m
(Fig. 4). The group consisted of fragments of large and small
domestic pottery of commercial types used for transport, including
large pithoi, jars, deep basins, a jug and a large trading Mycenaean
stirrup jar. All the finds were buried to a greater or lesser extent in
the sand, and a considerable number were concreted to the rocks
(Fig. 5).

The main concentration of the finds was delimited by a perimeter
zone. The perimeter and its reference points were set on the topo-
graphic plan of the area.

The finds were labeled and their exact positions and depths plotted.
They were photographed in situ, individually and in groups, where
possible.

Then work began on detaching the finds concreted to the bottom
using a hammer and cold chisel.

Finally, they were raised to the surface, hoisted on board the
‘Kalokyra’ and immediately wrapped in wet burlap and allotted a
catalogue number. They were later measured, given a brief descrip-
tion and transported to the conservation laboratory in the Spetses
Archaeological Museum, where the first steps in their conservation
began.

A first evaluation of the results of the 1991 survey of the Point Iria
wreck, in conjunction with the observations made during the previ-
ous surveys of the site in 1974 and 1990, suggested that the group
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of the finds were typologically and chronologically related. After
careful inspection, Prof. Yannos Lolos dated the finds to ca. 1200
BC and recognised the Cypriot origin of most of the pottery in the
assemblage (Lolos 1995, 9-16).

At this stage the scientific team of the Institute became fully aware
of the importance of their findings and the contribution such a dis-
covery would make both to the study of shipping in that period and
to our knowledge of the transport and movement of goods in the
Fastern Mediterranean. Plans for an exploratory excavation then
began to be formulated.

1992

After the preliminary inspection of the wreck site in 1990 and the
extensive survey of the seabed made in 1991, during which most of
the surface finds were recovered, a small team from the Institute
carried out a more comprehensive survey of the wreck site in
October 1992 (Pennas & Vichos 1995, 12).

The purpose was to collect more information in preparation for the
systematic excavation planned for the summer of 1993. Some dis-
tinctive pottery sherds were discovered and brought to the surface
(Lolos 1996, 4-5).

Test probes in the seabed were made within the main area of the
wreck with a bronze core to a depth of about 80 cm, and a trial pit
was dug to a depth of 50 cm, which revealed that the stratum of
sand was deep.

The months that followed were dedicated to organising and
preparing the excavation, as well as raising funds.

1993-1994

The wreck at Point Iria was fully excavated by the Institute for two
continuous campaigns in the summer of 1993 (Pennas & Vichos
1996, 6-17) and 1994 (Vichos, Agouridis & Lolos 1998, in press).

In July 1993 technicians, and members of the HIMA team under
the direction of Nikos Tsouchlos, Yannis Baltsavias and Petros
Vakondios, transported and assembled the land installations for the
expedition’s base camp on an empty piece of reclaimed land on the
edge of the sea, at the settlement of Paralia Irion. The camp con-
sisted of tents, two caravans, a commercial container, a kitchen,
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showers and washbasins, toilets and a water and electricity supply
system.

Over the next few days the diving boat ‘Siomos’ arrived, a floating
platform was towed into place and anchored over the site of the
wreck, close to the tip of Point Iria, with mooring lines attached to
rocks on the shore (Fig. 6).

In mid-July the topographical and archaeological work began.
Under Koniordos’s supervision the ropes delimiting the perimeter
of the main cargo concentration were repositioned along with those
dividing the perimeter initially into three separate sectors (SI, SII
and SIII) (Fig. 7). Later a fourth sector (SIV) was added.

The area inside the main zone and immediately around it yielded
some fragments of pottery, chiefly of later periods. Among the more
interesting of the finds belonging to the cargo of the Cypro-
Mycenaean ship, were the upper part of a stirrup jar A28, which
came from just outside sector SIII, part of the Mycenaean deepbowl
A26 and, in particular, the complete Mycenaean deepbowl krater
A36, which was found some 50 m south of the perimeter zone.
Some stones were also found, probably from the ship’s ballast.

Among the many fragments of mainly later artifacts that were pho-
tographed and plotted, especially important was the rediscovery of
the stone anchor A29 (Fig. 8), which was first located by Haralambos
Kritzas in 1974. The anchor was found NNE of and just outside the
perimeter zone at a depth of 12.50 m. It has three holes, one at the
top for the mooring rope and two at the bottom for the wooden
teeth. It weighs 25 kg and is made of sandstone (Vichos 1996, 19).

From the surrounding area two more stone anchors were recov-
ered, but only the anchor A29 can with probability be connected
with the wreck, for it was found near the main concentration of the
cargo.

An extensive and thorough search of the entire area with a metal
detector produced only modern objects. The complete absence of
any metal prehistoric finds still remains an enigma.

Before starting the main excavation three trial trenches were exca-
vated, until the bed rock was exposed 1.20 m. below the original
seabed surface (Fig. 7). The first (T.T. 1), 2 x 2 m, was in the lower
central part of sector SI and covered most of the sandy area there,
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the second trial trench (T.T.2) in the NE part, and a third trial
trench (T.T.3), triangular in plan in sector SIV. Only the second
revealed an assemblage of finds, which included primarily small
and large pot fragments, most of them from the third Cypriot
pithos A7 (groups A33, A34, A49). Additionally, find A37 was also
found to the NE, just beyond the perimeter zone, and when cleaned
it proved to be a complete stirrup jar with only the spout missing.
During the 1994 campaign the perimeter zone was enlarged to
include the stirrup jar A37, and a fourth sector SIV was created to
the south of the perimeter.

Having formed a fairly accurate picture of the state of the site and
the scatter of archaeological finds both on and below the seabed, the
excavation team proceeded to a full excavation of the two lower sec-
tors SIT and SIII. In SII, where there were smaller patches of sand
and more concretions, a number of finds were located, including an
intact pithoid amphora concreted with a Mycenaean amphora, with
the numeral 1 incised on the handles. In SIII two pithos fragments
were found (A50, A71), which probably come from the second
Cypriot pithos Ab.

Having nearly completed the excavation of the two lower sectors, we
continued with the excavation of the upper sector (SI), initially in the
part around the first trial trench (T.T. 1). There we had a pleasant
surprise. Underneath a large section of a pointed-base amphora,
which had evidently rolled there almost a millennium after the sink-
ing of the Cypro-Mycenaean ship, was a stirrup jar (A85) covered
with concreted marine organisms, sand and stones (Fig. 9). Two
more complete stirrup jars (A86 and A86/1) lacking only their
spouts, were uncovered a little to the north (Fig. 10), one of which
has painted decoration on the body and false spout. The discovery
of these three finds a short distance apart encouraged the team to
concentrate their efforts less in the sandy patches in SI and more in
the places where there were concretions, using hammers and chis-
els to break them up and an air lift to remove the sand. In this way
numerous groups of finds and important single ones were uncov-
ered. The dark layer of alluvial mud also appeared here just below
the surface of the seabed. Finally the rest of sector SIV was excavat-
ed and two more pithos fragments were located (A 104 and A104 a).

During the last two days of the 1994 campaign a fourth trial trench
was opened, at the lowest part of the wreck, outside the perimeter,
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at a depth of 27 m. and where the rocks met the sand. Our aim was
to locate any finds that may have rolled down to the lowest part of
the rocky cliff. Unfortunately, we did not find any archaeological
remains but at least we have excluded the possibility of locating
more scattered finds in this area.

The excavation, which reached a depth of between 0.90 and 1.20m,
also produced useful evidence for stratigraphy. Under the layer of
thick sand, a stratum of dark mud 80 cm deep covered all our finds.
It seems that this deposit favours the development of certain sea
organisms and it was also responsible for the low visibility under
water, especially when it was disturbed during excavation. On the
other hand it preserved well all ceramics that were buried.

During one of our excavation campaigns we experienced how
rich sea-life is in the area of the wreck, as some finds that were left
on the seabed exposed to be photographed, drawn and mapped,
were occupied in 48 hours by a colony of shells of the type murex
trunculus.

It seems thus likely that most of the pottery finds were exposed on
the seabed for quite a long time after the ship sank, as they were
concreted before they were buried in the thick layer of mud.

All the finds on the surface or just below the sand were pho-
tographed in situ and plotted from fixed points by triangulation
(axes X, W) before being raised. Their depths (Z) were measured
with an accurate depth finder. This traditional method of triangu-
lation was selected as the most appropriate for plotting the wreck,
due to the rugged morphology of the seabed, the concentration and
the limited number of the finds.

Work under water and many of the finds were recorded on video.

Raising the finds presented no particular problem except for the
concretions, which had first to be carefully detached, and the stir-
rup jars, which required great care when being raised because of
their bulk and fragile nature.

In addition to the finds, several concretions were detached from the
seabed, raised to the surface, carefully broken and examined for any
small finds. After raising the finds initial conservation measures were
taken at the excavation camp by the Institute’s experienced conser-
vators, who took the first steps in their desalination and cleaning.
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The contents of the intact vessels were carefully emptied and exam-
ined. They were kept separately in tanks with seawater for further
analysis. Unfortunately, their contents proved to be only mud like
the deposits of the area. While cleaning the interior of the pithoid
amphora A98, a sherd from a decorated Mycenaean skyphos of the
LH III B period was discovered. It is probable that it was left from
a skyphos carried in the pithoid amphora or brought in, together
with two pithos sherds, by an octopus who used the pithoid ampho-
ra as shelter.

The scientific team of the Institute inventoried all the finds, enter-
ing the details directly into the computer, drew the finds and pho-
tographed them. Finally, they were transported to the archaeologi-
cal Museum of Spetses, where they were stored in the Institute’s
conservation laboratory, and conservation and desalination were
immediately begun.

In the course of all the campaigns 1105 dives were carried out and
550 hours were spent under water. The total cost of the excavation
reached in excess of 22 million Drs. Eighty scientists and techni-
cians, all members of the Institute, were voluntarily involved. Here
we would like to express our gratitude to them, as nothing would
have been accomplished without their contribution.

Hellenic Institute

of Marine Archaeology
4 Alex. Soutsou Str.
Athens GR-10671
GREECE
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Fig. 1. The 1974 survey. a. Haralambos Kritzas making a sketch of a large intact pithos.
b. The large mtact pithos in situ.

Fig. 2. The traditional trechantiri “Kalokyra” anchored over the site of the wreck.
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Fig. 6. The diving boat “Siomos”
and the floating platform
anchored over the site
of the wreck.
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Fig. 7. Topographic plan of the perimeter zone and surrounding area with the positions of the finds from the
1993 and 1994 excavation seasons.
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Fig. 8. Anchor A 29 in situ.

Fig. 9. Stirrup jar A85
in situ during excavation.
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The Cargo of Pottery from the Point Iria Wreck:
Character and Implications

by Yannos G. Lolos

of pottery from the Point Iria wreck, excavated by the

Hellenic Institute of Marine Archaeology in 1990-1994 (see
Pennas 1992; Pennas,Vichos and Lolos 1995; 1996a;1996b; 1999,
Lolos 1995; Lolos, Pennas and Vichos 1995; Vichos and Lolos 1997;
Karageorghis et al. 1998). Its implications are also examined within
the general context of sea trade and contact between the major
coastal centres in the Mediterranean towards the end of the 13th
and at the beginning of the 12th century BC.

I n this paper we consider the date and character of the cargo

The importance of the cargo of pottery from the seabed off Point
Iria in the Argolid is certainly much greater than its limited size
might suggest (see colour photograph on p. 2 of this volume). It is
one of the very few ceramic assemblages that have so far been recov-
ered from the wreck of a Late Bronze Age merchant ship in the
Mediterranean, shedding new light on the character and content of
long-distance maritime trade ca. 1200 BC. It contains 24 complete,
fully restored or partly preserved pots, in addition to a Cypriot
pithos which was located earlier but is now unfortunately lost (Lolos
1995, fig.18; see also cover photo of this volume). In my view, these
pots seem to have formed the main bulk or a large part of the cargo
of pottery, but probably not the whole of the cargo.

The pottery comprises three main groups: a Cypriot group of Late
Cypriot IIC/ITIA date, of 8 vases; a Cretan group of Late Minoan
IIIB2 date, of 8 vases; and a Helladic/Mycenaean group of Late
Helladic ITIB2 date, of 9 vases.

All three groups are characterized by the presence of large trans-
port vessels. Prominent in the first group are stoutly made Cypriot
pithoi which had various functions (Fig. 1). The second is made up
of coarse-ware stirrup jars of Cretan origin (Fig. 4). The third is
dominated by large two-handled jars of Helladic/Mycenaean
appearance (Fig. 5).
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Firstly, with regard to the Cypriot group in the ship’s cargo, this
contains well known Late Cypriot IIC/ITIA ceramic types.These
include three (3) handleless pithoi with relief decoration on the
shoulder (Fig. 1), parts of a fourth pithos, a heavy broad-based jug
of the Plain White class (Fig. 2), fragments of another, smaller, jug
of similar type and a juglet with a rudimentary trefoil mouth (Fig.
3). Two of these types, the pithos and the juglet, are represented by
examples in the Cypriot pottery from the Uluburun wreck (Bass
1987, 711: top left; Pulak 1997, 242, fig. 10).

"The Cypriot pithos with a piriform, ovoid or ovoid-conical body,
cylindrical neck and multiple relief band or bands on the body is a
diagnostic type in the repertoire of Late Cypriot IIC/ITIA pottery.
Pithoi of this general shape, with or without handles, often exceed-
ing one metre in height, occur at various sites in Cyprus: Hala
Sultan Tekke, Pyla-Kokkinokremos, Kalavassos-Agios Dimitrios,
Myrtou-Pigades, Maa-Palaiokastro and others (Vichos and Lolos
1997, 323-324; also P. Astrom’s paper in this volume).

Like the characteristic Syro-Palestinian or Canaanite amphora, rep-
resented by at least 149 examples mostly containing terebinth resin
in the cargo of the Uluburun ship (Bass 1987, 709; Pulak 1997, 240-
241, fig. 9), the Cypriot pithos belonged to a class of durable trans-
port vessels that travelled great distances across the Mediterranean
in the late 14th and the 13th centuries BC. It should be stressed that
the circulation of Cypriot pithoi extends from Ugarit and Cyprus to
the region of Agrigento in southern Sicily and to Antigori in south-
ern Sardinia (Karageorghis 1993, 584, fig. 3; Ferrarese Ceruti,
Vagnetti and Lo Schiavo 1987, 19, 36, fig.2.5), which gives an indi-
cation of the commercial ties and connections between the different
countries. In this context, special reference should also be made to
a fragment of a large jar of “Levantine” type, apparently of earlier
date, recently published from Punta d’ Alaca on the island of Vivara
in the Gulf of Naples (Missione Archeologica Vivara, $3).

According to the evidence gained from the Uluburun wreck and
from storerooms and other areas in Cypriot settlements, pithoi of
this distinctive type were used for storing and transporting olive oil
or fruit; as containers for transporting small fine Cypriot vases; and
also as “ancient refrigerators”, sunk in the ground (see P. Astrom’s
paper in this volume).
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As regards the Cretan pottery from the Point Iria wreck, it consists
exclusively of coarse ware stirrup jars of the tall commercial type
(see Fig. 4). They form an important underwater group of 8 vessels
almost equivalent in size to that consisting of jars of similar type
from the Uluburun wreck. They are made of coarse clay, which
according to Dr. Peter Day came from central Crete (see his com-
munication in this volume). All except one lack the vertical tubular
spout, and one example (No. A86/1, here Fig. 4: 2) preserves a sim-
ple painted decoration of a double band on the body and a spiral
on the disk of the false spout, a popular motif used on the disks of
many LM/LH III examples of the shape from Crete and the Greek
Mainland.

This type of tall stirrup jar, used primarily for storing and trans-
porting olive oil (a basic product of the Mycenaean export trade), is
well known from numerous examples, many of them inscribed in
Linear B, from the Old Kadmeion at Thebes, Orchomenos,
Kreusis, Eleusis, the so-called House of the Oil Merchant and the
House of the Wine Merchant at Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, Pylos; and
also from Chania, the Cave of Mameloukos, Knossos and other
Cretan sites (e.g. Catling et al. 1980 ; Haskell 1981 ). It is worth
noting that both the name of the jar (ka-ra-re-we, yAapets) and its
ideogram appear in texts in the Mycenaean (Linear B) Script at
Pylos and Knossos.

This specialized ceramic type had a remarkable distribution
throughout the Mediterranean in the 14th and 13th centuries
BC., covering the whole of the Mycenaean trading world from
the Syrian coast and Cyprus in the East to Cannatello near
Agrigento in southern Sicily, the island of Filicudi north of
Sicily and Antigori in Sardinia in the West (P. Day, personal
communication (for the Cannatello examples); Vagnetti 1991,
279, no. 85, fig. 4b, pl. IX: 7; Ferrarese Ceruti, Vagnetti and Lo
Schiavo 1987, fig. 2.4: 3).

To turn now to the Mycenaean pottery in our cargo, the largest of
the pots in this group are three (3) plain, two-handled jars of tradi-
tional Helladic type (see Fig. 5), which have close parallels in plain
or banded Late Mycenaean jars from major centres in the
Peloponnese: Prosymna in the Argolid (Blegen 1937, fig. 430) and
the Palace of Nestor at Ano Englianos in western Messenia (Blegen
and Rawson 1966, figs. 373: 818, 374: top right, 384: nos. 611, 601).
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Of special importance is amphora A99 (Fig. 6 a-b). It exemplifies a
common Late Mycenaean ceramic type (Furumark 1941, shape 69,
also Blegen 1937, figs. 177: 316, 303, 289, 455: 134, 116, 118), but
the two incised marks or symbols on the flattened handles are of
interest, since they are the only examples of “writing” on a pot or
object from the wrecked cargo. They are not unlikely to be related
to the Cypro-Minoan 1 Script and seem to have belonged to a dis-
tinctly Cypriot system of marking pots dictated by the needs and
conditions of trade and barter at the time, and currently under
study by Nicolle Hirschfeld (1993). They are closely matched by
incised marks on the handles of two Late Mycenaean pots found in
"Tomb VI at Minet-el-Beida, the port of Ugarit in Syria (Schaeffer
1949, fig. 59: 1 ¢, j) and on Cypriot copper ingots from the cargo of
the Uluburun wreck (Sibella 1996, 9, 10, fig. 1: 6a).

Examples of fine Mycenacan ware from the site of the Iria wreck
are:

® An almost complete spouted deep bowl krater (Fig. 7a-b, H. 21
cm.), which has parallels in finely decorated kraters of LH 111
B2-LH III C: early date at Tiryns, Athens and Mistros in central
Euboea (Kilian 1988, 108, fig. 8, and here Fig. 8; Mountjoy 1995,
45-46, fig. 60; 1997, fig. 14: 90; Tsirivakos 1969, fig. 3 (from
Tomb A); Sapouna Sakellaraki 1995, 64). Like other pieces cer-
tainly belonging to the ship’s cargo (A 58, A 55), the krater (A36)
was located at some distance away from the main concentration
of pottery finds (see Pennas, Vichos and Lolos 1996, 8-9, 12-13).
In view of its Late Mycenacan counterparts and complete state
of preservation, it seems safe to assume that it belongs with the
ship’s cargo (see also my Addendum at the end of this volume,
p. 259).

® Also, two fragments of deep bowls of well-known Late
Mycenaean types (Figs. 9, 10 a-b), one of which, A100 (Fig. 10),
preserves remnants of painted decoration in the form of a char-
acteristic panelled pattern-triglyph (Furumark 1941, motif 75;
Mountjoy 1986, 121, 123, figs. 148: 24, 159: 1, 161: 9) and is
assignable to the final phase or the end of the Late Helladic 11
B2 period. Thus, its occurrence in the cargo provides us with
useful evidence for the precise dating of the Iria wreck. Like the
above mentioned bowls, two fragmentary plain cooking pots
(now restored: Karageorghis et al. 1998, p. 34: 28, 31) could
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have belonged to members of the ship’s crew. Fragments of one
of these (cook-pot A 23/A 90) lay in the heart of the main con-
centration of ceramic finds.

It is worth noting that indirect “external” corroboration of the dat-
ing of the wreck at ca. 1200 BC., or in the decade 1200-1190 BC. at
the latest, is provided by ceramic evidence found in the destruction
level, inside Storerooms 32 and 38, in the palatial complex at Ano
Englianos in western Messenia: here, versions of the tall coarse-ware
stirrup jar and the large two-handled jar (seen in Figs. 11, 12, 13,
14), i.e. examples of the two Aegean types of transport vessels pre-
sent in the Point Iria wreck, coexist in the same destruction layer
that has been dated by Carl Blegen and his successors at the palace
site to the end of the Late Helladic 1II B2 period or to the transi-
tional LH 111 B2/LH III C: early phase, at the latest (Blegen and
Rawson 1966, 421, figs. 373: no. 818, 374: top right, 384: nos. 611,
601, 389: no. 402, 390: no. 402; 1967, 32; Shelmerdine 1998, 88;
Griebel and Nelson 1998, 97; Bennet 1998, 126; Lolos 1998, 18; see
also Mountjoy 1997).

The Point Iria wreck is the third Late Bronze Age wreck in the
Mediterranean to be systematically excavated, and the first in the
Aegean area. It appears to be contemporary with the Cape Geli-
donya wreck (Bass 1967; 1996, 25-35) and approximately a centu-
ry later than the one at Uluburun on the south coast of Turkey
(Bass 1987; 1996, 60-78; Pulak 1995; 1997, Fitzgerald 1997). It thus
belongs to an advanced phase of the Late Bronze Age, at around
1200 BC.

The geographical location of the pottery cargo off Point Iria is a
direct indication of the existence of an important sea trade route
along the south coast of the Argolid, clearly forming part of both a
local Peloponnesian and a much wider network of “international”
sea communications in the Late Mycenaean period. This route 1s
further defined by a series of Late Mycenaean settlements and har-
bour sites, absolutely or approximately contemporary with the
Point Iria wreck, along the south and east coast of the Argolid and
on the islands in the area (Lolos 1995, 66, fig. 1; Karageorghis et al.
1998, 28); and also by the find-spots of isolated coarse ware stirrup
jar fragments found in the sea off Myti Kommeni in Dokos and in
the vicinity of Kosta, opposite Spetses, in addition to a complete
example raised from adjacent (?) waters, now on display in a seaside
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restaurant at Plaka, the port of Leonidion, on the east coast of
Arcadia (Lolos 1995, 77-78, fig. 22). The various find-spots of the
complete or fragmentary vases from the sea bottom of this region
may be viewed as “fixed points” along the routes of Aegean and for-
eign ships travelling in the Argolic Gulf and into the crossroads of
the Saronic and the Argolic Gulfs in the Late Mycenaean period. Of
the underwater finds in the Argolic Gulf, the transport stirrup jars
in particular, whether remnants of shipwrecks or occasional Jjetsam,
are safe indicators for maritime trade routes of the period in this
part of the Aegean, no less instructive than the evidence for regular
east-west sea traffic offered by the five underwater sites with copper
oxhide ingots identified along the south and southwest coast of
Turkey (for which see Pulak 1997, 234-235).

"The cargo from the Point Iria wreck provides further concrete evi-
dence of trading and shipping during the Late Mycenaean period
in the Aegean area and beyond. It also sheds some fresh light on
one of the most critical periods in Greek and Cypriot Protohistory,
in the course, or at the end, of which the collapse began of the great
Mycenaean Koine in the wider Aegean area.

It 1s worth emphasizing that the mixed character of the pottery
from the Point Iria wreck is a feature that can be identified in the
pottery cargoes of nearly every ancient wreck (Parker 1990; Treister
1993; Wriedt Sgrensen 1997) and reflects the nature and ways of
maritime trade in Antiquity.

The basic proportion of the ceramic cargo of the Point Iria wreck,
as is defined by the combined presence of Cypriot and Aegean
ceramic types, including established types of transport vessels with
an international distribution, has obvious analogies in the large
cargo of pottery from the Uluburun wreck, of ca. 1305 BC., and to
some extent in that from the Cape Gelidonya wreck, of ca. 1200
BC., comprising two Aegean coarse ware stirrup jars and a frag-
mentary Cypriot pithos.

An element of differentiation, with reference to the ceramic contents
of the other two cargoes, is the complete absence in the extant ceram-
ic material from our wreck, of Syro-Palestinian wares, such as flasks,
lamps and other small vessels of everyday use and pointed-based
Canaanite jars, whose occurrence in the Argolid-Corinthia is docu-
mented from five (5) sites: Nemea-Tsoungiza, Mycenae, Argos, Tiryns
and Asine (see Akerstrém 1975; Kilian 1988, figs. 24: 7, 25: 12, 13).
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Although the cargo from the sea bed off Point Iria, as a “one phase”
underwater ceramic group, finds no counterpart within the Aegean
context, the co-existence and contemporary circulation of Aegean,
Cypriot and even Syro-Palestinian wares is not out of place at major
coastal sites in the 14th and 13th centuries BC., like Tiryns, Chania
(Kydonia), Poros near Herakleion and Kommos on the south coast
of Crete (see Kilian 1978, 452, fig. 7; 1988, 121, figs. 24, 25; Kanta
1998, 41 ff; Stambolides and Karetsou 1998, 56-58, 60-62, nos. 2,
3,4, 5,9, 10, 14, 15; also J.Rutter, in this volume).

Thus, the character of the ceramic content of the Point Iria wreck

should be viewed as a reflection of a typical circulation pattern of

specific types of transport vessels and products, within the context
of long-distance maritime trade in the Fastern Mediterranean
around 1200 BC, rather than an element of the “uniqueness” of the
specific cargo.

Some indications of the provenance of the ship and the “nationali-
ty” of its crew or merchant(s) on board the ship may be gained from
the utility wares (i.e. Cypriot jugs and Mycenaean deep bowls and
cook-pots), perhaps also from the incised “trade marks” on the han-
dles of amphora A99 (Fig. 6a-b), which can be claimed to be con-
nected to the Cypro-Minoan 1 Script.

These facts, taken with the location of the wreck, point to the coast
of Cyprus, as the probable base of the ship, where large naval cen-
tres, with a role recently highlighted by Bernard Knapp (1997),
flourished at Enkomi, Kition, the site at Hala Sultan Tekke (Alyke),
Palaipaphos and Maa-Palaiokastro (Karageorghis et al. 1998, 26); or
to the south coast of the Argolid, to important centres of naval
power, also known from the Catalogue of Ships in the Iliad (Book
I, lines 559-564) and from Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women (39,
94.96, b 14-11), to well-fortified Tiryns (7{pvrod Te TeLyiéeooay),
Mases, and well-harboured Hermione and Asine ( ‘Eppidvny "Act
vy Te, PBabiy kaTd koATor € xoloas).

Department

of History and Archaeology
University of loannina
Ioannina 45 110

GREECE

49



Yannos Lolos

50

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Akerstrom H., 1975: “More Canaanite Jars from Greece,” Op. Ath.
XI, 185-192.

Bass G.F., 1967: Cape Gelidonya: A Bronze Age Shipwreck; Transactions
of the American Philosophical Society 57, Part 8,
Philadelphia.

Bass G.F., 1987: “Oldest Known Shipwreck Reveals Splendors of
the Bronze Age,” National Geographic, Vol.172, No. 6,
Dec. 1987, 693-733.

Bass G.F., 1996: Shipwrecks in the Bodrum Museum of Underwater
Archaeology, Bodrum Museum of Underwater
Archaeology Publications 3.

Bennet J., 1998: “The Linear B Archives and the Kingdom of
Nestor,” in Davis 1998, 111-133.

Blegen C.W., 1937: Prosymna: The Helladic Seltlement Preceding the
Argive Heraeum, Cambridge: University Press.

Blegen C.W., Rawson M., 1966: The Palace of Neslor at Pylos in
Westmn M()ssema Vol. I, Princeton Unlverﬂty Press,
Princeton, New Jersey

Blegen C.W., Rawson M., 1967 : A Guide to the Palace of Nestor, The
University of Cincinnati.

Catling H.-W., Cherry J.F., Jones RE., Killen J.T., 1980: “The
Linear B Inscribed Stirrup Jars and West Crete”, BSA
Vol. 75, 49-113.

Davis J.L. (ed.), 1998: Sandy Pylos: An Archaeological History from
Nestor to Navarino, The University of Texas Press,
Austin, Texas.

Ferrarese Ceruti M.L., Vagnetti L., Lo Schiavo F., 1987: “Minoici,
Micenei e Ciprioti in Sardegna alla Iuce delle pit
recenti scoperte,” in Balmuth M.S. (ed.), Nuragic
Sardinia and the Mycenaean World, Studies in Sardinian
Archaeology III, BAR International Series 387, Oxford, 7-
37.

Fitzgerald M.A., 1997: “Uluburun,” in Delgado ].P. (ed.),
Encyclopaedia of Underwater and Maritime Archaeology,
British Museum Press, London, 430-432.

Furumark A., 1941: Mycenaean Pollery: Analysis and Classification,
Stockholm.

Griebel C.G., Nelson M.C., 1998: “The Ano Englianos Hilltop After
the Palace,” in Davis 1998, 97-100.



The Cargo of Pottery from the Point Iria Wreck: Character and Implications

Haskell H.W., 1981: “Coarse-Ware Stirrup-Jars at Mycenae,” BSA
Vol. 76, 225-238.

Hirschfeld N., 1993: “Incised Marks (Post-Firing) on Aegean Wares,” in
Zerner C., Zerner P., Winder J. (eds.), Proceedings of the
International Confervence: Wace and Blegen, Pollery as
Evidence for Trade in the Aegean Bronze Age 1939-
1989, ].C. Gieben, Amsterdam, 311-318.

Kanta A., 1998: “Fioayoyy, 160¢-11og ar. m.X.: Emoxénnorn twv
oyéoewv petagl Kprjng, Atyaiov xou Eyydg AvatoAr|g
oty Enoyrj tov XaAkot,” in Stambolides N., Karetsou
A. 1998, 30-52.

Karageorghis V., 1993: “Le commerce Chypriote avec I' Occident
au Bronze Récent: quelques nouvelles découvertes,”
Academie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, Comples
Rendus 1993, Fasc. 11, 577-588.

Karageorghis V., Lolos Y., Vichos Y., Agouridis Ch., 1998: And
evddaa Kvnpo otov pvyd tov nodvdiynov Apyovs: To vavd-
10 1ov Axpwinpiov Iptwy, HIMA, Athens.

Kilian K., 1978: “Ausgrabungen in Tiryns 1976,” A4 1978, 449-470.

Kilian K., 1988: “Ausgrabungen in Tiryns 1982/83,” A4 1988, 105-
151.

Knapp A. Bernard, 1997: “Mediterranean Maritime Landscapes:
Transport, Trade and Society on Late Bronze Age
Cyprus,” in Swiny S., Hohlfelder R., Wylde Swiny H.
1997, 153-162.

Lolos Y.G., 1995: “Late Cypro-Mycenaean Seafaring: New
Evidence From Sites in the Saronic and the Argolic
Gulfs,” in Karageorghis V., Michaelides D. (eds.),
Proceedings of the International Symposium “Cyprus and the
Sea,” Nicosia, 25-26 Seplember 1993, Nicosia, 65-87.

Lolos Y.G., 1998: The Capital of Nestor and its Environs: Sandy Pylos,
Oionos, Athens.

Lolos Y.G., Pennas Ch., Vichos Y., 1995: “Der Schiffsfund von Kap
Iria (Golf von Argos)”, in In Poseidons Reich: Archdo-
logie unter Wasser, Verlag Philipp von Zabern, Mainz
am Rhein.

Missione Archeologica Vivara: Guida agli scavi e al “progetlo Vivara”
(1994-1998), Napoli, 1998.

Mountjoy P.A., 1986: Mycenaean Decoraled Pottery: A Guade o
Identification (SIMA Vol. 73), Goteborg: Paul Astroms
Forlag.

51



Yannos Lolos

92

Mountjoy P.A., 1995: Mycenaean Athens (SIMA, Pocket-Book 127),
Paul Astréms Forlag, Jonsered.

Mountjoy P.A., 1997: “The Destruction of the Palace at Pylos
Reconsidered,” BS4 Vol. 92, 109-157.

Parker A.J., 1990: “Classical Antiquity: The Maritime Dimension,”
Anliquity, Vol.64, 335-346.

Pennas Ch., 1992: “Point Iria Wreck”, Enalia Annual 1990, Vol. 11,
39-41.

Pennas Ch., Vichos Y., Lolos Y., 1995: “The 1991 Underwater
Survey of the Late Bronze Age Wreck at Point Iria,”
Enalia Annual 1991, Vol. 111, 4-16.

Pennas Ch., Vichos Y., Lolos Y., 1996a: “Point Iria Wreck (1992),”
Enalia Annual 1992, Vol. 1V, 4-5.

Pennas Ch., Vichos Y., Lolos Y., 1996b: “Point Iria Wreck (1993),”
Enalia Annual 1992, Vol. 1V, 6-31.

Pennas Ch., Vichos Y., Agouridis Ch., Lolos Y., 1999: “Point Iria
Wreck (1994),” Enalia Annual 1993, Vol. V (in press).

Pulak C., 1995: “Das Schiffswrack von Uluburun,” in In Poseidons
Reich: Archdologie unter Wasser, Verlag Philipp von
Zabern, Mainz am Rhein.

Pulak C., 1997: “The Uluburun Shipwreck,” in Swiny S.,
Hohlfelder R., Wylde Swiny H. 1997, 233-262.

Sapouna - Sakellaraki E., 1995: Xalxic, loropia — Tonoypayie ko
Mowvoeio, Archaeological Receipts Fund, Athens.

Schaeffer C.F.-A., 1949: Ugaritica 11, Paris.

Shelmerdine C.W., 1998: “The Palace and its Operations,” in Davis
1998, 81-96.

Sibella P., 1996: “Continuing Study of the Uluburun Shipwreck
Artifacts: The Copper Oxhide and Bun Ingots,” The
INA Quarterly, Vol.23, No.1, Spring 1996, 9-11.

Sorensen, Lone Wriedt, 1997: “Traveling Pottery Connections
Between Cyprus, the Levant, and the Greek World in
the Iron Age,” in Swiny S., Hohlfelder R., Wylde Swiny
H. 1997, 285-299.

Stambolides N.Ch., Karetsou A. (eds.), 1998: Avarohixsj Meodyeioc,
Kunpos-dwbexdavnoa-Koiin: 160s-60¢ ar. n.X., Herakleion.

Swiny S., Hohlfelder R., Wylde Swiny H. (eds.), 1997: Res Mariti-
mae, Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean From Pre-
history to Late Antiquity, Proceedings of the Second Inter-
national Symposium “Cities on the Sea,” Nicosia, Cyprus,



The Cargo of Pottery from the Point Iria Wreck: Character and Implications

October 18-22, 1994, CAARI Monograph Series, Vol. 1,
Scholars Press, Atlanta, Georgia.

Treister M.Y., 1993: “Notes on International Trade in the 6th-4th
Century B.C.,” in Guldager P., Nielsen L., Nielsen M.
(eds.), Aspects of Hellenism in Italy, Acta Hyperborea 5,
University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen.

Tsirivakos E., 1969 : “Muknvaikd eig Miotpov Evpolag,” A4A4, Vol.
II, 30-31.

Vagnetti L., 1991: “Le Ceramiche Egeo-Micenee,” in Bernabd Brea
L., and Cavalier M., Meligunis Lipara, Vol.VI, Filicudt,
Insediamenti dell’ Ete del Bronzo, Palermo, 263-305.

Vichos Y., Lolos Y., 1997: “The Cypro-Mycenaean Wreck at Point
Iria in the Argolic Gulf: First Thoughts on the Origin
and the Nature of the Vessel,” in Swiny S., Hohlfelder
R., Wylde Swiny H. 1997, 321-337.

53



Yannos Lolos

Fig. 2. Pomt Iria wreck. Cypriot jug A 20. Fig. 3. Point Iria wreck. Cypriot juglet A 97.
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Fig. 4. Poini Iria wreck. Group of Crelan stirrup jars.

Fig. 5. Point Iria wreck. Large two-handled jars of Helladic/Mycenaean type. ‘
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Fig. 7a-b. Point Iria wreck. Mycenaean spouted deep bowl krater A 36.
96



The Cargo of Pottery from the Point Iria Wreck: Character and Implications

Fig. 8. Tiryns. Mycenaean spouted deep bowl kraler
(line drawing, from a photograph in Kilian 1988, 108, fig. 8).

Fig. 9. Poit Iria wreck

Fig. 10. Pomt Iria wreck. Rim and wall fragment of Mycenaean deep bowl A 100 (Pres. H. 6.2 ¢cm.).
ol



Yannos Lolos

Fig. 11. Palace of Nestor, Pylos. Banded two-handled

Jar (H. 38.4 ¢cm.). After Blegen and Rawson 1966,
Jig. 374: top right.

Fig. 13. Palace of Nestor, Pylos. Plain two-handled
Jar (H. 88.3 ¢m.). After Blegen and Rawson 1966,
fig. 384: no. 601.
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Fig. 12. Palace of Nestor, Pylos. Plain two-handled
Jar (H. 76 cm.). Afler Blegen and Rawson 1966,
fig. 384: mo. 611.

Fig. 14. Palace of Nestor, Pylos. Coarse ware stirrup
Jar (H. 43.8 ¢cm.). After Blegen and Rawson 1966,
fig. 390: mo. 402.



Petrographic Analysis of Ceramics
from the Shipwreck at Point Iria

by Peter M. Day

INTRODUCTION

s a contribution to the colourful picture of seafaring and

exchange presented by the Point Iria shipwreck, this

paper has a rather straightforward aim: to present in
summary some petrographic analyses of ceramics from the excava-
tion. These will be compared with the petrography of pottery from
contemporary sites in the Aegean, Cyprus and Italy, including those
from the shipwrecks of Uluburun and Cape Gelidonya.

Recent work has revealed a broad distribution of pottery through-
out the eastern and central Mediterranean during the Late Bronze
Age, testifying to extensive maritime exchange (Jones and Vagnetti
1991; Knapp and Cherry 1994). Chemical and mineralogical analy-
ses of such ceramics have played an important role in this emerging
picture, supplementing detailed stylistic study with further evidence
of grouping and, in some cases, an indication of origin. The new
opportunity to examine the provenance of a range of pottery from
individual shipwrecks has important implications for understand-
ing the nature and directionality of exchange in the Late Bronze
Age, as it enables the investigation of the composition of ships’ car-
goes in transit and not just the final depositional context of the
ceramic vessel.

This paper will present a selection of analyses from the Iria ship-
wreck, concentrating on transport vessels, especially coarseware stir-
rup jars. It is transport vessels which often have comprised the focus
of analytical interest, not least because they are the containers of
perhaps more perishable products which may not be preserved in
the archaeological record (Knapp 1991; Rutter this volume). As a
result, there is an increasing amount of comparative analytical data
for such vessels from around the Mediterranean, which will be
drawn on here.
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The occurrence of the same ceramic vessels at a number of impor-
tant coastal sites around the Mediterranean at this time is striking
evidence for the strength, and perhaps frequency, of contacts
between widely separated regions. Of course it is in the LBIIIA:2 to
HIB periods (in Aegean terms) that there is the evidence of ship-
wrecks to emphasise such an intense exchange around the
Mediterranean, but the presence of common items of material cul-
ture in coastal sites is also evident from much earlier in the Bronze
Age, even without direct evidence for their means of transport.

SAMPLING AND PETROGRAPHIC ANALYSIS

The ceramics preserved in the Point Iria wreck have been studied
n stylistic terms by Yannos Lolos in preliminary reports (Lolos
1991; this volume). Their shape and decoration provide a rich body
of information, with many of their morphological and decorative
affinities being used to indicate their ‘cultural’ links, and to suggest
their likely origin. Analytical work can add to this by relating some
of the ceramics to well established groups in the Mediterranean and
by suggesting their possible areas of production.

The analyses related here involve the examination of ceramic thin
sections under the polarising microscope. This technique provides
mineralogical and textural information which, in the first instance,
may give a strong indication of similarity or dissimilarity of samples
to each other. Beyond grouping, such analyses also give evidence of
technological practice, especially the types of raw materials used in
a ceramic vessel’s manufacture, and in some cases may lead to con-
clusions regarding pottery provenance (Whitbread 1995).

Abroad range of pottery from the Point Iria wreck was sampled for
petrographic analysis and an account of this work, including
full petrographic descriptions and photomicrographic illustra-
tions, forms part of the final publication of the wreck. In the case of
some pottery from the shipwreck, notably large bowls and jugs, a
dearth of analysed comparative material, combined with a lack of
diagnostic mineralogy, precludes confident provenance ascription
from petrographic analysis alone. However, in the case of other ves-
sels, the analysis provides more concrete evidence and the pottery
discussed here can be linked confidenty with samples analysed
from other locations and/or with distinctive geology from certain
areas.
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SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Of the range of pottery sampled from the wreck at Point Iria, four
groups are presented here: the pithoi; the pithoid amphorae;
a cooking vessel and finally the transport stirrup jars.

Pithoi with ovoid body and cylindrical neck

These comprise large pithoi, usually with an ovoid body, cylindrical
neck and relief bands of decoration. Examples have been sampled
for analysis by the author from Nuraghe Antigori in Sardinia
(Ferrarese Ceruti et al. 1987, 17-19, Fig. 2.5), Kommos in southern
Crete (Watrous 1992, Cat. No. 846), the Uluburun shipwreck (KW
251: Bass 1986, 274), the Cape Gelidonya shipwreck and Kalavas-
sos, Cyprus. These join the great number of other examples from
Cyprus (for references see Lolos 1991, 19-22; Astrom this volume),
Ugarit (Schaeffer 1949) and even Cannatello, near Agrigento in
Sicily (Deorsola 1996, Pl. VI:a), although these have not been
analysed.

Of the pithoi of this type found on the Iria wreck, three are homo-
geneous in terms of the texture and mineralogy of their fabric
(Vessels A4, A5, A7). Another pithos is slightly different in its petro-
graphic composition, but nevertheless very closely related to this
main group. A4, Ab and A7 have a characteristic fabric, with com-
mon, rounded grains of volcanic rock, including altered basalts and

§
3

other igneous rock fragments rich in plagioclase feldspar and alka-
li fieldspar. There are frequent calcareous microfossils, including
foraminifera and ostracods, some radiolarian chert and red/orange
grains which may be chlorite pseudomorphs and serpentine altered
by the firing process. The clay matrix itself attests to the mixing of
different, clay-rich raw materials prior to tempering with sand.

The other sample of this class of vessel (Ab8) is similar, in that it
comprises a calcareous base clay with frequent, small, rounded sand
inclusions. The inclusions are dominated by mudstones, siltstones,
quartz and fossiliferous limestone, but it is strongly linked to the
main group by the presence of the same altered basalt and ?ser-
pentine and chlorite pseudomorphs.

A number of observations can be made regarding these pithoi. We
may suggest that the group of three share a location of production.
Though there are slight differences between the main group and
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AbB8, their mineralogy and their general technology of paste recipe
would suggest that they are closely linked in terms of provenance.
These fabrics seem to have their origin in an area with calcareous
marls, cherts and basic igneous rocks. The geological provenance of
all these pithoi seems clear, most likely being linked to ophiolitic
rocks, but their geographical provenance is harder to pin down
without further archaeological comparative material, as there are
several ophiolitic massifs within our area of interest (Whitechurch et
al. 1984).

The pithoi from Point Iria are similar in composition to the exam-
ples from Nuraghe Antigori in Sardinia and Kommos in southern
Crete (Jones and Day 1987, 262). The latter have frequent pyrox-
enes, but are taken to come from a similar geological environment
to the Point Iria examples and have the same technology of clay
mixing. The chert, basic igneous rocks and ?serpentine suggest a
possible compatibility with the geology of the Troodos Massif of
Cyprus. Analysis of comparative thin sections of storage jars from
Agios Dimitrios, Kalavassos and Maroni, submitted for analysis by
Professor Karageorghis, suggests that the marl formations around
the foothills of the Troodos comprise the likely origin of at least
some of these types of jars. In addition, the Point Iria examples may
bear comparison with Jones and Vaughan’s Group III in their
examination of Canaanite jar fabrics, which are taken to be Cypriot
products (1988, 390), although these have not been examined in
thin section by the author.

Similar recipes of fine, well sorted, sand tempered calcareous clay
bodies have been observed in Canaanite jar fabrics imported to
Kommos (work in progress with ].B. Rutter) and we have much to
learn from current work by Y. Goren, M. Serpico, M. Sugarman
and others, on Late Bronze Age Eastern Mediterranean fabrics.
Such studies will further bolster our comparative fabrics to aid
future study.

It is clear that these large jars are closely related in source and most
likely originate in the south-central area of Cyprus. Their presence
in the shipwrecks of Point Iria, Uluburun, and Cape Gelidonya,
and also at Kommos in Crete and Nuraghe Antigori in Sardinia —to
name only the locations from which samples have been analysed-
underlines their role as maritime containers and possibly also as
prized products in themselves. Pithos KW 251 on the Uluburun
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wreck contained large quantities of Cypriot pottery and a number
of tin ingots (Bass 1986, 274). The widespread distribution of stor-
age jars by sea has been remarked upon in archacological contexts
during the Middle and Late Bronze Age in Crete, with pithot man-
ufactured in the Gournia region occurring in great numbers at
coastal settlements around the Siteia peninsula (Day 1997). In addi-
tion, the historical record provides us with another, excellent
example in the form of the Koroneika jars from Messenia in the
Peloponnese. These had a very wide distribution throughout the
ports of the Eastern Mediterranean during the mid-late nineteenth
and twentieth centuries AD and Blitzer’s compelling article (1990)
gives examples of the varied historical, social and economic factors
which lie behind such a striking distribution of coarse ceramic ves-
sels.

Pithoid Amphorae

Two pithoid amphorae were sampled from the Point Iria wreck
(A6/1 and A3) and analysed, initially without knowledge of their
typological affinities. These were selected from a total of three of the
two-handled jars on the wreck (see Lolos, this volume for parallels
and references). Their mineralogical composition reflects an origin
in a quite different geological environment to that of the ovoid
pithoi. Both vessels examined have a non-calcareous clay body and
the optical activity of their groundmass shows them to be low fired.
They are coarse, with inclusions which are predominantly from a
low to medium grade metamorphic environment.

Although deriving from the same sort of geological environment,
the pithoid amphorae are slightly different in fabric from each
other. Sample A3 is dominated by low grade metamorphic materi-
al: quartz-biotite-muscovite schist, phyllite and metamorphic
quartzite. Sample A6/1 has muscovite laths and large inclusions of
low to medium grade metamorphic rock fragments, including
quartz-feldspar-muscovite schist and quartz-garnet-muscovite
schist. It remains difficult to judge what such a small difference
might mean in provenance terms, although in this case, it is strong-
ly suspected that they have the same general origin.

Ceramic fabrics containing low grade metamorphic material are
quite common in Crete, having been identified in stirrup jar fabrics
from west Crete (Day 1995a), in some fabrics from central Crete
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(Wilson and Day in press) and in east Crete (Betancourt and Myer
1995; Day 1995b). However, the fabrics of these two pithoid
amphorae do not match the many comparative examples of phyl-
lite and schist-based fabrics analysed from Crete. They are, though,
compatible in geological terms with an origin in the low grade meta-
morphic rocks which occur in Attica and especially in the southern
Peloponnese. It is suggested that an origin in one of these two areas
is likely, although further analysis of comparative material might
better enable the detemination of provenance within the regions.

Cooking Vessel A23

This plain cooking vessel was found fragmented amongst the
main concentration of ceramic finds on the wreck and has now
been restored (Karageorghis et al. 1998, 34, no. 31). Petrographic
analysis shows it to have a very distinctive composition, with por-
phyritic volcanic rock fragments of intermediate composition,
probably andesite, along with zoned, fresh plagioclase teldspars. A
similar fabric was found in Late Bronze Age cooking pots from
Mycenae, Tiryns and Asine by John Riley and re-examination of
this material from Mycenae by the author shows it to be the same
as the example from the Point Iria wreck. Riley indicated that the
nearest possible source for this fabric was the island of Aegina in
the Saronic Gulf (Riley 1981b, 141). In fact, in geological terms,
another possible source of the non-plastics might be the Methana
peninsula, stretching out into the Saronic Gulf from the Argolid.
However, the fabric of A28 and its similar vessels has been
observed by the author in Middle Helladic pottery from Aegina
and is similar to that found in Hellenistic cooking pots originating
in Aegina and found at Thorikos in Attica (De Paepe 1979; Jones
1984, 726-27) and this island seems to be the source of the Point
Iria cooking vessel.

As A23 was the only example of this vessel type in the wreck, it has
been suggested that it might be for the use of the ship’s crew (Lolos
this volume). Nevertheless, it is clear that in the Late Bronze Age,
cooking vessels from the island of Aegina had a wide distribution
over the Argolid and surrounding areas, comprising a continuation
or a reprise of a striking, broad distribution of both matt painted
ware and red cooking pot fabrics from the island in the Middle
Helladic period.
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Transport Stirrup Jars

These first three categories of ceramic finds from the shipwreck
indicate a wide variety of provenances. The picture of a relatively
small number of pots from diverse origins is perhaps refined by the
next group of vessels to be considered, the transport stirrup jars
(TS]s).

The TSJs on the Iria shipwreck give the impression of a tight group
of containers (Karageorghis et al. 1998, fig. 14), and presumably
contents, and provide a contrast to the typologically diverse TS]Js on
the Uluburun shipwreck. There are eight TS]s from Point Iria, only
one of which has painted decoration, in the form of a spiral on the
disk of the false neck and two bands around the upper body
(Karageorghis et al. 1998, fig. 14). Both their shape and their fabric
is familiar from vessels of this type found on Crete, mainland Greece
and elsewhere.

Transport stirrup jars have formed a focus of interest over the rela-
tions between the Mycenaean mainland and Crete during the
LM/LH IIIA-B periods, being used to illuminate aspects of power,
trade, administration and chronology. Much of their importance
lies in the painted Linear B inscriptions which are found on a num-
ber of TSJs, some of which relate toponyms which are familar from
Linear B tablets. That these jars have now been found over most of
the eastern and central Mediterranean has only added to the inter-
est in their origins. They have also become something of a cause
célebre of the application of physico-chemical analysis of ceramics in
the Aegean area, as work has proceeded over a number of major
projects (for reviews see Day and Haskell 1995; Jones 1984, 477-
493).

Chemical analysis established that west Crete, probably the area of
Chania, was a major source of these jars (Catling et al. 1980). The
same work also suggested that TS]s were manufactured in central
Crete, as well as in mainland centres such as Mycenae and Thebes.
More recent petrographic analysis of TS]s has further refined this
work. Building upon the foundation laid by John Riley (1981a) thin
section work has been carried out on jars found at Azokeramos,
Cannatello, Chania, Dhenia, Enkomi, Gla, Hala Sultan Tekke,
Knossos, Kommos, Malia, Mameloukas Cave, Mycenae, Palaikastro
and Thebes.
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The picture that emerges from these analyses is one of a restricted
number of production centres whose products have wide distribu-
tion throughout the Aegean, eastern and central Mediterranean.
West Cretan fabrics are found, in general, to be homogeneous in
their composition wherever they are found, a result which shows
good agreement with chemical analyses. However, the major step
forward has been the discovery that many of the TSJs found in cen-
tres such as Mycenae and Thebes have their origin in central Crete
and not in local workshops (Day and Haskell 1995; Day 1995a). The
true transport stirrup jar, therefore, seems to be a product of Crete,
even when large groups of similar vessels are found together on the
mainland, as was the case in the House of the Oil Merchant at
Mycenae (Day 1995a). The TS]Js found at Mycenae include both
west Cretan and central Cretan products, the latter including exam-
ples which are definitely the products of the Mesara plain in south
central Crete. With the discovery of the Iria shipwreck off the coast
of the Argolid, there emerges the possibility of linking these imports
in Mycenae, and other sites in the Argolid, with their means of
transportation.

In thin section, the composition of the Iria TSJs reflects the slight
typological differences noted above: in other words A86/1 stands
apart from a homogeneous main group. The main group of
'T'S]s from the Iria wreck are characterised by a microfossilifer-
ous marl groundmass with medium to large rounded sand inclu-
sions. The latter comprise quartz/biotite schist, some phyllite, silt-
stones (some tuffaceous) and fine to medium grained volcanic
rocks, mainly highly altered basalts, grading into dolerites. This
fabric is distinctive and has been observed in transport stirrup
Jars from the Uluburun wreck and from Mycenae.

The single jar A86/1 is very closely related to this fabric, with its well-
rounded sand grains in a marl matrix. In fact virtually the only dif-
ference between this and the main group at Point Iria is that it does
not contain microfossils in the clay matrix. Besides this the inclu-
sions, which best indicate the provenance of the vessels, are the
same as the main group. The fabric is the same as that found in
some TSJs from Kommos in southern Crete, to others from
Mycenae and to a TSJ from the site of Cannatello, near
Agrigento in Sicily (Day et al. n.d.; De Miro 1996, 1005:124, plate
1:43 and 124). All these vessels appear to share the same place of
manufacture.
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The latter belong to a range of four related TSJ fabrics, including a
group known to be from the Mesara plain in southern Crete, found
in large numbers at Kommos and which is also present at Mycenae,
Cannatello, Enkomi and on the Uluburun wreck. This fabric shows
a combination of rounded sand grains of biotite schist and red,
altered basaltic rocks and appears close to that fabric previously
described as diagnostic of the western Mesara, Crete (“submarine
basalt,” Myer and Betancourt 1990, Plate A) and found frequently
in pottery of the Kommos and Phaistos region from the Early
Bronze Age onwards (Shaw et al. 1997; in press).

Another central Cretan fabric related to these, which has a consis-
tent composition, is the “chert and serpentine fabric,” found in ana-
Iytical work at Knossos, Malia, Kommos, Thebes, and Enkomi. This
fabric also occurs in two TSJs from the Uluburun wreck and seems
to have its origin in central Crete (Day and Jones 1991; Day and
Haskell 1995, 93-94).

In short, the fabrics of TSJs on the Point Iria shipwreck are so sim-
ilar that they are taken to share the same provenance and to com-
prise a consistent shipment of vessels. Their fabric is known not only
on the nearby mainland, but also in Crete, on the Uluburun ship-
wreck and in a variety of sites around the eastern and central
Mediterranean. They were produced in central Crete and have
strong parallels with fabrics which are familar in south central Crete.

TSJs found to be compatible with a central Cretan composition
have often been linked with the palace centre of Knossos, but recent
work has challenged this. Several TS] fabrics quite clearly have their
origin in the south-central part of the island and it is intriguing to
note the similarity in petrography between some TS]Js excavated at
Knossos and the products of the (earlier) Kommos kiln (Shaw et al.
in press). Indeed it has been argued recently that the first coarse-
ware stirrup jars have their origins stylistically in the Mesara
(Cucuzza 1997), while it is certain that a substantial number of TSJs
sampled from the Mesara have their origin in that area and not in
north central Crete (Haskell et al. forthcoming). Such a conclusion
fits well with the Linear B toponym evidence which links most of the
vessels which are not west Cretan with the Mesara plain area (the
“Inner Group” of Palaima 1984).
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COMMENT
The Transport Stirrup Jars on the Point Iria Wreck and Uluburun

The TSJs on the Iria wreck seem to share an origin in central Crete,
with all but one forming a homogeneous group. Setting aside for a
moment the other vessel types considered above, the nature of the
Iria TS] fabrics, viewed together with the imported groups of TS]s
in the House of the Oil Merchant at Mycenae, might suggest ship-
ments involved in directional exchange. In this case a specific cargo
might be taken on board intended for a centre such as Mycenae,
Tiryns or Asine. This indeed may be the case for the TS]s in the ship
which foundered off Point Iria. However, if we turn to another
shipwreck, that of Uluburun, the same vessel types testify to a rather
different story.

Of the ten TSJs sampled from the Uluburun wreck, three are of
the well known west Cretan fabric which has been identified in
many locations. Another vessel is of a chert-rich fabric whose only
parallel is in one jar from Mycenae, whilst perhaps the most inter-
esting find from analysis was a fabric which contains fresh, inter-
mediate volcanic rocks, most likely not of Aegean origin. The six
remaining samples are in three different fabrics from central Crete,
similar to those found at Knossos, Kommos, Malia, Thebes,
Mycenae, Enkomi, Cannatello and the Point Iria wreck. Indeed
one of these central Cretan vessels on the Uluburun wreck (KW
1198) 1s of the same fabric as the majority of the central Cretan jars
analysed from the House of the Oil Merchant at Mycenae (Day
1995a), a fact which agrees with the typological parallels between
them (Bass et al. 1989, 11).

So, in contrast to the Point Iria ship, that which foundered off
Uluburun contained TS]s which had their ultimate origin in a vari-
ety of different production locations, at least one of which does not
seem even to be Aegean. A non-Aegean origin is certainly suggest-
ed by the shape of two TS]Js from the wreck. Furthermore four of
the TSJs, both Aegean and non-Aegean types, have signs incised
after firing on their handles, directly adjacent to the disk capping
the false neck (such as KW 1977 in Hirschfeld 1990, p- 195). These
signs in Cypro-Minoan script are made on vessels which have dif-
ferent origins and thus it is clear that they indicate the re-use of
these transport vessels, possibly in Cyprus. It seems that new con-
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tents were put in the TSJs and they were then sent out as a newly-
composed shipment.

Shipments, stirrup jars and central Crete in LMIIIB

Whether the TS]Js from Iria were a group picked up en route, like
others in the range of pottery found on board, or whether they
comprise a shipment sent from one location to another, the simi-
larity of these vessels with those familiar from the western Mesara
port of Kommos and other sites on Crete is striking. This turns our
attention to the undoubted importance of south-central Crete in the
movement of ceramic containers and their contents which were
transported around the Mediterranean. Palaima (1984) has point-
ed to two geographical concentrations reflected in the Linear B
toponyms inscribed on TSJs. One group matches known place-
names in the Chania area, whilst the Inner Group reflects place
names which are known or suspected to be associated with the
south-central part of the island. It is assumed that the TSJs con-
tained liquid agricultural produce such as olive oil, or some “value-
added” product based on oil. Linear B texts suggest that the Mesara
plain comprised a major agricultural area which seems likely from
its natural topography and fertility. Therefore it might be expected
that it exported agricultural produce and derivatives, specifically
from the port of Kommos.

The range of foreign imports found at Kommos testify to its impor-
tant role in maritime trade (Watrous 1992, 149-183; Knapp and
Cherry 1994, 138-141). The occurrence of Cypriot-style ovoid
pithoi and TSJs in the same fabrics at Kommos and Nuraghe
Antigori in Sardinia is balanced by the presence of Sardinian
imports to Kommos in LMITIA:2-B levels (Watrous et al. 1998).
The presence of Cypriot pithoi and central Cretan TS]s on both the
Iria and Uluburun wrecks gives us an idea of these repeated sets of
goods which were travelling around the Mediterranean at this time.

However, Kommos may not be alone in such a role. Although it s
of interest to point to the importance in maritime exchange of the
Mesara and Kommos at this time, we might suggest that further
excavations of, for example, the LMIII levels at Poros Katsambas
would show how important that port was in this regular movement
of commodities throughout the Aegean and beyond, as it was in the
Early and Middle Minoan periods (Dimopoulou 1987).
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Material culture sels and interaction in the East and Central
Mediterranean

I'rom the analyses, we can see that the Point Iria ship was carrying
pottery from a variety of locations, including Cyprus, Aegina,
central Crete and the Mycenaean mainland. In having ceramics
from these varied sources, it is similar not only to the shipwreck of
Uluburun, but also to several key coastal towns around the eastern
and central Mediterranean at the end of the 13th century BC. Such
varied cargoes might tend to favour ‘tramping’ as a mechanism in
maritime exchange, but it seems likely that such activities were mul-
tifaceted and that the variety of exchange patterns outlined by
Knapp and Cherry (1994, 123-155) may all have been present in
some form.

It is clear that the ovoid pithoi may have been present on most of
these trading vessels during this period of the Late Bronze Age, per-
haps as ship’s containers. But the contrast in the TS] cargoes of the
wrecks at Point Iria and Uluburun serves to remind us that the
same sort of vessel may indicate different forms of commodity
movement in different cases.

As more ceramics are published from these sites, we are increasing-
ly aware of the repeated occurrence of the same vessel types
throughout the eastern and central Mediterranean. When, for
example, TS]Js found in Cannatello and the Iria wreck are found by
petrographic analysis to have been manufactured in the same loca-
tion, the questions concerning production, exchange and con-
sumption of these commodities becomes all the more detailed.

Even if we trace the origins of the ceramics both at the coastal sites
and on the wrecked vessels that once carried them, there remains a
major question. Regardless of the origin of the vessels, reflected in
the labels that we ascribe to them — ‘Mycenaean’, ‘Minoan’,
‘Cypriot’ — we are faced with a material culture shared not only by
the crew of the vessels that travelled across the Mediterranean Sea,
but also by a number of harbours which formed their ports of call.
This shared pottery may represent only a part of the range of mate-
rial culture at any one of these coastal sites, but it is a sharing which
indicates not only a passive reception of such goods, but an involve-
ment and an input into negotiations and transactions, both social
and economic, which formed part of the regular contact between
widely dispersed geographical areas.
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Yet many settlements inland from these harbour sites seem to have
fewer examples of these vessel types (for example Canaanite jars), a
pattern not unlike that seen in the Early Bronze Aegean of
Renfrew’s ‘International Spirit’ or even by certain aspects of Middle
Helladic ceramic distribution. Such contrasts in the material culture
of proximate sites on the coast and inland require us to investigate
both the basis for choices and the patterns of consumption, but also
empbhasise the importance of understanding further the nature of
maritime contact in societies around the eastern and central
Mediterranean at this time.
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The Point Iria Wreck: The Nautical Dimension

by Yanwis Vichos

THE EVIDENCE

Point Iria is on the northeast coast of the Gulf of Argolid at the end
of a long stretch of coast starting from the acropolis of Asine in the
west (Fig.1). The shoreline is sandy, with fields, behind which there
are mountain ranges. The nearest Late Bronze Age sites are at
Kandia and on a hill in the modern village of Iria (Lolos 1995, 11,
14, figs. 6-7).

Further east is the site of Mases, which is mentioned in the Iliad in
the Catalogue of the Mycenaean cities that sent ships to take part in
the Trojan War.

The Iria wreck lies some 15 metres from the rocky shore and
roughly 100 metres before the tip of the headland. It is a place
where strong northern and western winds are frequent. Together
with the powerful easterly sea currents they create dangerous con-
ditions for ships. The air masses rushing down the valley between
the two mountain masses are deflected by the small mountainous
island of Ipsili opposite the headland. At times during the summer
months a turbulent wind (the pounentis) blows, and the sea
becomes very rough. Some such swirl of winds and currents must
have caught the Iria ship as it tried to weather the headland, prob-
ably sailing on an easterly course.

The ship was carrying a mixed cargo of pottery consisting of large
transport vessels and some smaller utility wares (see photograph in
p. 2 in this volume). There are two classes of transport vessels: those
that were probably traded together with their contents (the 8 stir-
rup jars), and those containing products that were to be traded (the
5 pithoi).

The 3 pithoid jars could have belonged to either class (see Fig. 1,
p. 54 in this volume).
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The utility pots also fall into two classes: those that were themselves
for exchange (the 2 deep bowls and the deep bowl krater) and those
that probably belonged to members of the crew (e.g. the jugs and
the cooking pots). The juglet could have belonged to either (see Fig.
3, p- 54 in this volume).

Combining these classes of pottery from the cargo with the prove-
nance of the objects, one can suggest various scenarios for the
provenance and route of the ship and the nationality of the crew
members.

A small stone anchor (Fig. 2) was found at a depth of 13 metres just
above the main pottery concentration (Vichos 1996, 15-17). It
weighs some 25 kgs and is made from sandstone (most probably
from a river). It is of the “composite type”, in Frost’s typology, with
three holes of a maximum diameter of 2.3 cm: one on top for the
rope and two at its base for the wooden arms. The biconical holes
were probably made with a wooden drill.

Its position a little higher up than the main body of the cargo
(see A29 at the top of Fig. 7, p. 40 in this volume), despite its rela-
tively small weight, is a possible indication that it belonged to the
Iria ship, but it cannot be dated with certainty by its type and shape
since this type was in use from the Bronze Age to the Middle Ages.

We found different sized stones and river stones that may have
formed part of the ship’s ballast. Of the 6 stones we recovered as
samples, 5 must have been ballast (Fig. 3). Three of them, in fact,
were found close to the stone anchor just above the main pottery
concentration (see A30, A31, A40 in Fig. 3, p. 36-37 in this vol-
ume). From a preliminary examination, they appear to be of
igneous rock, which does not exist in the area, and are probably
reused stone artifacts (querns and rubbers). They could therefore
very possibly have belonged to the ballast of the Iria ship. In the
wider area around the cargo there are hundreds of scattered stones
of various sizes, many of which may also have belonged to the ship’s
ballast. The others have fallen from the limestone cliffs of the head-
land. But since they were all covered with marine growths we could
not tell which were limestone and which were volcanic.

The few small pieces of wood recovered may have come from the
ship, but the hull itself has not survived. There is a semicircular hole
in the largest fragment, possibly made for a wooden peg
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Its diameter is 6 mm, which corresponds to the diameter of some
holes for wooden pegs found in the Cape Gelidonya wreck (Figs. 4,
5 also Bass 1967, 48, figs. 46, 51 (wd2).

Three organic fragments are of interest; when they were found
buried in the sand they had a cylindrical form, but they lost their
shape when brought to the surface (Fig. 6). They were probably
pieces of rope like those found in the Cape Gelidonya wreck (du
Plat Taylor 1967, 160-62, BM 5, 6, 7, Haldane 1991, 11; Sibella
1993, 86-87). The small size and bad preservation of the few organ-
ic samples from the wreck made reliable archacometric analyses
uncertain.

The complete absence of metal objects, in spite of careful excavation
and a search of the whole wreck area with a metal detector, still
remains an enigma.

THE LAST VOYAGE

If we cannot be certain of the final destination of the Point Iria ship,
the starting point of its voyage must surely have been one of the sites
on the south or west coast of Cyprus. This seems to be indicated by
the comparatively large amount of Cypriot pottery it was carrying. It
is equally probable that one of its subsequent ports of call was in Crete.

Although it might appear at first sight that the shortest passage from
Cyprus to Crete would have been the direct one, it is more likely
that the ship at first sailed in a northwesterly direction along the
south coast of Turkey and then headed southwest, passing between
Rhodes and Karpathos (Fig. 7). The prevailing currents and winds
in the eastern Mediterranean, combined with the seagoing capabil-
ities of the ships at that time, made such a route almost a necessity.
On its arrival in Crete (at Knossos on the central north coast or at
Kommos on the central south coast) it would have loaded the other
large part of its cargo, the eight stirrup jars, which were probably
full of olive oil.

It is harder to determine the last part of the voyage. The most like-
ly scenario is that after waiting for a favourable wind to make the
northerly crossing to the Greek mainland, it set a course for
Kythera, rounded Cape Malea and sailed up the southeast coast of
the Peloponnese before traversing the Gulf of Argos, where it
foundered off Point Iria (Fig. 8).

79



Yannis Vichos

80

The possibility that it may have sailed directly from Crete or via the
Cyclades to the Gulf of Argos can be ruled out, because of the long
distance of these routes across the open sea and because of the
northerly winds that made such a route very difficult. The absence
of any Cycladic pottery in the cargo further supports the theory of
a direct sailing from Crete to the southeast Peloponnese, following
a route which was usual all through antiquity.

During the last leg of the voyage it may have put in at some of the
many Mycenaean harbours along the way in order to unload part
ofits cargo and take on some of the Mycenaean wares which formed
the third large section of its cargo at the time it went down. Such a
voyage by a seagoing vessel engaged in international commerce and
at the same time serving the needs of a local trading network
accords with the facts as we know them at this period.

The above is the most probable scenario for the final voyage of the
Iria ship, but not the only one. Others could be suggested, one
being that the Cypriot and Cretan pottery was not taken on board
at their places of origin, but was transshipped at sites in Argolis as
part of the local commercial trade. Also, when the ship was abreast
of modern Leonidio or Astros, it might have set a course for Spetses
and then proceeded along the northeast coast of the Peloponnese
(Fig. 8). In this case, it could have first put in at Mases and then, con-
tinuing on its voyage to Asine and Tiryns, have foundered as soon
as it had rounded Point Iria sailing from east to west.

In any case the finds recovered from the Point Iria wreck did not
necessarily constitute the whole of the cargo carried by the ship on
its last voyage. The different goods in the cargo might have changed
in every harbour where it called, new ones being added and others
being exchanged. This would partly explain the lack of artifacts one
would expect to find in the wreck of a ship at this period sailing out
of Cyprus, such as copper ingots, tin and other raw materials, as well
as probable objects of Syro-Palestinian origin, of the sort that have
been found on numbers of Mycenaean sites in Argolis: Mycenae,
Argos, Tyrins and Asine, (see Lolos in this volume) and at Kommos
in Crete (Pulak 1997, 251; Rutter in this volume) as well as in the
two other known contemporary wrecks (Cape Gelidonya, Bass
1967; 1988; 1989; and Uluburun, Bass 1987, 1997; Pulak, 1997).
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POSSIBLE CAUSES OF THE SHIPWRECK

The Iria ship must have been wrecked by a sudden onset of bad
weather which drove it onto the rocky shore before it was able to
weather Point Iria (Fig. 1). This may be deduced from the fact that
the wreck lies some 15 metres from the shore and that the cargo was
scattered about at random. Our own personal experience during
the four months we worked on the wreck, in the course of which we
experienced heavy seas and high winds that twice snapped the
cables holding our floating platform, as well as the information sup-
plied by local fishermen, confirmed that the locality of the wreck is
a dangerous hazard for shipping, especially for vessels approaching
from the west. The force with which the ship struck the rocks as it
was driven by the west wind is perhaps indicated by the position of
the deep bowl krater some 50 metres to the south of the main con-
centration of the cargo (see A36 in Fig. 3, p. 36-37 in this volume).
The deep bowl krater, an open, relatively light vase, must have been
carried some distance away before it slowly filled and sank to the
bottom.

The crew and captain may have drowned or survived, if they were
able to swim the few metres to the rocky shore. In the latter event,
they might also have been able to rescue some of the more valuable
objects they had with them, such as seal stones, jewelry, amulets,
daggers, etc. This would explain the absence of such finds in the
wreck.

TYPE OF SHIP

The two basic types of vessel that predominated throughout antig-
uity, and which were the product of function and sailing methods,
had already appeared by this period. These were the long warship
and the round-hulled merchantman (Fig. 9). A long fighting ship is
depicted above and a round merchant ship below. The round ship
has two turrets, one forward and one aft, and a curving hull. The
rig is not shown. It has far fewer frames than the long ship, perhaps
because the planking is stronger and the construction generally
stouter. The Iria ship undoubtedly belonged to the latter class. As
regards the particular morphological features of the merchantmen,
the existing evidence, chiefly iconographic, shows that although
there were different types, the principal type and its variations had
a symmetrical hull.

81



Yannis Vichos

82

Iconographical evidence

Please let me remind you of some known iconographical examples
of Mycenaean ships:

A clay ship model from a tomb at Mycenae, ca. 1300 BC. (Fig. 10).
National Archaeological Museum, Athens. It is symmetrical with a
raised prow and stern. It had two benches or frames, and because
of its crescentic shape may belong to the Minoan tradition.

A clay ship model from Asine, 12th century BC (Fig. 11). As
restored, it has a symmetrical shape. Three of the six or seven
frames are indicated by paint on the inside, and a small cavity at the
center of the hull may indicate the mast step. On the outside is the
gunwale, a wale and the keel.

A painted representation of a ship on a small stirrup-jar from
Skyros (Fig. 12), early 12th century BC. The hull is round and the
prow ends in a bird’s head. It has a central mast with a masthead
and fore- and backstays. There may have been bulwarks on the side.

A clay ship model from Argos (Fig. 13), LH IIIA 2-IIIB2. The ends
are more or less symmetrical. The prow is more pointed. Two
frames are shown on either side of the mast step. There is also part
of a structure for a steering-oar.

A painted representation showing two ships on a LH IIIB krater
from Enkomi in Cyprus (Fig. 14), 13th century BC. They are both
round ships seen from the side. Two levels can be distinguished: the
deck and the hold. The martial activity of the ship shows that at least
in the Eastern Mediterranean round ships could be used for mili-
tary purposes.

A clay ship model from the sea of Amathous (Fig. 15), LC 11 or CG
L It has a rounded hull with pointed ends, two cross-beams on both
bow and prow. The mast step is shown in the middle of the hull.

Archaeological evidence

According to the archaeological evidence of the Uluburun and
Gelidonya wrecks and ancient literary sources it appears that by the
end of the 14th c. BC the chief building method was by the shell-
first technique (Fitzgerald 1996, 8; Pulak 1997, 248-49), whose basic
features are known from later Greek and Roman wrecks. In this
method the planking of the vessel is first fitted together, joined by
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mortises and tenons secured with wooden pegs, and the frames and
other members of the skeleton were inserted afterwards. Although
the wooden hull of the Iria ship did not survive, one of the small
wood fragments recovered had a worked semicircular hole in it,
which would be consistent with a shell-first construction (Fig. 6).

The pottery recovered from the wreck, including the 5th pithos
(which was stolen), has a total weight of about 476 kilos (see photo
at p. 2 of this volume). Out of this, the Cypriot pots weigh 370 kilos,
the Cretan 38 kilos and the Helladic 68 kilos. The anchor and bal-
last stones weigh 67 kilos. This gives a total weight for all the finds
of about 543 kilos. The volume of the pottery was about 2.910 cubic
centimeters, which together with that of the other finds comes to
3.200 cubic centimeters. If to the weight of the pottery we add the
weight of their contents, if they were full of liquid, we have a total of
3 tons. This was the minimum weight of the cargo on board at the
time the ship went down. If then we add the weight of the all the
ballast, the crew members, the mast, sail and oars and other equip-
ment, we have a ship that must have been at least 7 metres long.
Since, however, it would have been difficult for a 7 metre ship to
have made the voyage from Cyprus to Argolis', we must conclude
that either all the cargo has not been found (perhaps part of it was
stolen from the sea bed), or that at the time the ship sank it had
already unloaded part of its original cargo.

The little evidence we possess obliges us to resort to speculation and
to imagine a small vessel, no more than nine metres long (Fig. 16),
built by the shell-first method, and having a rudimentary keel and
sparsely spaced frames, if any at all (Pulak 1997, 248-249). It would
not have been decked over, but we cannot rule out the possibility
that the stem and stern were covered and that it may have had bul-
warks. It was probably propelled mainly by a square sail, with oars
being used only as auxiliaries. It would have been steered by one or
two steering oars mounted at the stern.
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THE PROVENANCE OF THE SHIP

The available evidence for the Iria wreck, as for the other known
LBA wrecks in the eastern Mediterranean, is insufficient to deter-
mine their “nationality” —if indeed the term is not anachronistic in
this context (Bass 1996, 75; 1997,168-70; Pulak 1997, 250-56). It
might have been built in one place with timber imported from
another and by shipwrights of different origin. The captain, the
crew and the merchant may all have had different origins. Although
Cypriot, Mycenaean and Creto-Mycenaean pottery in the cargo
point to different provenances, and the few utility wares (Cypriot
jugs and Mycenaean deep bowls and cooking pots) suggest a
Mycenaean or Cypriot origin for the ship and crew, we still cannot
know where it was actually built or whether the crew were
Mycenaean, Cypriot or both.

If we want to resort to speculation and try to imagine the ship’s
home port we can consider the following:

The case for a Cretan home port is perhaps the least probable. Why
would a ship have left Crete to transport olive oil to Mycenaean
Greece and have first gone to Cyprus? Unless of course the Cypriot

pithoi and jugs had been previously brought from Cyprus to Crete

by another ship.

A scenario with Crete as a stopping place on the way is more prob-
able: Crete would have been an intermediate port of call on the
Cyprus-Argolis route, less because its geographical position made it
necessary for seagoing vessels to take that route, than for reasons of
trade and barter, in view of the close relations between what was by
then Mycenaean Crete and Argolis, and because of the time-hon-
oured links between the Eastern Mediterranean (especially Cyprus
and the Near East) and Crete, which were very close in this period
(Pulak 1997, 251).

The case for a ship setting out from a Mycenaean harbour on the
Greek mainland and sailing to Cyprus, perhaps with a cargo of fine
painted Mycenaean pottery and oil, and then returning to Greece
via Crete, is much more probable. This would explain the presence
of the fine Mycenaean vases and the cooking pots, either as the
remains of a cargo that had not been all disposed of, or as pots
belonging to the crew. The cooking pots might have been used for
cooking during the voyage.
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It is equally likely that the ship was Cypriot. The relatively poor
cargo may be more understandable if we imagine a ship setting sail
from Cyprus, loaded, in addition to the pithoi, with some of the
organic products, either contained in the pithoi or separately, and
not traceable today, that we know from Linear B sources were
exported from Cyprus to mainland Greece at that time: these
included wool, cloth, spices, sesame, cumin, clothing, alum and pur-
ple dye (Palaima 1991, 276-84; Bass 1997). The pithoi could also
have contained fine Cypriot wares, like those found in the pithoi
from Uluburun, which could be unloaded at ports en route. The
juglet found in the Point Iria wreck may be the only one of these
wares that was not unloaded from the ship.

The ship would have had two destinations: first, Crete, where it may
have unloaded a part of its cargo, perhaps raw copper in the form
of ingots. There it took on a cargo of stirrup jars and possibly
pithoid jars which, along with the Cypriot pottery, it would try to
sell in some of the many Mycenaean harbours along the way on its
voyage to the Gulf of Argos. A Cypriot origin would also explain the
presence of the two jugs, which could have held drinking water for
the crew.

CONCLUSION

However that may be, the importance of the wreck lies in the
nature of its cargo and the fact that at the end of the 13th c. BC a
ship which foundered in Mycenaean Argolis was carrying a mixed
cargo of Cypriot, Cretan and Helladic origin. This now provides
concrete evidence of the existence and kind of the maritime trade
between Cyprus and Argolis at this period. Such trading transac-
tions must have been frequent and regular, since by its nature it 1s
unlikely that the cargo was a special shipment commissioned by
some central authority. It represented, rather, an ordinary every-
day kind of traffic.

The composition of the cargo of pottery is little different from that
found in the other two known wrecks which have been excavated
on the coast of Asia Minor. We could in fact say that the Iria ship
also fits into the pattern of a two way maritime trade between the
Fastern Mediterranean and the Aegean, regardless of the “nation-
ality” of the ships and crews. It is therefore not unreasonable to say
that the chief difference between it and the Uluburun wreck is that
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its voyage took place about a century later, just before the collapse
of the Late Bronze Age culture in the Aegean and the Eastern
Mediterranean, and that it was wrecked at a point in its voyage
when it had already unloaded a large part of its original cargo.

In this we were less fortunate than the excavators of the Uluburun
wreck, which would appear to have sunk at the beginning of its voy-
age instead of the end.

General Secretary
Hellenic Institute

of Marine Archaeology
4 Alex. Soutsou Str.,
Athens GR-10671
GREECE

NOTES

I The length of the contemporary ship wrecked at Cape Gelidonya, which also
appears to have been carrying a relatively small cargo, is estimated to have been
over 10 metres (see Bass 1996, 29). The length of the Uluburun ship was between
15 and 18 metres (see Fitzgerald 1996 and Pulak 1997, 248-249).
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Fig. 3. Ballast stones

‘rom the site.
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Fig. 5. Samples of wood from the Cape Gelidonya wreck.
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Fig. 6. Organic sample (probably rope)
from the Point Iria Wreck.

Fig. 7. Hypothetical route of the last voyage
of the Point Iria ship (map: T. Bellas).
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Fig. 8. Last part of the voyage with the two alternative scenarios (map: T. Bellas).
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Fig. 9. Rock carvings from Dramesi, Boeotia, ca. 1200 BC.
Schimatari Archaeological Museum
(from L. Basch, Le musée imaginaire de la marine antique, Athenes 1987).

95



Yannis Vichos

Fig. 10. Clay ship model from a tomb at Mycenae, ca. 1300 BC.
National Archaeological Musewm, Athens (from L. Basch 1987).

Fig. 11. Clay ship model from Asine, 12th century BC.
Nauplion Archaeological Museum (drawing: A. Mari).

Fig. 12. Painted representation of a ship on a small stirrup-jar from Skyros.
Skyros Archaeological Museum.
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Fig. 13. Clay ship model from Argos, LH IIIA 2-11IB 2.
Argos Archaeological Museum (from E. Palaiologou, Tropis I, Piraeus. 1985).

Fig. 14. Painted representation showing two ships on a LH IIIB kraler from Enkom, Cyjn us.
Medelhavsmuseel, Stockholm (from L. Basch 1987).

Fig. 15. Clay ship model from the sea of Amathous.
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Fig. 16. Hypothetical reconstruction of the Point Iria ship (drawing: Y. Nakas, 1998).
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by Adonas Kyrou

he sea, which clasped within its stormy embrace at Point

Iria the little merchantman sailing through the Gulf of

Argos 3,200 years ago, has jealously guarded the secret
of the wreck until our day. Now that scholars and scientists are
studying the finds brought up by the divers of the Hellenic Institute
of Marine Archaeology, this humble Late Helladic I1I trading ves-
sel has opened up new horizons in the study of this last phase of the
Mycenaean world and the condition of insecurity and turmoil pre-
vailing in the region of the Argosaronic Gulf at the beginning of the
12th c. BC (end of LH IIIB 2).

No actual remains of the ship have so far been found. The small
ship capsized some tens of metres from the precipitous northwest
side of the promontory in a sudden tumultuous sea whipped up by
the strong west or northwest wind so feared in the region, and
known to modern sailors as the ponente or maistro. Except for alarge
part of the cargo of utilitarian pots and pithoi for transporting agri-
cultural products, one or two stone anchors and some ballast stones,
it left no other indications that might reveal its identity and the cir-
cumstances surrounding its final voyage. We must therefore turn to
the historical and archaeological evidence about the region of the
wreck.

Point Iria, the Strouthous of antiquity (Pausanias 2. 36. 3-4), is a
nautical landmark for mariners sailing in the Gulf of Argos (Fig. 1).
In the days of the Mycenaean state it formed the boundary between
the territory of Asine and those of Hermione and Mases, and
marked the western coastal limit of the district of Didymia
(Papachatzis 1976, 283. Kyrou 1990, 19-23). The locality that inter-
ests us in the case of the Iria wreck is the wide bay stretching to the
east of the promontory and called Agrioi Limenes in antiquity —In
the plural in Greek, because a rocky ridge of hills at right angles to
the flat shore divides it into two parts, which are protected from
northerly and westerly winds at the west end by the islet of Ipsili
(Fig. 2).
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Agrioil Limenes, whose name means “wild havens”, and by exten-
sion a bleak place, precipitous and inaccessible by land (Liddell &
Scott 1901, 30), as indeed it is, was the only outlet to the Gulf of
Argos and the sea for the mountainous district of Didymia, which
was famous in antiquity for its large olive production and its dairy
products from the large herds of sheep and goats that browsed
there (Fig. 3). This area was also disputed in the late Hellenistic peri-
od (2nd c. BC) by both the Epidaurians and the Hermioneans
(Jameson el al. 1994, 596-599). Today Agrioi Limenes has the
names Megali and Mikri Vourlia, and it is interesting to recall that
it was from this bay, sheltered from the winds, that sections of the
British expeditionary force were evacuated in April 1941 after the
collapse of the battle front.

The purpose of these remarks is to show that the site of the wreck
off Point Iria was not simply a fortuitous point in the sea, where the
ship was driven and sunk by high winds and heavy seas, but result-
ed from the action of the heavy seas breaking against the cliffs of this
natural arm of land covering the entrance to a harbour which was
well known to sailors of the period, and which may well have been
the destination of a ship approaching from the northwest— pre-
sumably Asine or Nauplia. A Late Mycenaean fortified site on the
summit of the precipitous hill overlooking the shore of Vourlia
(Agrioi Limenes) dominates the narrow coastal strip, where other
Late Bronze Age remains are visible, chiefly around wells, now
dried up, or on mountain passes (Figs. 4, 5, 6).

The crew of the little merchantman would have been trying to fetch
this windless bay in the midst of the stormy sea. Serious damage to
the mast or steering oar, however, may have left the boat unma-
noeuvrable, and it got caught in the backwash of the waves and
overturned before it was able to weather the point to the safety of
the harbour.

That is the topographical background of the wreck. But what is the
historical basis for this nautical calamity? The date of the finds at the
end of Late Helladic IIIB brings us close to 1200 BC, the probable
time of the end of the Trojan War. It must also be remembered that
according to mythology and history the whole of the southeastern
end of the Argolid, from Nauplia and Asine to Hermione, Troezen
and Eiones (on the eastern edge of Troezen), known by the gener-
al name of Acte (Polybius 5. 91. 8. Pausanias 2.8.5), had been settled
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since the end of the 14th c. BC by rugged newcomers, chiefly farm-
ing and herding populations of Dryopes or Dolopes, who had
descended from the mountainous regions of NE Thessaly and
arrived as far as Aigina and Attica (Pausanias 4. 34. 9. Herodotus
VI1II, 43. Diodorus Siculus 437, 2. Kyrou 1990, 82-87). This
Dryopian state, at the soft underbelly of the Mycenaean Argolid,
quite naturally came into open conflict with the Mycenaean power
at a moment when the Mycenaeans were most vulnerable. This
must have been at a time when the political and military leadership
together with a large part of the army and priesthood were away at
the Trojan War. And indeed the archaeological record suggests that
a large earthquake, which overwhelmed Mycenae and other
Mycenaean centres in the Argolid towards the end of the 13th c.
(LH I1IB 2), followed shortly after the occurrence of some kind of
internal conflict that left clear indications—conflagrations and
destruction —in some of the principal buildings of Mycenae at the
end of LH IIIB 2 (around 1200 BC). This was then followed by a
period of reconstruction and a new flowering, at the beginning of
the 12th ¢. (Wace 1955, 187. French 1963, 50. Mylonas 1983, 247-
252. Takovidis 1986, 259).

This intertribal confrontation in the Mycenaean realm finds an echo
in the mythological cycle of the “Curse of the Atreides”, which is
connected with the atmosphere of internal warfare prevailing in the
Argosaronic region at the beginning of the 12th ¢. BC, resulted in
an exodus by many groups of Dryopes from the Argolid, Aigina and
Attica to the Cyclades and further afield as far as copper-bearing
Cyprus, with which the Dryopes of pre-Dorian descent maintained
close colonial and commercial ties.

During this period of intertribal strife in the waning Mycenacan
kingdom (very end of LH IIB 2), which came in the first two
decades of the 12th c. BC, the Dryopian towns in the NE Argolid, E
Laconia (Thyreatis) and Aigina, as well as those in Boeotia and
Attica, which had been isolated by the severing of their land com-
munications by the Mycenaeans, formed a joint defensive political
and commercial league in order to defend their sea links against the
threat of the powerful Mycenaean fleet from Crete, and also to
ensure the maintenance of supplies to the Dryopian coastal centres.
Later on, in the middle of the 7th c. BC (Strabo VIII 374), under
threat from Pheidon, the well-known tyrant of Argos, seven major
Dryopean towns, including Athens, Aigina, Epidaurus, Hermione,
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Nauplia, Brasiae (or Prasiae: modern Leonidio) and Minyan Or-
chomenos, formed the defensive Amphictiony of Calauria, with the
sanctuary of Poseidon at Calauria (modern Poros) as its religious
centre (Fig. 7).

This putative league —as a precursor to the subsequent amphic-
tiony —of the Dryopes of southern Greece in the late Mycenaean
period, during the troubled times prevailing at the beginning of the
12th c. BC (end of LH IIIB 2), looked chiefly towards the sea. It is
therefore reasonable to suppose, given the farming and herding
occupations of the Dryopes, that to handle its maritime needs it
attracted ships coming not only from the regions it controlled, but
also from more distant places which maintained ties with the war-
ring Dryopes of the Peloponnesian region as a whole. It should also
be noted that the decline of Mycenaean maritime power left the
Dryopian centres of the Argosaronic region a free field of action,
although the threat of the appearance of the Mycenaean fleet from
Crete made it necessary to establish defensive posts at points on the
coasts and islands along the routes followed by the ships serving the
main Dryopian harbours. Well-fortified harbour stations on the
islands and islets controlled the sea routes from the Gulf of Argos to
the Saronic Gulf and the Cyclades, for example the island of Dokos
(ancient Aperopia) and the islet of Modi or Liontari (Eiones?) off the
east coast of Poros, for vessels sailing to Aigina and Attica. And for
voyages across the open sea to the Cyclades there was Hydra
(ancient Hydrea), with its many springs. They testify to the defen-
sive cover of the sea routes and the safeguarding of supplies for the
ships of the Dryopian league during the troubled first decade of the
12th c. BC. By contrast, on the more southerly sailing route the islet
of Parapola or Velopoula (Fig. 8), on which remains have been
found of an important Early Bronze Age (Early Helladic II,
ca. 2300 BC) settlement with evidence of considerable copper-work-
ing activity — the copper probably came from the neighbouring islet
of Falkonera—does not seem to have played much of a role in the
Mycenaean shipping trade to the Cyclades and Crete, since no
remains of this period have been discovered there (Kyrou 1990, 75-

76).

In searching for conclusions it must be recognised that on present
evidence it cannot be said with any certainty that the Point Iria
wreck was a ship of Cypriot origin, beyond the fact that part of the
cargo recovered consists of pithoi and utilitarian pottery made in
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Cyprus. It is, however, sure that at this time the maritime contacts
of the Dryopes of southern Greece extended as far as Cyprus. In
this particular instance, leaving aside speculations about its origin, it
seems very probable that this small merchant ship, whose length
could not have exceeded 10 metres, was on a short voyage, coming
from one of the northwestern harbours in the Gulf of Argos, like
Nauplia and Asine, with the purpose of taking on a cargo of agri-
cultural products in Agrioi Limenes or nearby Mases.

The ship’s final destination is unknown, whether it would have
returned to the harbour it had sailed from, or whether it would
have continued on towards the Saronic Gulf or the Cyclades. In the
Jatter case, if it were making for Aigina and Attica, it would have
sailed through the Vouporthmos (modern Mouzaki) channel
between Hermione and Dokos (Fig. 9), probably putting in for sup-
plies at the fortified harbours of Myti Kommeni on Dokos (Fig. 10)
and the islet of Modi, where there are also the remains of a sizable
Late Helladic III settlement, possibly the Homeric town of Eiones
(Fig. 11). If, again, its destination was the Cyclades, the last stop for
taking on supplies on its way out of the Gulf of Argos would have
been Hydra. There are imposing remains of constructions for the
collection and discharge of spring water at either end of the island:
at Cape Zourva to the northeast on the rocky coast of Zoodochos
Piyi and at Cape Bisti on the flat coast of Ayios Nikolaos to the south-
west (Fig. 12). It was to the existence of these springs that this island
at the furthest edge of Agamemnon’s kingdom, which had passed
into the hands of the rebellious Dryopes, clearly owed its ancient
name of Hydrea. They, indeed, may also have been responsible for
the fortification of the Ayios Nikolaos coast adjacent to the water
supply system on the hill of Bisti, which was built in the manner
characteristic of Dryopean fortifications in the Argosaronic region
for the protection of the place against sea raids by the Mycenaeans.

As a final comment it must be said that it is premature, on the pre-
sent evidence of the Point Iria wreck, to speak of the identity of the
ship and the course of its final voyage. Further investigations to
locate the possible remains of the sunken vessel are necessary, using
modern technological equipment both to locate any possible metal
objects —which are so far completely absent—and to continue the
excavation down to a greater depth, since it is very probable that
this little ship was overturned by the strong wind and backwash of
the rebounding waves, without breaking up on the rocks. Had that
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happened, the cargo would have been smashed and piled up very
close to the northwest shore of the point. Only after the whole area
of the bottom in the vicinity of Point Iria has been fully explored
may we learn more about the wreck and about one of the last dra-
matic phases in the history of the kingdom of Mycenae, once “rich
in gold”.

Hestia Newspaper
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STROUTHOUS Vovrhia
Cape hria

LIPSILI

Fig. 3. Plan of the area of Agrioi Limenes (modern Vourlia), east of Point Iria.
The ship was trying to reach this port when it was capsized by the strong west wind near the lip of the point.

Fig. 4. The fortified Mycenaean site on the hill dominating Vourlia bay (Agrioi Limenes) can be dated to the time
of the wreck at Point Iria (end of 13th-beginning of 12th c. BC).
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Fzg 5. The ruins of the acrojwlzs (md lhe rest of the settlemem on the hll mn Vomlza bay
mark a LH I1IB site hitherto unknown in Mycenaean Argolid.

Fig. 6. The ruins of the
Mycenaean site on the hill
of Vourlia m the mountainous
area of Didymia near
the boundary with Asine can
be identified as the Voleoi
Lithot (mound of stones)
mentioned by Pausanias
(2. 36. 3-4).
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Fig, 7. The Calaurian Amphictiony in the 7th c. BC, formed by the Dyyopian cities of Orchomenos,
Athens, Aigina, Epidaurus, Hermione, Nauplia and Brasiae.
The plan also shows the expansion of the Dryopian league in the 12th c. BC.
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Fig. 10. On the Myti Kommeni promontory on the north coast of Dokos, a fortified harbour of the Dryopes
belongs to the same period as the Point Iria wreck (LH IIIB 2).

Fig. 11. Also contemporary with the wreck is an important Late Helladic ITIB seitlement on the islet of M odz,
east of Poros (ancient Calawria), wheve a sacred enclosure was cut into the rock.
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Fig. 12. The island of Hydra (ancient Hydrea) played a major role in seafaring from the Gulf of Argos
to the Cyclades due to its many springs. An imposing LH IIIB structure on the south coast at Ayios Nikolaos-Bist:
ensured the collection and discharge of water.
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Morning Session Discussion

Chairman: Vassos Karageorghis

Are there any questions for Mr. Agouridis? If not, I have one myself: Is
the excavation finished or are there any further remains deeper under
the sand?

We would like to leave this matter open for the future. There could be
turther investigation of the deepest areas using modern methods (sub-
bottom profiler) which can show much deeper than the present area
which, as I said, is covered with a thick layer of mud. The excavation
can’t be extended under the mud, but a further investigation using mod-
ern technology remains a possibility.

I would like to ask, how is the extent of the area defined or limited?
How do you know the excavation only covers 50 m2 as you said?

The area is defined by the main collection of finds as shown on the plan.
The superficial excavation of the wider area revealed the other finds.
But the main collection defined the perimeter of the excavation.

We move on to Mr Lolos’ talk.

Could you please confirm for us if there is a single vessel in your cargo
that could be dated to Late Helladic ITIC?

No.

And another question: Is there a single sherd that could be attributed to
the Syro-Palestinian coast? Anything at all?

Well I can refer only to the ceramic finds. The answer is no. There is
nothing in the cargo of pottery that can be attributed to the Syro-
Palestinian coast.

Well in that case, I will reserve further comment for the afternoon ses-
sion.

I would like to comment on the papers given by Professor Lolos and Dr.
Day. My remarks concern the pottery of the Iria wreck which we saw so
well displayed at the museum this morning. I think it would be useful to
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draw some comparisons between this pottery and the fine pottery from
the recent Greek-Swedish excavation at Midea. Midea was one of the
most important Mycenaean centres in the Argolid and of course joined
in the commerce between Mainland Greece, Crete, Cyprus and the East.
We have not yet any Cypriot pottery from Midea, even though we
noticed today that there are many similarities between the large Cypriot
pithoi and the pithoi from Midea. However, closer similarities exist with
the Cretan finds at Iria, namely the storage stirrup jars. I want to
emphasize that a large number of such stirrup jars were found at Midea,
which added to our knowledge of this class of pottery, and which really
do seem to be Cretan imports to Midea. Three of these storage stirrup
jars from Midea bear inscriptions in Linear B; most important is the one
bearing the Cretan name wi-na-jo, which was undoubtedly sent to Midea
from Crete, probably from Chania, on the basis of the exchange trade
between the Argolid and Crete.

I come now to the group of pots from the mainland. I understand that
Dr. Day attributes the pithoid jars from the wreck to this category. At
Midea we have in fact many coarse amphoras and pithoid jars that
strongly resemble the ones we saw today in the museum. Some of them
have incised signs on the handles, on the shoulder and very often on the
upper part of the belly. There are also similarities in the cooking pots;
we too have many cooking pots, some of them three-legged, which look
like the one in the museum with the collar neck. I think that — accord-
ing to the examples from Midea — this one in the exhibition must have
a flat and not a ring base, as restored. 1 should just like to add in con-
clusion that the dating of the Iria wreck is confirmed by the sherd of the
deep bowl which preserves its decoration. We have a great number of
similar bowls from Midea. The Iria sherd must belong to the late LH
IIB 2 period. In the same showcase a restored bowl is also on display
which I think must be a stemmed bowl, as the rounded lip indicates. To
conclude, the similarities between the Helladic pottery from the Iria
wreck and the pottery from Midea are indeed impressive.

I would like to express my doubts about the engraved sign on the han-
dle of the amphora, having examined it carefully this morning. I believe
it is not a Cypro-Minoan sign, but simply one vertical and one horizon-
tal sign and, most important, it is not engraved after firing, but before.
Anyway, we'll look at it afterwards together.

This is just a comment about the stirrup jars. I would just like to say,
trom the one that preserves the spout, that a date just before or around
1200 is very good in Cretan terms, because as you can see, the spout has
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started going near the false neck and this is a late feature, and in full
IIIC sometimes they touch. So around 1200 is very good. '

[ want to thank Dr. Demakopoulou for her information regarding the
excavation at Midea, which will be very useful to us in the future final
publication of the pottery cargo.

Mr. Chairman, I do not agree with what you said about the incised sign,
that there is only a vertical and a horizontal line. There is also a slanting
line, which meets the top of the vertical one; this in fact appeared more
clearly on the accurate drawing of the incised sign we made using thin
paper and a lead pencil. It can be seen with the naked eye on both han-
dles; in other words the sign was used on both handles, that is, the same
incised sign which has the particular parallels that I mentioned in my
talk.

I don’t doubt that. I only wanted to say that it is such a simple symbol
that it might not be Cypro-Minoan, but a symbol indicating the capaci-
ty. Much more important is the fact that, in my opinion, the incision was
made before the firing and not after. ’

[Editor’s note: Prof. Takovidis agreed with Prof. Karageorghis. On the
other hand, Dr. Day and Prof. Kotsakis were sure that the incision was
made after firing, which was also the opinion of Dr. Lolos]

We continue with Peter Day’s communication.

I'm not going to ask questions about interpretations, but I would first
like to clear up a couple of matters. I don’t know if T understood right-
ly, but was more than one fabric distinguished in the stirrup jars from
both Iria and from Uluburun? Is there evidence that these fabric groups
are from the same region, for example from central Crete, or is one from
western Crete and another from central Crete? '

Of the six stirrup jars that I have analysed from Iria, five belong to one
group and are almost identical to each other. They are central Cretan,
probably south central Cretan. I should point out that the groups are
formed from all the stirrup jars analysed from approximately 15 sites.
In the overall stirrup jar study, the sixth sample (A86/1) from Iria has
been placed in a slightly separate petrographic group. But that is one of
at least four main central Cretan groups and is very similar to the main
group at Iria, the only difference being that A86/1 does not have micro-
fossils in its matrix. The most important factor for provenance is the
non-plastic inclusions which are identical to the other five jars from Iria.
So in terms of provenance you can almost take them together and they
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are from central Crete. There are no west Cretan jars from Point Iria.
Uluburun shows a very different picture. Perhaps the most strange stir-
rup jar fabric from Uluburun, present in just one vessel, also occurs in
the Cape Gelidonya shipwreck. It contains volcanic inclusions which do
not match with volcanic fabrics that we know from the Aegean. I am not,
at present, sure of its provenance. It is clearly not Cretan or from the
mainland and I would very much doubt that it is Aegean. Another fab-
ric from Uluburun, with chert inclusions, has a parallel in a stirrup jar
from Mycenae. Again I am uncertain where that fabric comes from, but
I have no definite parallels for it in Crete. In addition there are west
Cretan transport stirrup jars on the Uluburun wreck and finally, there
are a number of different types of fabrics from central Crete. So you may
have about 6 or 7 quite different fabrics on the Uluburun wreck. They
clearly come from a variety of sources and have in some location, per-
haps in Cyprus, been re-filled and sent out again, as the Cypro-Minoan
inscribed signs on some handles suggest.

Any more questions? Any questions for Mr. Vichos?

I wanted to ask, what was the relation between the length of the Iria
ship, which was calculated at less than 9 metres, compared to the length
of the other two known wrecks? From the size of the ship and its con-
tents, that is the cargo, I have the impression that it was not a vessel that
traded over very long distances. It was probably Cypriot because of the
large pithoi in it, and I imagine that these pitharia must have been in the
part of the hold that held the loose cargo. I think that to make journeys
from Cyprus to Crete, and the Argolid, with stirrup jars to transport
goods in such small quantities would have been unlikely. In other words,
it might have been a fishing boat carrying such goods because of an
opportunity, but not making this particular journey on purpose for such
a restricted selection and amount of goods.

Of course that’s one of the problems we faced when we considered the
size of the ship and the actual route it took on its final journey. I'll try to
answer the first part of your question. I think that in the last publication
of Dr. Pulak about the size of the Uluburun ship, it was about 15 m —
between 15 and 16 m. Of course the Uluburun cargo is enormous in
bulk and weight due to thelO tons of copper oxhide ingots. As I said in
my talk, I am convinced that a large part of the cargo had already been
off-loaded at some of the ports visited before sinking. However, the
cargo found wasn’t as small as it seems in the photo we showed.
According to the calculations we made with the help of Mr. Dimitris
Papadas, who is an officer in the Greek Navy and a member of the
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Research Programmes for Kyrencia I and the trireme Olympias, and has
great experience in this field, he believes that we aren’t talking about a
ship of less than 7- 8 m. If we reckon that we only have a small part of
the goods, we must be talking about a ship of at least 9 m. A boat of this
size was quite capable of making this journey. We are talking about a
small commercial ship 100 years later than Uluburun, and we can imag-
ine it had a poorer cargo, because the time was at the end of the
Mycenaean period. As regards the Gelidonya wreck, I think that was also
a small vessel. Do we have any estimate of the size of the Cape Gelidonya
ship? About 10 m. And it was a wreck contemporary with that of Iria.
So I think it’s comparable, and anyway the plan is based on those mea-
surements.

Very brief questions for very brief answers.

I would like to know, since no small items were found, not even in the
jars or between them, if it was just a wreck, or if they had deliberately jet-
tisoned some of the cargo and the ship had sailed off.

This possibility is always investigated by underwater archaeologists at
every excavation, and particularly when the hull of the ship is not found.
But I think we can rule out this possibility here, because the disposition
of the cargo, although scattered over an area of about 150 m2, has a uni-
formity about it. The total number of stirrup jars was homogenous; it
was scattered but homogenous.

I wanted to ask if this ship was from Cyprus, but had been bought in this
area. I know ships are bought and used in different places. Couldn’t this
have happened in this case?

I don’t think that the ultimate origin of the stirrup jars and other pot-
tery affects any estimation of where the ship was from and where it was
going. Even pottery found commonly in sites in northern Crete has an
extensive distribution. For example, stirrup jars from Mallia are of the
same type as some on the shipwrecks, so are some jars from Knossos.
Yet some of pottery at Knossos is from the south of Crete. So I don’t
think that pottery necessarily tells you where the ship was from and
where it is going. It could have picked up south Cretan jars anywhere,
on the north coast of Crete or from further afield. I would take it a step
further and say that if you look at the stirrup jars from the House of the
Oil Merchant at Mycenae, it's not at all sure what we are to understand
from that substantial group of pottery. Is it stored as an incoming or
outgoing group of jars? Much of the pottery that we analysed and pub-
lished in Iphigenia Tournavitou’s book was actually central Cretan
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found together with some western Cretan stirrup jars. Yet these vessels
in the House of the Oil Merchant seem all to have been stoppered with
the same clay. It gives the impression that central Cretan vessels had
been shipped to western Crete, been stoppered with west Cretan clay
and then gone to Mycenae. Or perhaps all the jars of different prove-
nance went to Mycenae and then were stoppered there as a new ship-
ment waiting to go out. What I'm saying is that some of these groups
which are homogeneous, typologically and in terms of their provenance,
are difficult to interpret because they may appear anywhere and were
likely to have been re-used.

Any questions for Mr. Kyrou ?

I am afraid I have my doubts about his historical conclusions. The facts
from Mycenae, Tiryns and Midea suggest a destruction or destructions
due to natural causes, namely one or more earthquakes, and an unin-
terrupted continuation of habitation. There is no indication whatsoever
of a break or a change in occupation in these and the other sites in the
area.

End of Morning Session Discussion



Aspects of Trade Between Cyprus and the West During
the 14th-13th Centuries BC

by Vassos Karageorghis

aritime trade relations between Cyprus and the Aegean

had already started by the 15th and 14th centuries BC,

first with Crete and then with the Mycenaean world.
Although there is no evidence that the Cypriots exported copper to
Crete as early as the 15th century BC, discoveries at Kommos,
Kydonia and elsewhere on the island, support the theory that there
was a ‘balance of trade’ between the islands of Cyprus and Crete
during the Late Bronze Age, which continued during later periods.
There is still quite a lot to be defined in these trade relations, for
example the extent of trade in agricultural and other perishable
goods, reference to which is to be found in Late Minoan written doc-
uments, but for which there is hardly any evidence in the archaeo-
logical record. The conditions under which the Minoan Cretans
transmitted the Linear A script to the Cypriots ca. 1500 BC still have
to be defined. It will not be surprising if we find out one day that the
relations between Cyprus and Crete during the early part of the
Late Bronze Age were much closer than we have hitherto been pre-
pared to accept. Now that the role of the Minoans in Egypt and the
Levant is better known as a result of recent excavations at sites such
as Tel el-Daba and Kabri as well as at Alalakh and Ugarit we may
learn, one day, that the Cretans had important interests in the
Eastern Mediterranean and that Cyprus may have served as a com-
mercial base for them, and that coastal towns in Cyprus, such as
Morphou-Toumba tou Skourou, served as emporia or ‘refuelling’
posts. Archaeological discoveries support this suggestion.

Trade on a larger scale, probably in favour of Cyprus this time,
started early in the 14th century BC with the Mycenaean Greeks,
who replaced the Minoans as the dominant power in the Aegean
and who were particularly interested in the copper resources of the
island. Underwater excavations during the last several decades have
demonstrated how rapidly and how radically our knowledge about
interconnections in the Mediterranean may change, with discover-
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ies such as those of Uluburun, Cape Gelidonya and Iria. The cor-
respondence between the King of Alasia (Cyprus) and the Pharaoh
of Egypt as preserved on clay tablets, is quite eloquent about the
nature and extent of this trade, even if we accept that part of it was
in the guise of exchange of ‘royal gifts’. The ten tons of copper and
other metals on the Uluburun ship cannot possibly be regarded as
‘royal gifts. They represent royal trade, with the oxhide ingot
becoming the ‘internationally’ accepted commodity in trade and
economic transactions, like the American dollar today.

The Mycenaeans and the rest of the peoples of the Mediterranean
needed copper for their weapons, their tools and vessels, and
Cyprus could provide it in large quantities. This demand for cop-
per enhanced the position of Cyprus as an important economic fac-
tor in the Mediterranean, and this was further strengthened by the
geographical position of the island, situated between the Orient and
the Aegean and, we may now add, the central Mediterranean. I
would not be surprised if one day Cypriote copper ingots were to
be found even beyond the central Mediterranean. If we compare
the pattern of trade established later by the Phoenicians, who
reached the Atlantic coast of Spain and Portugal, we will be struck
by the similarities with the Late Bronze Age trade. There is a greater
chance that this information will be provided by underwater
archaeology rather than by conventional land archaeology, unless
written documents one day reveal details of inter-Mediterranean
exchanges during the Late Bronze Age.

What did Cyprus receive in exchange for its copper in the 14th cen-
tury BC? Mycenaean pottery is, perhaps, the main commodity in
this exchange. The extraordinary number of Mycenaean vases,
many of them large kraters decorated in the pictorial style, which
have been found in the tombs of rich Cypriots provide corroborat-
ing evidence. Recent research suggests that Cypriots may have been
involved in the diffusion of this pottery not only to Cyprus but also
to the rest of the Levant, mainly the cosmopolitan town of Ugarit.
The evidence is provided by the engraved painted signs of the
Cypro-Minoan script found on many of the Mycenaean vases which
have been found in the castern Mediterranean. Whether some of
the Mycenaean pottery was produced during the 13th century BC
n regional centres like Miletus and Cyprus, by immigrant potters
using clay from the Peloponnese, is a matter which I will discuss
elsewhere.
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A careful study of the Cypriote items found not only in shipwrecks
but also on land, in the Aegean and the central Mediterranean dur-
ing the 14th and 13th centuries BC may be instructive and may
reveal an interesting pattern. The oxhide ingots are, of course, the
primary commodity of the trade. They are also the main commod-
ity in the exchanges between the King of Alasia and the Pharaoh of
Egypt during the first half of the 14th century BC. We know very
little about luxury goods and about organic goods, like spices, per-
fumed oils, wool, textiles and other commodities which may have
formed part of these exchanges.

The Cypriot potters were skilled manufacturers of storage jars
(pithoi), not only for storage in official residences but also for trans-
port in the course of trade. This skill survived down to the first part
of the 20th century in the same way as it did on the island of Crete.
Enkomi and Hala Sultan Tekke provide some evidence for such
pithoi during the 14th century BC, but their fairly recent discovery
in large numbers and in restorable condition in the spacious store-
rooms of the ‘administrative’ Building X at Kalavassos is quite
instructive. These pithoi, of a more or less standard type, with or
without handles, are ovoid in shape, with a high, fairly narrow neck.
According to information kindly supplied by Alison South, at
Kalavassos the height of some of the larger pithoi is 1.2-1.5 m., while
the largest are 1.5-2.0 m. in height, with walls 2.5-4.5 cm. thick on
the upper body and up to 6 cm. thick on the lower body. Rim diam-
eters are up to 68 cm. They are well fired and their clay is usually
mixed with grit to make the fabric more durable. Although most of
the pithoi in the Pithos Hall in Building X have not been restored,
they must have been of fairly standardized size, probably about
1.65m. high. Some pithoi were sunk up to their necks in the ground
for reasons which are not yet well defined. These sunken vessels
include some of the largest with a height of 1.8 m.-1.95 m. The
capacity of one restored pithos with a height of 1.65 m. has been cal-
culated by a computer programme at 561 litres (when filled to just
below the rim). Their weights are as yet unknown, but 200 kg would
not be unreasonable for the larger vessels. Gas chromatography
analyses have shown that some of the Ayios Dhimitrios vessels con-
tained olive oil; the sunken vessels may have contained water.

But what is of greater interest here is the use of pithoi in maritime
trade as containers for goods other than liquids. The large pithoi of
the shipwreck of Uluburun are eloquent examples of this practice.
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Some of them contained fine Cypriote pottery, to which I shall refer
later. Considering conditions of shipping in the Late Bronze Age it
is unlikely that such pithoi were used for the conveyance of liquids.
But other perishable goods, including pottery and agricultural
goods, could easily be packed inside them for safe transport.

I am grateful to my friend Cemal Pulak for the following informa-
tion regarding the Uluburun pithoi. There are six complete or rel-
atively complete pithoi at Uluburun, with {ragments of probably
three more, bringing the total number of pithoi on the wreck to
nine. There are three sizes, of which the largest contained 18 pieces
of Cypriot ceramics. This jar is fragmentary, and the pieces have yet
to be assembled to provide accurate dimensions, but it is about 1.4
m. in height. There is also a single example of a small pithos of
about I m. in height. The remaining four pithoi are of the same size
(1.3 m. high). The size of the three fragmentary jars is not absolute-
ly certain, but they appear to be of medium size, 1.3 m. high. In
addition to the nine pithoi, there is a two-handled, wide-mouthed
pithos which is the smallest of the vessels. This jar also contained
several Cypriot ceramics when excavated.

Unfortunately all of the Uluburun pithoi are still being desalinated
in order to remove the seasalts that have permeated their porous
fabric. Consequently they have yet to be dried, cleaned of encrusta-
tion, assembled and eventually weighed. Their weight cannot be
guessed accurately at present, but it takes two people to lift them
and they may be in excess of 100 kg. each.

Pithoi of the size which have been found in the Uluburun and Iria
shipwrecks, as well as on land in Sardinia, Kommos (Crete) and
recently at Agrigento (Sicily), could not possibly have been export-
ed from Cyprus for their own sake; they must have contained other
goods. Such pithoi, of a standardized shape and decoration, were
manufactured in Cyprus from the 14th century BC down to the
beginning of the 12th century BC, as the excavations at Maa-Palaeo-
kastro and Alassa have shown. Itis interesting to note that the pithos
fragment from Sardinia corresponds chemically to the pithoi of
Kalavassos-Ayios Dhimitrios, which may have been a centre of pro-
duction of such pithoi.

The popularity of Cypriote fine ware, mainly White Slip and
Base-ring, is already well known. Such pottery is mainly found on
Rhodes and Crete, but it also occurs in the rest of the Aegean. In a
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communication which I will present next month during the White
Slip Conference which will be held in Nicosia, I propose to suggest
that the White Slip ware bowls, which were popular in Cyprus, the
Aegean and the rest of the eastern Mediterranean for more than
400 years, owe their popularity to their particular qualities as table
ware for liquids or hot food, qualities which derive from their hard
clay and impermeable slip. Similar qualities may be attributed to
Base-ring ware bowls. The Base-ring ware juglets, known as bilbils,
which are found in Egypt and the Levant from the 16th century BC
onwards and in the Aegean from the 14th century BC, may have
been used for the transport of perfumed oils or opium, a suggestion
which was made in the 1960s by Robert Merrillees and which has
gained wide support. These fabrics were also exported to the cen-

tral Mediterranean. On the island of Thapsos, on the east coast of

Sicily, where Cypriots and perhaps Mycenaeans probably estab-
lished an emporium as early as the 14th century BC, Base-ring ware
juglets were not only imported from Cyprus but they were also imi-
tated in local clay, probably to contain a liquid comparable to that
contained in the genuine Cypriote juglets. The same phenomenon
appears seven centuries later on the island of Kos in the
Dodecanese, where the Phoenicians, who had probably established
a factory for the production of perfumes in the Dodecanese, pro-
duced locally made juglets of a Cypriot type with local clay, to bot-
tle perfume.

Another peculiar type of Cypriote vessel, which often appears
together with the Base-ring and White Slip pottery in the Levant,
further west in the Aegean, for instance at Kommos, and in the cen-
tral Mediterranean (as at Thapsos), is the White Shaved ware juglet,
which is also found on the Uluburun shipwreck. Neither its fabric,
which is quite poor and porous, nor its appearance, which is rather
crude, assist in understanding the popularity of this Cypriote juglet
during the 14th and 13th centuries BC at a number of sites in the
Mediterranean region.

The wall-bracket is a particularly Cypriote product of the Late
Bronze Age. There are some bronze examples, but the vast major-
ity are in Plain White ware. Their form is standard and they may
have been used as lamp-holders or supports for incense-burners.
They are usually found in sanctuaries in Cyprus. On the mainland
they are found in the Levant, but also in the Uluburun shipwreck
and at Tiryns. I have no doubt that an expert eye would recognize
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tragments at other sites in the Aegean and elsewhere. The reason
for their export outside Cyprus is unknown.

I have already referred to the pithoi of the Uluburun and Iria ship-
wrecks and the possibility that they may have been used as contain-
ers. Perhaps I may add a word about the large Plain White ware jug
of the Iria shipwreck. Its size is larger than usual. It is heavy, rather
crude, and it may well have been used to hold fresh water. It could
remain stable on a ship due to its weight and large flat base and its
porous walls would keep the water cool. '

Finally I should mention stone anchors. There is a Late Bronze Age
Cypriote type of which a fairly large number of examples has been
found in Cyprus, particularly near coastal towns like Kition and
Hala Sultan Tekke. Such anchors have also been found on the
Uluburun ship, at Kommos, at Iria and as far west as Sardinia.
Were they actually exported for their own sake or were they used
as ballast on ships? Whatever the case, it is interesting that they
appear at places with which Cyprus had trade connections.

Brisk trade relations between Cyprus and the West continued right
down to the very end of the 13th century BC, even the very begin-
ning of the 12th century BC At Pyla-Kokkinokremos was found one
of the Jatest Mycenacan I1IB bell kraters decorated with chariot
groups, the chariot being of the rail type which replaced the heavy
Mycenacan chariot box. At Maa-Palaeokastro there is an example of
imported Handmade Burnished ware, and at Enkomi a Late
Helladic ITIB2 skyphos and also bronze greaves and bronze Naue
11 type swords. The clouds of turmoil and instability were starting
to gather over Cyprus. At Kalavassos-Ayios Dhimitrios, in the large
palatial Building X, the Mycenaean IIIB pottery used just before its
destruction and abandonment is mixed with local imitations.
Shipping no doubt continued in the Mediterranean, but the new
type of small swift ships, usually associated with the “Sea Peoples”,
did not have much space for commercial goods. They devoted their
space to carrying people, refugees who fled with only some of their
valuables. The movement of refugees from the Aegean to the east-
ern Mediterranean may have started at the very end of the 13th
century BC, if the dating of Pyla-Kokkinokremos and the destruc-
ton and abandonment of Building X at Kalavassos-Ayios
Dhimitrios to ca. 1200 BC is correct. But the bulk of the refugees
reached the coasts of Cyprus slightly later, at the beginning of the
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12th century BC. At the same time they also reached the Levantine
coast. By the early 12th century BC the brisk trade between Cyprus
and the Aegean and the central Mediterranean must have come to
an end, to be resumed, no doubt, after less turbulent conditions
were established in the region. We should, therefore, consider the
Iria ship, with its Cypriote and Cretan cargo, as one of the last which
sailed to the Argolic Gulf and which, on her way back, met an
untimely fate. The date of the cargo, as has been established from
the study of the ceramic material, agrees perfectly with the events
and the atmosphere of the years around 1200 BC.

Anastasios G. Leventis Foundation
40 Gladstonos Str.

P.O. Box 2543

1095 Nicosia

CYPRUS
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Fig. 1. Pithos (height 1.62 m) from Building X Fig. 3. Wall brackets from Kition (left)
at Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitrios and Pyla-Kokkinokremos (right)
(photo courtesy of Alison South,). (photo courtesy of the Cyprus Museum, Nicosia).

Fig. 2. While Shaved juglets from Enkomi, Tomb 2 (photo courtesy of the Cyprus Museum, Nicosia).
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The Cypriote Pottery From the Iria Shipwreck

by Paul Astrom

el-Marra (East of Aleppo) (Curvers & Schwartz 1997: 220,

223. Fig. 20: 5-8) and Mubaqat (East of the Euphrates)
(Orthmann & Kdéhne 1974: 93, Fig. 39) in the East to Antigori in
Sardinia in the West (Jones & Day 1987; Ceruti et al. 1987,17-19;
Vagnetti 1992, 633-634; Astrom 1991, 13; Stos Gale & Gale 1992,
$292). The hand-made White Slip and Base-ring vases were popular
exports in the eastern Mediterranean. Domestic plain pots were less
attractive for exports. We find, however, plain Cypriote jugs on the
shipwreck from Cape Gelidonya, where they were probably used as
kitchen ware by the crew (Bass 1967, 123, Fig. 132: 14-16).

C ypriote pottery has been found in a wide area from Umm

Cypriote plain ware was also present on the shipwreck from Iria,
probably used in the daily household. A large jug with a solid, sta-
ble, flat base and thick walls, numbered A 20, was particularly suit-
able for a voyage on the sea and was perhaps made precisely to be
used on board a ship. A base of a similar jug but smaller, A 9, has
also been found. The upper part of another jug, A 97, is also pre-
served. The ship carried also a number of Cypriote pithoi and a
stone anchor, possibly of Cypriote origin.

The Cypriote pottery on board has been dated to Late Cypriote
11C/Late Cypriote ITIAI, thus around 1200/1190 BC. It seems dif-
ficult to narrow down the absolute chronology more precisely than
that by pottery alone, but let us try at least to arrive at a relative
chronology.

When I wrote this communication I had at my disposal the pub-
lished articles about the shipwreck (Pennas 1991; Lolos 1995; Lolos
et al. 1995). Dr. Lolos had also kindly sent me a drawing of the
upper part of a juglet with trefoil mouth. Dr. Lolos and Dr. Vichos
had kindly shown me the finds some years ago. I cannot find an
exact parallel for the fragmentary juglet in Cyprus, where however
the general type is known (cf. Astrém 1972, 245-246). There are
other vessels which may be Cypriote which are unpublished. I can-
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not find any exact parallels for the wide bowls or bathtubs, although
similar vessels with different profiles are known from Cyprus (Maier
& Karageorghis 1984, Fig.78; Karageorghis in Lolos 1995), so 1
shall concentrate on the date of the Cypriote pithoi and the flat-
based jug from the shipwreck.

The borderline between Late Cypriote 11C and IIIAI is in some
ways floating, but guiding lines begin to crystallize. Let us first look
at Late Cypriote IIC parallels for the Iria finds.

The finds from excavations at Kalavasos, Ayios Dhimitrios, directed
by Ian A. Todd and Alison K. South, give us a picture of the mate-
rial culture characterizing LCIIC and its end. Earlier finds have also
been found at that site, but they are not relevant in this case. The
site was apparently abandoned at the end of the period, so it pro-
vides an important terminus ante quem. Material from the site is
not later than Late Cypriote IIC and antedates the catastrophes
which befell Cyprus at the transition from Late Cypriote 11C to
IITA]L.

It is only in the last decades that a sufficient number of Cypriote
pithoi have been found in well-dated contexts to enable a thorough
typological study to be made. Priscilla Keswani has made a begin-
ning by classifying the pithoi from Kalavasos according to size. A
complete pithos which has been published is not a close parallel for
the Iria pithoi, but a similar neck profile is present among the frag-
ments (Keswani 1989, Fig. 17:24). A comparable jug like the Iria
one is also present among the finds from Kalavasos and thus dates
from Late Cypriote 11C (Keswani 1989, 18, Fig. 19:6). Other jugs
and wide bowls from this site resembling the Iria vessels may also be
pointed out (Keswani 1989, Fig. 19 and 20).

The finds from the first period of the sanctuary at Ayia Irini are
probably all Late Cypriote IIC (Astrom & Astrom 1972, 694-695)
comprising e.g. Base-ring II Ware and a Mycenaean I1IB kylix.
Several pithoi were found there. One of them has been restored
and it is of the same slender shape as one of the Iria pithoi. The
sanctuary also contained a Plain jug of a type similar to the Iria jug
with a flat base.

The finds from Karageorghis” excavations at Pyla, Kokinnokremos,
have been attributed to the end of Late Cypriote IIC, when the first
Mycenaean IIICI sign appears. I am now inclined to agree with
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that opinion (earlier view in Astrom 1983, 13). There are good par-
allels for the flat-based jug and the pithoi at Pyla, Kokinnokremos
(Karageorghis & Demas 1984, PL. XX and XXII, XXXVIII and
XLI).

The lowest burial layer of Enkomi Tomb 6 contained a number of
similar jugs (Gjerstad et al. 1934, 494-495, Nos. 11 and 69, PL
LXXIX:2, second row; Astrom 1972, 247, Type VIIID1al-2). The
layer was sealed at the very end of Late Cypriote IIC. It also con-
tained one of the few exported Mycenaean II1IB2 deep bowls of
Type B with a broad band (Gjerstad et al. 1934, P1. LXXIX:2, row
6: 6).

A comparable jug was also found in Dikaios” Tomb 11 at Enkomi.
This tomb was closed before Late Cypriote I1I (Dikaios 1969, 395,
Pl 213:19/2).

The pithoi and Plain jugs from the Iria shipwreck may also be com-
pared with finds from Late Cypriote I1C to 1IIAI contexts.

Floor 11 in the excavations at Maa, Palaecokastro, is attributed to Late
Cypriote II but continues into Late Cypriote IIIA1. There are par-
allels for the pithos and for the flat-based jug from Floor II at Maa
(particularly Karageorghis & Demas 1988, Pls. CLXXXIV:462,
CXCV:615, CXCVI1:432, 377).

Another site is Myrtou-Pigadhes, where jugs and pithoi similar to
the Iria ones occur in strata V-VI1I, from Late Cypriote I1C to IIIA
(Catling 1957, 52, 56-59, Forms 306-307, 361; Astrom 1972, 689,
693).

Ajar and a jug from Apliki are similar to the Iria specimens (du Plat
Taylor 1952, 143, Fig. 8:1 and 4). They were found in a house
which was constructed in Late Cypriote IIC and destroyed at the
beginning of Late Cypriote I1IA.

At Hala Sultan Tekke, a Late Bronze Age harbour town on Cyprus,
similar pithoi were buried in the ground to function as ancient
refrigerators and there are good parallels for the plain jug, particu-
larly from the contents of well F 7001 (Astrom 1998, Figs. 11, 128,
129, 183, 185, 137 and 138). The jugs had been dropped near or at
the bottom of the well. It is possible that they date from Late
Cypriote I1C but the well was in use into Late Cypriote IIIAL
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However, if the types occur already in Late Cypriote I1C, we may
also reckon with some time for the actual use of the pots after they
were made, that is with survivals in Late Cypriote I11A1.

A corpus of Late Bronze Age pithoi found on Cyprus comprising
about a hundred sites was given in The Swedish Cyprus Expedition vol.
IV:1C (1972, 259-264). The sites which I have already mentioned
should be added to the list as well as new finds from e.g. Athienou
(Dothan & Ben-Tor 1983, 113-115, Fig. 52, Pl. 35), Maroni
(Cadogan 1983), Toumba tou Skourou (Vermeule & Wolsky 1990)
and Paphos (Maier & Karageorghis 1984, 95, Fig. 79).

Cypriote pithoi have been found abroad at Minet el-Beida, Ras
Shamra (Schaeffer 1949, Fig. 86:22, 23, 27, PL. XXXI:2), Kommos
(Watrous 1992, 157,158, Fig.70, Pl. 52), Agrigento (Karageorghis
1993, 584), Antigori (see above) and on the Kags shipwreck (Bass
1987, 710; Bass et al. 1989, Fig.2), where some of them contained
Cypriote pots. Generally, the pithoi contained oil, water, seeds etc.
and were used as containers. They may have been exported for
their own sake or as containers which were later on recycled for use
as storage jars. I do not know if the pithoi from Iria were empty or
if analyses could give us an idea of their contents. Cypriote pithot
were made at Toumba tou Skourou, where masses of pithoi were
found (Vermeule & Wolsky 199, 378-381), and analyses of the clays
have also shown that they were made in the Larnaca and the
Limassol Area (Jones & Day 1987; Jones & Vagnetti 1991, 134,
Bryan et al. 1997).

Summarizing, 1 consider the Cypriote pottery from the Iria ship-
wreck (Fig.1) most likely to have been made in Late Cypriote I1C.
This does not exclude the possibility that the pithoi and jugs were
still in use after that period. The absence both of Plain White Wheel-
made IT Ware and Bucchero Ware provides an argument against a
Late Cypriote IIIA date, although fine Bucchero occurs earlier, eg.
on the Kag shipwreck. That there were contacts between the
Argolid and Cyprus is proved by the fact that Mycenaean 111B2
deep bowls have been found at Enkomi in Tomb 6 as already men-
tioned and at Hala Sultan Tekke (Astrom 1998, 84, Figs. 150 and
152).

Did the ship sail outside the coast of the Argolid before, during or
after the catastrophes at the end of Mycenaean IIIB2? Can we
answer that question? Is dating based on pottery sensitive enough
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to decide? In view of the circumstance that several sites in this area
- Tiryns, Midea, probably also Mycenae, Iria and the island of
Dokos - were struck by seismic activities at that time, one might
hypothesize that the ship capsized and was driven to the shore by
waves caused by a violent earthquake. Waves caused by earthquakes
tend to be very high near the beaches. The writer was on board a
ship outside Paphos on 10th September 1953, when an earthquake
and subsequent tremors caused damage to the buildings on land
and the huge ship was lifted up by the waves at sca. I end with a
question: was the carthquake in the Argolid at the end of
Mycenacan 111B2 the cause of the fatal destiny of the ship that sank
near the coast of Iria? Did the pottery fall out from the ship, if it was
turned upside down? Did it float away somewhere else, since there
are no traces of it in the area of the finds?

William Gibsons vag 11
SE-433 76 Jonsered
SWEDEN
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Fig. 1. 1-4: Iria; 5-6: Kalavasos, Ayios Dhimitrios; 7: Ayia Irini; 8-9: Pyla, Kokkinokremos; 10: Enkomi
Swedish Tomb 6; 11: Enkomi Cypriote Tomb 11; 12-13: Maa, Palacokastro; 14-17: Myrtou, Pigadhes; 18-
19: Apliki; 20-21: Hale Sultan Tekke.

5
1

138



Cretan External Relations During Late Minoan IT1A2-B
(ca. 1370 - 1200 BC): A View From the Mesara

by Jeremy B. Rutter

he great destruction of the palace at Knossos that

occurred roughly halfway through the first half of the

fourteenth century BC appears to mark a dramatic turn-
ing point in the history of the Bronze Age Aegean, one which
Bennet and Hallager have aptly recognized as separating a “Mono-
Palatial” from a “Final Palatial” phase on Crete.' This destruction
marks the end of a period some two to three generations long - the
Late Minoan II and IIIA1 ceramic phases - during which Knossian
supremacy in the center and west of the island was absolute.” This
Knossian dominance is most clearly visible in the wealth of the
graves of a Mycenaeanizing population element resident at Knos-
sos, a group that is conventionally considered to have been princi-
pally responsible for Knossos’ preeminent position on the island.
But Knossos’ leading role is equally clear from the standardization
of LM IIIA1 ceramics following Knossian models, and also from the
simple fact that no complexes of monumental settlement architec-
ture replacing or rivalling the court-centered buildings of the
Neopalatial era that we ordinarily refer to as “palaces” existed any-
where on the island except at Knossos itself.’

All of this changed abruptly in the immediate aftermath of Knossos’
destruction by fire early in the LM IIIA2 ceramic phase.’ The rich-
ly furnished tombs at Knossos known collectively as the “Warrior
Graves” (or, somewhat more accurately, “Burials with Bronzes”,
inasmuch as they include numerous female burials’) cease to be
used, and equally rich burials at nearby sites such as Katsambas on
the coast to the north and Archanes just to the south likewise come
to an abrupt halt.” Regional distinctions in ceramic style are far
more characteristic of the LM I1IA2 period than of the preceding
LM IITA1 phase and these become progressively more pronounced
with time.” And major building programs involving large-scale and
often architecturally innovative structures are launched at sites such
as Tylissos, Ayia Triadha, and Kommos.” It is the external contacts
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of this later phase, which I will follow Hallager in terming “Final
Palatial”, that I should like to explore in summary fashion in what
follows.

In spatial terms, I shall focus on the western Mesara, and in partic-
ular on the sites of Kommos and Ayia Triadha, for two reasons: first,
this is simply the area of Crete that I know best, thanks to eight years
of work on the Neoapalatial, Monopalatial, and Final Palatial pot-
tery from Kommos and to the hospitality of my Italian colleagues
working at Ayia Triadha;* and secondly, the numerous recent sur-
veys of Aegean external contacts during this period" have made
abundantly clear that the site of Kommos has produced far more
evidence for interregional contacts during the Final Palatial era
than has any other single site on land in the Aegean, whether these
be great palatial centers such as Mycenae, Thebes, and Knossos or,
like Kommos, merely ports of entry such as Palaikastro, Poros/
Katsambas, Mallia, or Asine." The only sites in the Aegean that, on
present evidence, can begin to rival Kommos in terms of the num-
ber and range of imports from outside this region’s boundaries are
Tiryns on the Greek Mainland and Chania on Crete, at both of
which the functions of palatial center and port are combined."

In striking contrast, Kommos was seemingly not a political center in
the Final Palatial era, but merely a harbor town. It served the near-
by center of Ayia Triadha, the site not merely of two major com-
plexes of settlement architecture constructed during this period but
also of the surely royal tomb that contained the famous Ayia
Triadha sarcophagus.” During the period ca. 1370 - 1250/1225 BC,
between the establishment of an independent polity (in all likeli-
hood, a kingdom") in the western Mesara with its capital at Ayia
Triadha and its principal port at Kommos on the one hand and the
virtual abandonment of both sites midway through the LM IIIB
ceramic phase on the other, these two sites, along with the other
preeminent site in the region, Phaistos, provide an invaluable, and
as of this writing unique, archaeological laboratory for the study of
how materials imported from outside the Aegean were dispersed
after their arrival at a Minoan port of entry.”

So what sorts of extra-Aegean imports show up at Kommos during
this period? Among the most important economically, but as a rule
very diflicult to verify through excavations of major sites on land, is
metal, especially copper." Six fragments of copper ingots have been
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found at Kommos, only one of which certainly dates from the Final
Palatial era but all of which could and probably do."” All were sam-
pled for analysis and have been shown to be consistent with pro-
duction from Cypriot ores."

Of much lesser economic importance to the receiving society but of
perhaps equal value to the archaeologist are two three-holed
anchors of Cypro-Levantine type found re-used as bases for posts in
a LM T1IA2 context south of the original two galleries of the ship-
storage facility christened Building P.* Not only is the type of
anchor non-Aegean, but analysis of the foraminifera embedded in
the limestone of which the anchors are made indicates that the stone
is most likely to come from Cyprus or coastal Syria. Aside from an
example without provenience on display in the Mykonos Museum
and a much smaller example produced from a different stone
(sandstone) that is associated with the Iria wreck,” these Kommian
anchors are the only specimens thus far known from the Aegean of
a type that is extremely popular in the Late Bronze Age Levant and
Cyprus at sites such as Ugarit, Athlit, Kition, Hala Sultan Tekke,
and Maroni Tsarroukas.” Their use at Kommos as bases for a
makeshift colonnade is striking, inasmuch as anchors of this sort are
often found re-used as building material both in Syria and on
Cyprus.” They imply, although certainly do not prove, the pres-
ence of either Cypriot or Syrian ships at Kommos in the 14th cen-
tury BC Their use as architectural members may conceivably even
reflect Levantine collaboration in the construction of some of the
harbor facilities there.”

Kommos has not produced any of the Mitannian “Common Style”
seals in faience or frit, North Syrian or Cypriot faience vessels, Old
as well as New Kingdom Egyptian stone vases, or North Syrian and
Egyptian ivories that have been recovered from LM 11T contexts at
both coastal (Nea Alikarnassos, Amnisos, Poros/Katsamba, Chania)
and inland (Armenoi, Ayia Triadha, Kalyvia, Knossos) sites on
Crete, and only one possible fragment of an Egyptian 18th Dynasty
glass vessel has so far been recovered at the site.” But this is hardly
surprising, since the vast majority of such finds come from tombs
and the LM III cemetery at Kommos has yet to be located.” What
is significant about these categories of foreign imports is that they
show clearly how commonly exotic objects from abroad were for-
warded inland from their points of entry at the coast and how fre-
quently such items were deposited as grave goods. By contrast, the
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large quantities of imported ceramics so far identified at Kommos
do not appear to have represented a class of object that was valued
enough to be transported inland, much less deposited in tombs.
The handsomely decorated tablewares from Cyprus found in sub-
stantial numbers at Kommos (Table 1) are not attested at either Ayia
Triadha or Phaistos, nor are the numerous Cypriot pithot in which
such fragile tablewares were probably shipped.®
be true in other regions of Crete as well, though the numbers of
examples so far known are small. For example, White Slip 1T milk-
bowls have been found in .M III contexts at Poros/Katsambas
and Chania, but have yet to be published from settlements fur-
ther inland.” No imported Cypriot tablewares have to my
knowledge been reported from LM 111 tombs. How different this
situation is from the dispersal of Mycenaean and Minoan table-
wares on Cyprus, where huge quantities of such imports are trans-
ported inland and deposited in large numbers in tombs.* Nor have
undecorated Cypriot utilitarian vessels in the form of fragments of
ordinary Plain White jugs and kraters been identified at any

This pattern may

Minoan site other than Kommos.*

Fragments of over fifty Canaanite (Table 2) and almost three dozen
Egyptian (Table 3) jars have been found at Kommos, but once again
not one fragment of such a vessel has been discovered at either Ayia
Triadha or Phaistos.” As in the case of the Cypriot tablewares, these
Levantine vessels used for the transport of liquid and other produce
in bulk® turn up at Minoan coastal emporia such as Chania and
Poros/Katsambas, but are not dispersed from there to inland cen-
ters.” How different the situation is on the Greek Mainland, where
Canaanite jars are found at sites on the interior (e.g. Athens,
Menidi, Tsoungiza) from the LH IIB phase onward and where ves-
sels of this type are much more commonly deposited in tombs, pre-
sumably as prestige objects.” The chronological distribution of these
Near Eastern jars at Kommos is a bit surprising. The earliest round-
bodied jars of Egyptian type may appear as early as the beginning
of the LM IB period, and are certainly common from the LM II
period onwards. The more angular Canaanite jars seemingly made
their debut in the Mesara no earlier than the LM IIIA1 period,
although examples of Neopalatial date are known from Akrotiri on
Thera, as well as from a chamber tomb at Poros, the palace at Kato
Zakro, and probably also the settlement on the islet of Pseira.” The
apparent opening up of the Mesara initially to Egyptian rather than
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Levantine imports in bulk is presumably simply a consequence of
that region’s geographic position on Crete and the location of its
major port in the middle of the south coast. But this circumstance
does suggest that Kommos’ principal trading partners may have
been somewhat different from those who were carrying goods to
the ports of eastern and northeastern Crete.

Aside from these two varieties, a third important class of transport
vessel commonly found at Kommos, particularly in deposits of the
Mono-Palatial era but also in the Final Palatial period, consists of
reddish-brown burnished wheelmade jars (Table 4). Although we as
yet have no idea where in the Mediterranean such vases may be at
home between the later 15th and the 13th centuries BC, we have
been able to use the fragments from no less than sixteen different
examples to produce reconstructions of what we think the largest
and smallest examples probably looked like (Figs. 1-2)." The
absence to date of any handle fragments that can be associated with
these jars suggests to us that these vases may simply not have had
handles.

In contrast to the numerous terracotta vessels from Cyprus, Syria-
Palestine, and Egypt, almost no Anatolian ceramic imports have
been identified at Kommos. Apart from one bowl and one flask
from Neopalatial contexts, pottery fragments suspected of being
Anatolian consist of just two pieces of very hard-fired, slipped-and-
burnished bowls from 18th century BC contexts (Table 4).*
Though few in number, these pieces are nevertheless of consider-
able interest. First of all, they are the only presently recognized
ceramic imports from Anatolia to have been found anywhere in the
Aegean west of the Dodecanese and the other eastern Aegean
islands lying immediately off the west coast of modern Turkey.”
And secondly, in their physical appearance they strongly resemble
Hittite pottery - that is, they belong not to the gray and tan wares
characteristic of the western Anatolian coastal regions during the
Late Bronze Age, but rather to the red-slipped wares typical of the
Anatolian interior.*

Not all of the imports to Kommos from outside the Aegean come
from the east. As Watrous has made clear, imports from Italy fall
into two typologically and chronologically discrete groups: first, a
series of thin-walled, black-surfaced, and very highly burnished
open vessels which have distinctively shaped boss-like bases
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[“omphalos bases”]; and second, a somewhat broader range of
vessel types comprising two kinds of jars (collar-necked and
swollen-lipped) and two kinds of bowls (lipless and sloping-lipped)
that Watrous is surely correct in interpreting as lids for the jars
(Table 5). The first group dates from the end of the 15th century,
lacks any particularly close parallels, and consequently cannot yet be
assigned to any more narrowly defined source than “Italy.” The
omphalos-based cups or bowls of this group are much too early in
date to merit further discussion here. But the second group of jars
and bowls appears to date exclusively from LM I1IB. Indeed, the
majority of examples come, as noted by Watrous, from contexts that
represent the final large-scale occupation of the site during the
Bronze Age." Watrous justifiably saw in these combinations of jars
and lids another approach to long-distance transport using ceram-
ic containers and he made a very solid case for their identification
as Sardinian.” But his suggestion that ceramic vessels such as these
were used to ship scrap metal seems inherently improbable, since it
is unclear why lids would have been desirable for this purpose, and
In any case organic containers like baskets would surely have been
better suited for the long-distance transport of irregularly shaped
and often heavy pieces of metal.” It is more likely that these lidded
Sardinian jars, like their functional analogues from Egypt and
Syria-Palestine,” not to mention the reddish-brown burnished jars
I mentioned earlier whose home is still unknown to us, contained
organic produce of some kind.

Two last categories of non-Minoan ceramic imports into Kommos
are worth mentioning briefly, not so much for their exotic nature as
for the interesting comparisons and contrasts they offer with the
various groups of foreign containers already surveyed. The first
consists of Mycenaean pottery, all of which takes the form of finely
decorated tablewares that dribbled into the site in modest amounts

and without any significant breaks from the final phase of the LM

IA period onwards (Table 6). The later 14th and 13th century BC
Mycenaean imports consist of both open and closed shapes, includ-
ing a small fragment of an amphoroid krater decorated with a char-
iot scene, a very rare find on Crete.” There is no evidence from
Kommos for the importing during any stage of the Late Bronze Age
of either more utilitarian unpainted wares or cooking pottery from
the Mycenaean Mainland. From the contemporary Cyclades, on the
other hand, come several dark-surfaced, highly micaceous pithoi
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(Table 7), seemingly all datable to the 13th century.” Large closed
vases with micaceous fabrics that may come from the Cyclades,
whether linear or patterned, appear to be a phenomenon of the
Mono-Palatial era at Kommos, as are at least two Cycladic White jars
(Table 7). Occasional heavily micaceous cooking vessels that likewise
may originate in the islands turn up in Kommian contexts through-
out the Late Bronze Age (Table 7).

As thus far revealed by excavation, the Bronze Age town of
Kommos in the Final Palatial period may be neatly subdivided into
two functionally distinct zones.” The northern and higher areas of
the site, known as the Hilltop and the Central Hillside, are residen-
tial districts that were occupied by what may reasonably be
described as “ordinary” rather than “affluent” inhabitants. The
southernmost and lowest part of the site, to the south of a hand-
somely paved east-west road that may have led from the harbor
town all the way to the capital of Ayia Triadha, was home to two
monumental structures that represent rebuildings of two large seg-
ments of the underlying court-centered complex of Neopalatial
date known as Building T. Over T’s east wing were built the six
great galleries of the ship-storage facility known as Building P; and
over parts of 1’s north and west wings were constructed the various
rooms of Building N, possibly the administrative headquarters from
which Kommos port facilities were supervised.” It is therefore pos-
sible to break down the imports into Final Palatial Kommos accord-
ing to whether they come from private domestic contexts on the hill
as opposed to findspots in the monumental, presumably either
royal or public buildings south of the road. Moreover, within the
royal or public sector one can distinguish between an administrative
but nevertheless residential structure (Building N), the shipsheds
(Building P), and the very large court open to the south and west
which lay in the angle between them.™

Space considerations preclude a detailed review of the evidence
here, but a few quick implications of the data are worth noting.”
First, half of the known copper ingot fragments come from the
Central Hillside, half from Building N. That is, access to this import-
ed metal does not appear to have been restricted, and metalwork-
ing was an activity that could take place in a residential context and
was not confined to specialized industrial establishments.”™ Second,
imported tablewares in Final Palatial contexts, whether Cypriot or
Mycenaean, and imported pithoi, whether Cypriot or Cycladic, are
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quite evenly distributed from one end of the site to the other (Tables
1, 6-7). Egyptian, Canaanite, and reddish-brown burnished jars, on
the other hand, are distinctly more common in the southern sector,
closer to where they would have been offloaded (Tables 2-4).” They
are also far more common in strata of the Mono-Palatial period
than in Final Palatial contexts, thus implying that the importation of
bulk organic produce in such vessels was brisker when Knossos
ruled unchallenged over most of the island than in the subsequent
poly-palatial era.” Third, the Sardinian dark-burnished jars and
lids were evidently introduced only well after the Final Palatial peri-
od had begun.” Unlike the other transport vessels which are richly,
albeit very fragmentarily, represented in and around the shipsheds,
the Sardinian jars occur only in residential contexts, whether on the
Hilltop and Central Hillside or in Building N south of the road
(Table 5).* In other words, this western form of imported transport
vessel differs from the eastern varieties both in terms of when it was
popular and where within the settlement it was distributed. Finally,
although their numbers are tiny, the few Anatolian imports resem-
ble the Sardinian jars in being restricted to Final Palatial and ordi-
nary residential contexts (Table 4). ’

Given the amount of foreign material pouring into Kommos in the
Mono-Palatial and Final Palatial eras, one may reasonably inquire as
to what was being shipped out of the site. There is unfortunately not
much relevant evidence from Kommos for the Mono-Palatial peri-
od of LM II-111A2 Early, although some Linear B tablets from
Knossos make clear that very impressive quantities of grain were
produced and stored in the Mesara at this time, possibly to be
exported.” During the Final Palatial period of LM IIIA2 through
mid-LM IIIB, a novel form of transport container, known as the
short-necked amphora (or SNA), was produced in huge quantities
either at or in the immediate vicinity of Kommos (Figs. 3-4). I have
argued elsewhere that this distinctive shape was purposefully
designed to rival the Canaanite jar of Cyprus and the Levant and
the transport stirrup jar of north-central and western Crete as a
reusable container in the intense interregional commerce of the
later 14th and 13th centuries BC in the eastern Mediterrancan.” Its
shape was intended to recall that of the oval-mouthed amphora,
which had been the principal transport vessel of the Protopalatial
and earlier Neopalatial Mesara. But like much of the monumental
architecture of the Final Palatial Mesara, the short-necked ampho-
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ra was also designed, at least initially, to be both a morphological
and decorative hybrid: just as the monumental buildings of Final
Palatial date at Ayia Triadha represent an unprecedented blending
of Minoan and Mycenacan elements, so is the short-necked ampho-
ra of Kommos a novel combination of the oval-mouthed amphora,
the Canaanite jar, and the transport stirrup jar decorated with an
octopus or simply with stylized tentacles, Thanks to their wide
necks, the Kommian amphoras could have carried either liquids or
solids. Oil and wine were probably shipped in most, but the only
commodity we can presently be sure that was transported in
them is haematite, or red ocher, because this substance has left clear
stains on many amphora interiors. These two instances of the cre-
ative fusion of once discrete forms of material culture, one from the
domain of architecture and one from that of ceramics, speak elo-
quently across the centuries of how the Mesara reacted to the inde-
pendence restored to it by the destruction of Knossos ca. 1375 BC.”

Who were the principal carriers of tradegoods brought into and
shipped out of Kommos in the Final Palatial period? Certainty on
this point in the present state of our knowledge s, of course, impos-
sible, but a fairly strong case can, [ believe, be made that most of the
ships conducting interregional trade in and out of Kommos were
Cypriot.”” Cypriot imports have a longer history in the Kommian
material record than do imports from any other region, including
the Greek Mainland and perhaps even the Aegean islands: certain-
ly attested as early as Middle Minoan 11B, they may begin even ear-
lier.” In addition, Cypriot imports span a wider range of functions
(from tablewares to bulk containers to simple utilitarian pottery)
and materials (copper ingots and possibly stone anchors as well as
ceramic containers). Cypriot traders are likely to have been present
in every region beyond the Aegean from which Kommos received
imports, from Egypt through the Levant to Cilicia, then through
the central Aegean to Sardinia in the far west; they alone could
therefore have been responsible for delivering Kommos’” unusually
wide range of imports to this single location. The Late Bronze Age
shipwrecks so far excavated in and immediately adjacent to the
Aegean —Iria, Ulu Burun, and Gelidonya— all contained large
amounts of cargo originating in Cyprus and could well all have been
Cypriot. Finally, essentially no foreign imports except for
Mycenaean containers of perfumed oil and Near Eastern luxury
items like cylinder seals, carved ivories, and vessels made of exotic
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stones, faience, and glass percolate from Minoan ports of entry into
the interior, in dramatic contrast with the situation on contempo-
rary Cyprus. If the traffic in foreign staples and basic manufactured
goods had been in the hands of the Minoans, wouldn’t more for-
eign tableware and containers have ended up at sites on the interi-
or of Crete?

Department of Classics
Dartmouth College

Hanover, New Hampshire 03755
USA

NOTES

1 The groundbreaking work of L. V. Watrous on foreign ceramic imports into
Kommos (1985; 1989; 1992, 149-183) has set the stage for all of my own work on
this material over the past five years, as a glance at Tables 1-7 will make abundantly
clear. Our occasional disagreements over the identifications of individual frag-
ments [e.g. as noted in Tables 1, 5, 6, and 7] do not significantly alter the principal
patterns in Kommos™ external relations to which Watrous has drawn attention
(1992, 173-183).

I am extremely grateful to the following friends and colleagues for profitable intel-
lectual exchanges concerning many of the issues raised in this paper, as well as for
helpful critiques of earlier drafts and numerous suggestions for improvement: J. F.
Cherry, A. L. D’Agata, E. H. Cline, F. De Mita, A. B. Knapp, S. W. Manning, L.
Preston, J. W. Shaw, M. C. Shaw, A. Van de Moorte], and M. H. Wiener. They
share none of the responsibility, however, for whatever failings the paper may stll
exhibit.

Special thanks are due to E. H. Cline for sharing the contents of his paper entitled
“The Nature of the Economic Relations of Crete with Egypt and the Near Fast dur-
ing the Late Bronze Age” prior to its publication. Since 1 first saw his paper only
after my own had already been presented orally and was almost on the point of
being submitted in written form for publication, the two may be viewed as largely
independent assessments of the data currently available. The numerous points of
agreement are thus all the more striking, while the occasional areas of disagree-
ment indicate clearly enough which problems require additonal data or merit fur-
ther research.

For recent discussions of the Late Minoan (LM) IITA2 destruction at Knossos and
its impact, see Niemeier 1985; Doxey 1987; Bennet 1987b, esp. 311; Hallager
1988a, esp. 15-17 and table 1; Haskell 1989; Shelmerdine 1992; Haskell 1997a;
Popham 1997; Rethemiotakis 1997. In their recent review of the Neopalatial, Final
Palatial and Postpalatial eras on Crete, Rehak and Younger embrace the term
“Final Palatial,” the equivalent to what Dickinson [1994, 18, fig. 1.2] terms “Third
Palace Period.” Both of these latter appraoches fail to make the important distinc-
tion between LM 1I-11IA1 (when Knossos appears to have been the only function-
ing palatial center on Crete) and the ensuing LM IIIA2 through mid-I1IB phase
(during which most scholars are confident that the island was divided into several
smaller but seemingly independent political entities with their capitals at sites such
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as Ayia Triadha, Chania, and Tylissos [e.g. Hallager 1987; Shelmerdine 1992]).
Shelmerdine has argued persuasively that the Knossian destruction marks a major
turning point in patterns of settlement throughout the island (1992, 572-577, 585-
590). Note that the latest fieldwork and analysis of the finds at Kommos has
demonstrated that a major period of building activity at this site during LM I11A2
(and not LM I1IA1) now conforms in date with those observed at Chania, Ayia
Triadha, Tylissos, Knossos, and Malia, so that Kommos no longer appears to be as
out of step with developments elsewhere, as Shelmerdine thought might be the
case (1992, 574, 576-577).

2 Bennet 1985; 1990, 208-211. Eastern Crete appears to have lain outside of
Knossos sphere of interest and control during this period, to judge both from the
Linear B texts found at Knossos and from the material culture of the eastern part
of the island (Bennet 1987b; MacGillivray 1997a; 1997b). Shelmerdine has never-
theless presented some interesting arguments in favor of identifying a major
change in settlement organization at Palaikastro at the time of Knossos’ destruction
early in LM I1IA2 (1992, 575).

3 Bennet 1987a, 311; Hallager 1988a, 15-16. As J. W. Shaw has kindly reminded
me, one should in this context keep in mind that no significant portions of the
palace at Knossos were actually constructed in LM IIT times. That is, the Knossian
palace of the later 15th and early 14th centuries BC is a Neopalatial facility that was,
in effect, being re-used during this Mono-Palatial era. We are often less well-
informed about the nature of this re-use than we are about how the original struc-
ture functioned in Neopalatial times. Moreover, no thorough investigation of how
the workings of this enormous architectural complex varied from Neopalatial to
Mono-Palatial to Final Palatial times has to my knowledge yet been published.

4 The ceramic date for this destruction was presented in detail by Popham almost
three decades ago (1970) and has been recently reaffirmed (1997). A contemporary
destruction horizon has been reported in Knossos’ harbor-town of Poros
(Rethemiotakis 1997, 52 and note 102). Cline (1994, 10-11; n.d.) has drawn atten-
tion to the significance of this destruction horizon for the history of Crete’s exter-
nal contacts.

5 As has been made abundantly clear by Kilian-Dirlmeier 1985. I am very grateful
to L. Preston for stimulating discussion on this as well as other aspects of LM bur-
ial customs.

6 For the Warrior Graves as a phenomenon, see the treatments in Pini 1968, esp.
41-46; Popham, Catling, and Catling 1974 [to whom credit is due for the alterna-
tive label of “Burials with Bronzes”]; Matthius 1983; Driessen and MacDonald
1984; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1985; Kallitsaki 1997. A helpful recent review is provided
by Lowe (1996, 52-60) who, however, includes all Neopalatial, Mono-Palatial, Final
Palatial, and Post-Palatial graves with weapons under the single heading of
“Warrior Graves.”

7 Kanta 1980, 288-290. For a recent sampling of opinions on the growing region-
alism that characterizes Final Palatial as well as Post-Palatial Minoan ceramics, see
the papers in Hallager and Hallager 1997.

8 Hayden 1981, 1984, 1987; Shelmerdine 1992, 573-577, 585-587; Shaw and Shaw
1993; La Rosa 1992, 1997; Cucuzza 1997.

9 1 should like to acknowledge the great debt I owe to the directors of the Kommos
Excavations, Professors Maria and Joseph Shaw, as well as to my collaborator in the
study of the prehistoric pottery from the site, Dr. Aleydis Van de Moortel, for past
and continuing instruction on virtually all aspects of Minoan culture. It is a plea-
sure to acknowledge also the easy-going collegiality of the Minoanists working at
Ayia Triadha and Phaistos over the past decade. Professors Vincenzo L.a Rosa and
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Fillipo Carinci, and Drs. Nicola Cucuzza, Anna Lucia D’Agata, Pietro Militello, and
Orazio Palio have been extremely kind and generous in sharing knowledge not
only about their most recent finds but also concerning all aspects of the extremely
complex sites at which they work.

10 Lambrou-Philippson 1990; Cline 1994; Knapp and Cherry 1994. An indication
of how quickly the basic data base on which we all rely can change is the fact that
Yannai 1983, written in the earlier 1980’s, makes no mention whatsoever of
Kommos.

Il Cline 1994, 276-277 table 70. For the significance of Kommos as a port, see
Knapp and Cherry (1994, 138-141) who conclude their review of the site as follows:
“Kommos must be recognized as a significant seaport in Bronze Age
Mediterranean trade, one that should take its place alongside Ugarit, Enkomi,
Marsa Matruh, Termitito, Thapsos, or Nuraghe Antigori. Like those ports, it is
suggested here that Kommos enjoyed an independent existence, at least from LM
I onwards.” Insofar as the Final Palatial period is concerned, it is inconceivable to
me that Kommos could have acted independently of nearby Ayia Triadha. I am
inclined to see in Ayia Triadha and Kommos a pairing of interior capital and near-
by coastal emporion comparable to Ras Shamra and Minet el-Beida in Syria, Pylos
and its port in the southwestern Peloponnese, or for that matter Knossos and
Poros/Katsamba on Crete’s north coast. For Kommos and Tiryns as Aegean “gate-
way communities” which exhibit distinctly different arrays of Near Eastern imports
from those typical of inland centers such as Knossos and Mycenae, see Cline 1994,
87 n.d.

12 See Palsson Hallager 1983, 1985, 1993 for imports from Chania, Kilian 1988,
122-123 fig. 4, 127 on imports to Tiryns. Cline’s recent list of imports by site makes
the task of evaluating which sites in the Aegean played leading roles in interre-
gional exchanges far simpler than heretofore (1994, 276-277 table 70).

13 For the sarcophagus itself, the standard work is still Long 1974, to be supple-
mented by Immerwahr 1990, 100-103, 180-181, Lowe 1996, 23-41, and Rehak
and Younger 1998, 155 with notes 441-442. The tomb (Pini 1968, 51, fig. 112;
Lowe 1996, 172 Cat. No. 362) was re-exposed in 1997 by V. La Rosa and his team,
and its date of construction has now been pinpointed thanks to the discovery of
mendable pottery found in a previously unexcavated foundation trench along the
structure’s east side. I am very grateful to V. La Rosa for guiding me around his
excavations at Ayia Triadha during the summer of 1997,

14 For the argument that the states of LM B Crete must have included at least
one kingdom because of the use of the word wa-na-ka-te-ro on the inscribed stirrup
jars, see Hallager 1987, 182-183, 185. Note that an independent LM III kingdom
in the western Mesara appears to have been established either at the same time as
or very shortly after the great destruction of Knossos by lire early in LM IIA2.
15 For the issue of how imports were dispersed from ports of entry to their hin-
terlands, see most recently Manning and De Mita 1997. Other major coastal sites
on Crete either lack a nearby excavated center on the interior to which they might
have lorwarded the foreign goods offloaded at them (e.g. Palaikastro, Gournia,
Malia, Chania) or else have been heavily eroded and therefore have preserved only
outlying districts to be excavated (the case of Poros-Katsamba: Dimopoulou 1997).
For discussion of gateway communities with particular reference to Crete, see Cline
1994, 87.

16 gor Jiterature of the past decade on the Late Bronze Age traffic in metal ingots
in the castern Mediterranean, see Muhly, Maddin, and Stech 1988; Stos-Gale
1988; 1989; Knapp 1990; Gale 1991b; Borgna 1995; Budd, Pollard, Scaife, and
Thomas 1995; Stos-Gale, Maliotis, Gale, and Annetts 1997. For a [airly recent
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review of the literature on provenience analyses of metals, see Knapp and Cherry
1994, 96-121.

17 Blitzer 1995, 500-501 M1-M6, 527-530. The picces M1, M4, and M5 comes
from three LM I1IA2 deposits on the Central Hillside [Watrous 1992, Deposits 43,
47, and 44 1"espectively]. The remaining three (M2, M3, and M6) were found in
advanced LM I11B contexts in and around the eastern room of Building N [con-
temporary with Watrous 1992, 76-78, Deposit 77].

18 Muhly, Maddin, and Stech 1988, 291-292. See now Stos-Gale, Maliotis, Gale,
and Annetts 1997. For assistance with how the source of the copper represented by
the Kommian ingots is most accurately described, I am beholden to A. B. Knapp
(cf. 1998, 355, with respect to the source of the ingots found at Cape Gelidonya and
Uluburun). Half an ingot found in a LM IIIC to Subminoan context during the
excavation of the Piazzale dei Sacelli at Ayia Triada in 1903 is now unfortunately
lost (D’Agata n.d.). Its precise metallic composition is therefore uncertain, as, of
course, is the date of its arrival at the site where it was found. Despite its late con-
text, it could well have been imported contemporarily with the Kommian frag-
ments during the Final Palatial era. I am very grateful to A, L. D'Agata for draw-
ing my attention to this piece and for allowing me to mention it here in advance of
the fuller presentation of it in her forthcoming monograph.

19 haw, J. W. 1995. Detailed study during 1998 of the context pottery associated
with these anchors has led to a slight lowering of the date initially assigned to them,
from LM I1IAT to LM IIIA2. For other anchors at Kommos, see Shaw and Blitzer
1983. For anchors as indicators of other cultural groups in the Eastern
Mediterranean, see Galili, Sharvit, and Artzy 1994 (for which reference I am grate-
ful to A. Van de Moortel).

20 Pennas, Vichos, and Lolos 1996, 15-17, figs. 1, 3a.

21 Shaw, J. W. 1995, 284-286; Manning and De Mita 1997, 128-129, figs. 26-27.
22 Shaw, ]. W. 1995, 285-286; Manning and DeMita 1997, 129.

23 The Kommian three-holed anchors could, of course, easily enough have been
acquired by Minoan ships in Cypriot or Levantine ports. If is not so much their
presence at Kommos as their particular usage as architectural members in
Building P that suggests, at least to me, that they should be taken as indicative of
some sort of actual Cypro-Levantine presence at the site. If the re-use of foreign
anchors for such a purpose is so unexceptional, then why have such anchors not
been found at other Aegean harbor sites, expecially those with close Cypriot or
Levantine connections {e.g. Chania, Tiryns, Palaikastro, Poros/Katsambas)?

24 Fora listing of such items, see the following catalogue entries in Cline 1994, no.
556 [Amnisos]; nos. 168-169 [Armenoi}; nos. 142, 743 [Ayia Triadhal; nos. 260-
961, 557, 650 [Kalyvia]; nos. 491, 496-497, 742 [Katsambas]; no. 125 [Chanial; nos.
198, 158, 170, 398, 283-287, 506, 522, 561, 683, 703, 745 [Knossos]; no. 487 [Nea
Alikarnassos]; no. 127 [Poros]. A number of the pieces from Knossos and
Katsambas listed above come from “Burials with Bronzes” of the Mono-Palatial
phase rather than from Final Palatial contexts. See also Kanta 1980, 315-316;
Phillips 1991. Compare the corresponding range of items of this sort imported into
Late Bronze Age Cyprus recently collected by Jacobsson (1994). The possible ves-
sel fragment of Egyptian glass from Kommos comes from Room 4 in House X
(Shaw and Shaw 1993, pl. 27¢; Cline 1994, no. 784); 1 thank J. W. Shaw for
reminding me of its existence.

25 Cline (n.d.) has independently made precisely this point.

26 Cypriot tablewares make their initial appearance at Kommos in the last of the
three sub-phases of LM IA identified at the site (see Table 1; for the tripartite sub-

151



_Jeremy B. Rutter

152

division of LM 1A at Kommos, see Van de Moortel 1997, 25-28, 235-267) and con-
tinue to be imported throughout the remainder of the Neopalatial period as well
as during the Mono-Palatial and Final Palatial eras. Prior to LM 1A Final, Cypriot
imports are thus far attested in some numbers in the form of medium coarse ves-
sels from Protopalatial contexts, but as yet not in contemporary tablewares
(Watrous 1985, 7; Van de Moortel, pers. comm.). For the transport of Cypriot
tablewares during the 14th century BC in Cypriot pithoi, in much the same fash-
ion that Oriental porcelain was packed in china barrels between the 18th and 20th
centuries AD, see the evidence of the Ulu Burun wreck (most recently Pulak 1997,
242-243), which was carrying Base Ring IT bowls, White Slip II milkbowls, White-
shaved juglets, and Bucchero juglets, and plain trefoil-mouthed jugs, lamps, and
wall brackets, in addition to the pithoi, as part of its cargo. Cypriot pithot that have
been found in the central Mediterranean on both Sardinia (at Nuraghe Antigori:
Ferrarese Ceruti, Vagnetti, and Lo Schiavo 1987, 17-19, fig. 2.5) and Sicily (at
Cannatello: De Miro 1996, 999; Deorsola 1996, 1037, pl. V1, a; D’Agata 1997, 456)
may have functioned in the same way; my thanks go to A. L. ’Agata for the ref-
erences to the Cannatello example.

27 Kanta 1980, 316; Banou 1995, 649-654, fig. 1; Stambolidis and Karetsou 1998,
62-63 nos. 14-15.

28 For some recent discussions of the importing of Aegean tablewares into Cyprus,
see South 1995 and Manning and De Mita 1997. For the importation of
Mycenaean tablewares to Crete, see Kanta 1980, 314-315; Palsson Hallager 1993;
and the discussion below of Mycenacan imports to Kommos, together with Table
6.

29 On the other hand, no examples of the Cypriot wall brackets abundantly rep-
resented on the Ulu Burun wreck (Cline 1994, nos. 797-804) and at Tiryns (ibid.,
nos. 788-796) nor any Cypriot lamps of the sort found in quantity on the Ulu
Burun wreck (Pulak 1997, 243; Cline 1994, nos. 662-677) have been identified at
Kommos. A single example of a similar wall bracket was found at Mycenae over
seventy years ago (Cline 1994, no. 787).

30 A handful of Egyptian flask fragments have also been found at Kommos
(Watrous 1992, 162-163 nos. 1541, 1961, fig. 73, pls. 54-55), the largest single
example of which has recently been published by Banou (1995a, 657, fig. 4).

31 For the original contents of such jars, the information derived from the Ulu
Burun wreck has been extraordinarily informative. According to the latest report
(Pulak 1997, 240-241), the Canaanite jars on this ship contained olives, terebinth
resin, orpiment, and glass beads. No doubt they also contained wine (Leonard
1995) and oil, and possibly also grains (Cline 1994, 95-97, 99 table 60). See also
Haider 1988; 1989; Mills and White 1989; Knapp 1991; Haldane 1993.

32 For Canaanite Jjars from LM III contexts on Crete other than at Kommos, see
Stambolidis and Karetsou 1998, 57-58 nos. 4 [= Cline 1994, 179 no. 388] and 5
{Chania). For the notion that the predominantly coastal distribution of Canaanite

jars in Crete is due to the fact that their contents were decanted or otherwise

repackaged at ports of entry such as Kommos prior to being dispersed to the inte-
rior, see Cline 1994, 96; n.d. The altogether different pattern of distribution of
these jars on the contemporary Greek Mainland (see following note), though strik-
ing, does not necessarily invalidate Cline’s explanation of their distribution on
Crete.

33 Cline 1994, 95-96 and nos. 294-295 [Athens], 296 [Argos], 297 [Asine], 298-301
[Menidi], 302-310 [Mycenae], 311-321 [Tiryns]. 322 [Tsoungiza], 323 [Pylos], and
324 [Thebes]. Cline, following Amiran, initially downplays the value of such jars in
and by themselves (1994, 95), but clearly in Mainland Greek contexts they served



Cretan External Relations During Late Minoan IITA2-B (ca. 1370 - 1200 BC): A View From the Mesara

as a potent symbo} of status, as he himself goes on to point out (ibid., 96). At least
two Canaanite jars recently published from Crete were parts of funerary assem-
blages, one from a Neopalatial tomb at Poros and the other from a LM IIIA tomb
at Chania (Stambolidis and Karetsou 1998, 56 no.2 and 57-58 no.5), but the vast
majority of such jars from Minoan sites have been found in settlement contexts.
The reason for the prestige scemingly conferred by Canaanite jars on the Greek
Mainland may possibly be connected with their having contained an alcoholic bev-
erage, a substance to which greater value may have been attributed by the individ-
ualistic warrior ideology that seemingly prevailed in early Mycenaean culture than
by the more communal orientation of Minoan palatial culture. The value of such a
beverage may have been further enhanced if it was an imported, hence exotic alter-
native to a locally produced form of alcohol. The latter may have been of consid-
erable value in the first instance, owing to the substance from which it was made
(e.g. honey, in the case of mead). For an extended discussion of the role of alco-
holic beverages in European prehistory, see Sherratt 1987 = Sherratt 1997, 376-
402,

34 Akrotiri: Cline 1994, 172 n0.325; Poros tomb: Stambolidis and Karetsou 1998,
56 no.2 (found with LM IB and LM 1I pottery); Kato Zakro: Cline 1994, 178 nos.
385-386; Pseira: Cline 1994, 179 no. 387 = Banou 1995b, 115 ADC-65, 152-153,
fig. 50, pl. 29¢. The predominance and priority of Egyptian over Levantine con-
tacts with Crete in the LM I and II periods has been commented on previously by
Cline (1994, xvii; n.d.).

35 The closest external parallels for the body profile and size of these reddish-
brown burnished jars that I have yet seen are those of late Middle Bronze and Late
Bronze I shoulder-handled jugs from Megiddo (Amiran 1970, pls. 34:6, 46:1) and
both handleless jars and shoulder-handled amphoras from Tarsus (Goldman
1956, nos. 882, 887-889, 1044), but the fabric and surface treatment of these pieces
all appear to be quite different. I am extremely grateful to J. Balensi, P. Bikai, and
M-H. Gates for their assistance in tracking down Near Eastern comparanda for this
newly identified class of imported jars.

36 watrous 1992, 156, 168 nos 1058 and 1292, pls. 25, 48, 53, 57; Cline 1994, 183
no. 427 and 218-219 no. 761.

37 Cline 1994, 68, 271 table 67.

38 For west Anatolian gray and tan wares, see Blegen, Caskey and Rawson 1953,
35-38; Blegen, Boulter, Caskey, and Rawson 1958, 21-23. For the distribution of
imported Trojan gray wares throughout the eastern Mediterranean, see Allen
1990 and Schachner 1997. For a brief introduction to Hittite pottery and how it is
to be distinguished from Late Bronze Age pottery in both northwest and southwest
Anatolia, with references to more detailed studies, see Macqueen 1986, 102-107. 1
would like to express my sincere appreciation to H. Erkanal, M. Mellink, and A.
Schachner for serving as consultants on the issue of the identity of these sherds.
39 Watrous 1989; Watrous 1992, 163-168, 175, 182; Cline 1994, 79, 272-273 table
68. The only additional shape aside from jars and bowls that belongs to the second
group is the round-mouthed jug, represented by a single example (Watrous 1992,
167 no. 1971, pl. 58, fig. 75). Watrous uses the Italian term dolio for the shape here
described as a swollen-lipped jar.

40 The clay of the vessels to which the omphalos bases belong is readily distin-
guishable petrologically from that used for the later jars and bowls from Sardinia
(Watrous, Day, and Jones n.d.). It is therefore quite likely that these two groups of
“Italian” material from Kommos were produced in altogether different locations.
41 Watrous 1992, 182. In his original presentation of the Italian material from
Kommos, Watrous assigned a substantial number of pieces to LM IIIA2 (4) and
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LM IITA2-B (23) contexts. As Table 5 makes clear, there is no good reason to assign
a LM ITIA2 date to any piece of Italian material yet recovered from Kommos, and
particularly not to any examples of the later group identified on typological and
petrographic grounds as Sardinian. The data presented in Cline’s charts (1994, 82-
84 tables 49-54, fig. 17 and 272-273 table 68 should be adjusted accordingly.

The pieces of wheelmade gray ware from Kommos which Watrous lists under the
heading of imports from Italy are in my opinion unlikely to have anything to do
with Italy (contra Kilian 1988, 133). They are best viewed as imitations in ceramic
of stone (most likely serpentine) vessels, a tradition which has a long history on
Crete {e.g. Rutter 1979; Tsipopoulou and Vagnetti 1994) for both small open
shapes (shallow cups and bowls) and diminutive closed ones (juglets, piriform jars,
alabastra). Half-a-dozen examples of such vases have now been inventoried at
Kommos, from contexts of several different dates, although most examples may be
assigned with some confidence to LM I1IA (Table 5).

42 Watrous 1992, 163, 182. A Sardinian provenience is supported by the petro-
logical work done by P. M. Day on the fabrics of these jars and bowls. This
Sardinian material from Kommos thus appears to be substantially different in func-
tional terms from the Italian ceramic material recovered at Chania, which B.
Palsson Hallager has interpreted as evidence for a resident Italian population
group at the site (1983, 1985; note the cautionary remarks of Vagnetti 1985 on this
subject).

43 Watrous 1992, 182, followed by Cline 1994, 79. I am grateful to J. W. Shaw for
useful discussion of this issue. That such jars may have been used as storage con-
tainers for scrap metal in stationary contexts does not by any means prove that they
were equally well suited to serve as shipping containers for such materiel.

44 1t is worth noting, in passing, that the mouths of these Near Eastern jars would
also have been covered, but the mode of doing so was quite different (see, for
Egyptian jars, Wood 1987), as was the mode of covering the spouts of transport
stirrup jars in the Aegean (for which see Tournavitou 1995, 79-81, pls. 11b-d, 12a).
45 "T'he most detailed treatment of this ceramic type is Morris 1989, which I have
unfortunately not been able to consult. For the rarity of Mycenaean pictorial
kraters on Crete, see Vermeule and Karageorghis 1982, 41. The only other exam-
ple dating from the Final Palatial era known to me comes from a tomb of uncer-
tain type near Souda Bay (Kanta 1980, 2536; Vermeule and Karageorghis 1982,
201 V.19) and, though decorated with a chariot scene like the piece from Kommos,
is a LH IIIB bell krater (FS 281) rather than an amphoroid krater; it has been on
permanent display for many years now in the Chania Museum (Inv. No. 812).

46 A fully restorable example of such a pithos comes from Archives Room 7 in the
palace at Pylos (Blegen and Rawson 1966, 394 shape 55, fig. 381), a context now
persuasively dated to the very beginning of the LH IIIC period (Mountjoy 1997).
A. L. D’Agata kindly informs me that several fragments of similar pithoi have been
found in LM ITIA2 contexts at Ayia Triadha.

47 ragments of markedly micaceous cooking dishes or pans also occur in
Protopalatial contexts in the building fills associated with Building AA (Van de
Moortel pers. comm.), the monumental predecessor of the court-centered
Neopalatial Building T that appears to have had much the same plan (see Shaw
and Shaw 1993, 168-170, 178, 185, fig. 10a-b for the early stages of its exposure).
48 For a detailed analysis of the town of Kommos in the Bronze Age, see Shaw, J.
W. 1996a, 1-8; 1996b, 392-398; Shaw M. C. 1996, 360-363. For a report on the
most recent fieldwork at the site through the end of the 1992 season, see Shaw and
Shaw 1993. For a review composed in 1991 of Kommos during the Mono-Palatial
era, see Shaw and Shaw 1997.
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49 1 between the northern and southern sectors of the site as so far excavated and
lying just north of the east-west road, immediately northwest of where that road
intersects a paved north-south road, is the building named House X. Constructed
in early Neopalatial times as a well-to-do residence, this building appears to have
been largely, perhaps even entirely, converted into a town shrine during the
Mono-Palatial era (LM 11 - TIIA2 Early), aftexr which it appears to have undergone
yet another major remodelling. Its terminal period of use, during the Final Palatial
era, is poorly documented, since the uppermost prehistoric levels here were to a
large extent re-used in the seventh century BC. The foreign imports from House
X (Tables 1-4, 6) thus belong almost exclusively to the Neopalatial and Mono-
Palatial periods, and for this reason this portion of the site is omitted from further
discussion in this paper. For a detailed preliminary report on House X, see M. C.
Shaw in Shaw and Shaw 1993, 131-161.

50 1 the Neopalatial period, and possibly even in Mono-Palatial times, the court
would have been bounded on the west and south by the respective wings of the
palatial Building T. But after the construction of Building P at the beginning of the
Final Palatial era, the west wing had certainly been either destroyed by the sea or
purposefully demolished in order to provide ready access from the beach to P’s gal-
leries. The original south wall of Building T had by this time been dismantled
down to just above its original foundations.

511na paper delivered in May 1997, alittle more than a year before the data pre-
sented here in Tables 1-7 was most recently updated, J. W. Shaw (n.d.) has a num-
ber of interesting observations to make with regard to the spatial distributions of
imported pottery found at Kommos.

52 For a diachronic study of metallurgy at Kommos, with special emphasis on the
decentralization of this activity in the later Neopalatial period, see Blitzer 1995,
500-520 and especially 526-532.

53 This intrasite distribution of foreign transport jars might be viewed as support-
ing Cline’s theory that the contents of such jars were decanted prior to being dis-
tributed inland (see note 32 above). On the other hand, the only complete
Canaanite or Egyptian jars so far recovered at Kommos were found in storerroms
[Rooms X4 and X5] adjacent to the shrine (Room X7] in House X (Table 2) rather
than in the shipshed-cum-warehouse that is Building P.

54 watrous 1992, 175, 181-182; Cline 1994, 11, 96; n.d. It is, however, something
of an exaggeration to describe cither Canaanite or Cypriot vases as “rare” during
Final Palatial times (Watrous 1992, 182; cf. Tables 1-$ here). No reddish-brown
burnished jars whatsoever appear to have been recognized in contexts on the
Hilltop or Central Hillside. The three more or less fully preserved Canaanite jars
found at the site all come from the LM IIIA2 Early abandonment horizon of the
public shrine in House X and presumably contained perishables that were either
used or at least stored in that [acility; two of these have already been published
(Watrous 1992, no. 1951, pl. 53, fig. 72 = Banou 1995a, 654 no. 7061, fig. 2 =
Stambolidis and Karetsou 1998, 57 no. 3; Banou 1995a, 655 no. 8069, fig. 3).

55 The point worth noting here is that a significant amount of time appears to have
elapsed between the decline in the numbers of Near Fastern jars arriving at
Kommos and the appearance of Sardinian jars. Thus to connect the two in some
kind of cause-and-effect relationship (e.g. Watrous 1992, 182; Cline 1994, xvii, 11,
79-80; n.d.) may be to oversimplify what is a far more complex situation. In addi-
tion, previous authorities have tended to view the Levantine, Egyptian, and Sardi-
nian imports to Kommos as the result of Minoan maritime enterprise, whereas it
seems equally possible that non-Minoan carriers (e.g. Cypriots; see text below) may
have been responsible for the actual overseas transport of the vessels in question.
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56 The numbers of bowls correspond remarkably closely to the numbers of jars in
individual contexts, further supporting Watrous’ identification of the bowls as lids.
57 Over 10,000 units of grain (estimated to have weighed more than 800 tons, or
enough to feed over 4000 persons for a year) are recorded on tablet KN F 852 next
to the site of da-wo, considered by most authorities to have been a site within the
Mesara (Chadwick 1976, 117-118; Bennet 1985, 247; 1990, 210). Bennet (1985,
247) suggests that this enormous quantity of grain, if not redistributed within
Crete, might well have been traded overseas. For the names of the sites of Phaistos,
Ayia Triadha, and Kommos in the “age of Linear B,” see Bennet 1985, 247;
Shelmerdine 1992, 580-581; McArthur 1993; Cucuzza n.d.

58 Rutter n.d. A program of petrological and chemical analysis incorporating sam-
ples from a substantial number of these jars was launched in 1998 by P. M. Day, V.
Kilikoglou, and J. B. Rutter in an effort to establish on physico-chemical as well as
stylistic grounds that they were produced in the western Mesara.

59 Other examples of such creative fusion at this time include the Ayia Triadha sar-
cophagus, long recognized as an amalgam of formerly discrete Minoan and
Mycenaean traditions in funerary ideology and representational art, and also the
wallpainting style represented by the surviving LM I1I frescoes from Ayia Triadha,
soon to be published by P. Militello. A rather different interpretation of the signif-
icance of the hybridization process, as this is manifested in the large megaroid
Building ABCD at Ayia Triadha, is provided by Hayden 1987, 213-218.

60The issues being addressed in this paragraph are essentially twofold: first, should
we imagine that the carriers responsible for the presence of non-Minoan goods at
Kommos were as heterogeneous as the range of the imports themselves? and sec-
ond, to what degree do we wish to credit Minoan maritime enterprise for the quan-
tity and range of these foreign imports? To say that most of the ships that brought
foreign goods to Kommos were Cypriot is most decidedly not the same thing as
claiming that eastern Mediterranean trade in general was dominated by Cypriot
carriers. Moreover, even with respect to Kommos in particular, a substantial
amount of the cargoes both entering and leaving the harbor must have travelled
in Minoan bottoms, for otherwise Building P, on the assumption that it is correct-
ly identified as a ship-storage facility, would hardly have been necessary.

The surveys by Knapp (1993) and Cline (1994), and more fully by Knapp and
Cherry (1994, 123-155), of the various theories concerning the nature of eastern
Mediterranean interregional trade and who, if anyone, was the dominant ethnic
group in this activity makes abundantly clear how little agreement there has been
among the principal authorities on this subject. Significantly, although the Cypriots
have often been identified as important participants in the trade in metals, and par-
ticularly during the 18th century BC when various modes of physico-chemical
analysis have identified ingots for the first time consistent with Cypriot ore compo-
sitions (e.g. Muhly, Madden, and Stech 1988, 291-292), Cypriots have rarely been
argued to have been the major carriers in the traffic in raw materials and manu-
factured goods (e.g. Knapp and Cherry 1994, 128-134; the viewpoint expressed in
Muhly, Madden, and Stech 1988 is an exception in this respect). For Cypriot inter-
action with the Aegean specifically, see most recently Graziadio 1995.

61 gych imports of Protopalatial date from outside the Aegean that had been iden-
tified at Kommos prior to May 1997 are briefly reviewed and assessed in Shaw J.
W.n.d
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TABLE 1

CYPRIOT IMPORTS TO NEOPALATIAL AND FINAL PALATIAL MINOAN KOMMOS
' [last updated: 10/98]

KOMMOS: HILLTOP

INV.NO. TR. PAIL WARE AND SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
o DATE -
C335 13A 10 WS II milkbowl #1946, pl.51, fig. 70 #4006 LM III
C344 13A 10 WS IIA milkbowl #1947, pl.54 #405 LM 111
C1262 19B 21 WS I milkbowl #985, pl.b2 #430 LM I11B
2141 27A1 25 WS II milkbowl #1698, pls.52, b4 #428 LM 111B
C3156 21B 18 WS 11 milkbowl #873, pl.52 #424 LM IIIA2
C4143 19B1 43 Plain White pithos #1099, pl.50 #688 LM IIIB
4249 27A 6 WS II milkbowl #1932, pl.51 #413 LM IIIAl
C4651  39B 6 White-shaved juglet — #951, pl.52, fig. 70 #635 LM I11A2
CH596 B5A 9 WS II milkbowl #1942, pl.562 #410 LM IITA
KOMMOS: CENTRAL HILLSIDE
INV.NO. TR PAIL  WARE AND SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
DATE
€340 9A 18 WS 11 milkbowl #570 #419 LM IIIA1
C665 9A2 59 WS 11 milkbowl #1938, pl.52 #408 LM IIIA
[mislabelled “1954%],
fig.70
C993 19A 20 WS II milkbowl #1936, pls. 51, 52 #422 © LM I mixed with
some LM II1A2
C1052 19A 31 BR 1 shallow bowl #1937, pl.52 #4265 LM I mixed with
some LM IIIA2
C1981 9A2 59 WS II milkbowl #1939, pl.52 #411 LM IIIA
C1982 9A2 59 WS 11 milkbowl #1940, pl.52 #409 LM JTIA
C2046 9A 7 WS II milkbowl #1935, pls.52, 53 #416 LM IIIAL
C3171 35A1 61 Plain White #846, pl.52, fig.70 #690 LM I1IA2
Wheelmade pithos :
3249 9A2 59 WS II milkbowl #1941, pl.52 #407 LM IIA
C3681 40A 2 WS II milkbowl #1944, pl.51 #431 LM 1IIA2 - B
C3729 41A 10 WS II milkbowl #808, pl.51 #418 LM IIIA
C3947 40A 44 WS II milkbowl #935, pl.51 #421 LM IIIA2 - B
C44%2 40A 57 WS 1T milkbowl #1933, pl.52 #412 LM IIIA1
(4658 35A1 71 BR I jug/tankard - — <thd>
C4773 6A 12 WS II milkbowl #1934, pl.53 #414 LM IIIA1
Ch122 35A1 62 WS I milkbowl #847, pl.b2 #420 LM IIIA2
C5731 41A 10, 16 BRII jug (?) - — LM IIIA
C5770 41A1 12 Plain White #807 #689 LM IIIA
Wheelmade pithos
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Table 1 (continued)

168

INV.NO. TR PAIL. WARE AND SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
. DATE
C6112  48A 65 WP 1V juglet Kommos 11, - MM III
' #1835, tig.63
KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, CIVIC BUILDINGS
INV.NO. TR. PAIL.  WARE AND SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
. ‘ ,  DATE
C2753 36A 9 RLW spindle bottle #278, pl.51, tig.70 #717 LM IB Early
<disturbed in
LM I1IB>
C2977 36A 22 medium coarse — — LM IA Final
unpainted tuyere
3218 37A 43 WS II milkbowl #1931, pl.51 #417 LM IIIA2 Early
C3560 36A 1 Plain White — #1753 LM II
Wheelmade I jug
100C 17,19, 20,
23, 25
C4127 43A 63 WS IIA milkbowl #1340, pl.52 #432 LM IIIB
C4577 43A 91 Monochrome bowl #1930, pl.51 #404 LM I1A2 Early
6743 5IAl 65 WS II milkbowl #1945 #429 LM IIIB
C7073 5H8A 17 Plain White — #341 LM IIIA2 Early
Wheelmade pithos
C7407 57A 40 BR II carinated — #423 <thd>
bowl
C7422 57A1. 42 Plain White — #338 LM I11A2
closed shape
C7639 h6A1 100  Plain White — #329 LM IIIA2 Early
Handmade pithos
C81564  63A 63 Bucchero juglet, — _ #610 <thd>
8202 63A 70 Plain White — #376 <thd>
Wheelmade pithos
8727 67A1 50 Plain White ? — #345 <tbd>
’ Handmade pithos
9196 95A 37 Plain White krater — — <thd>
9266 75A/B 43A  Base Ring — — LM IIIA2 Early
I tankard
9990 86F 95 WS II Late — — <thd>
milkbowl
C10034  95A 35 WS II milkbowl] — — <thd>
C10035  95A 30 Plain White — — <thd>
Wheelmade
closed shape
C10111  95A 128 WS [Imilkbowl — — <thd>
C10260 95C 209 WS Wheelmade I (?) jug  — — <thd>
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Table 1 (continued)

INV.NO. TR PAIL WARE AND SHAPE
C10298  95A 189 BRI juglet/

tankard
C10365 97K 30, 35, BR II jug

37, 38
C10463 97E 47, BR II carinated
49 bowl

Cl10649 76C 53B  Monochrome jug
C10669  50A 78 WS II milkbowl
C10730 100D 34 Plain White

Handmade krater
C10732 50A 70 WS II milkbowl
C10744 5H0A 74 Plain White

closed shape
C10754  42A 54 Proto— Base Ring

closed shape
C10766 BBA 50 Monochrome

closed shape
C10777 B2A 43 Proto — Base

Ring jug/tankard
C10778 B6Al 92 Proto — Base

Ring jug/tankard
C10779 5B6Al1 92 Proto —Base

Ring jug/tankard
C10833  36A 4 Proto —Base

Ring jug/tankard
C11078 36A 30 Proto — Base

Ring jug/tankard
Cll122  57A1 47 Base Ring jug
C11133 56A1 75 Monochrome (?)

bowl
C11215  90A 17 BR I jug/tankard
C11240 90A 55 Plain White pithos
153 jug/amphora with

potmark on handle

EHC

CONTEXT
DATE

#608

<thd>

LM I1IB

LM IIIA2

LM IIIB .

LM IIIA2 Early
I.M IB Late

LM IIIA2 Early
LM IIIA2 Early

LM IB Early

LM IA Final

LM 1A Final
LM IA Final
I.M IA Final
LM IB Early
[disturbed in
LM IIIB]

LM IB Early
[disturbed in
LM I1IB]

LM I1IA2 Early
LM IIIA2 Early
LM IA Final

LM IIIB
<thd>
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KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, HOUSE X

INV.NO. TR.  PAIL WARE AND SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
, DATE
C5645 11A 17 WS II milkbowl #1943, pl.51 #415 LM IIIA

9013 T3A 55, 59, complete Plain White —
60,  partially Wheelmade pithos

LM IIIA2 Early

60A, 63A
C9382 73B 98 BR II carinated — — LM IIIA2
bowl
C9567 81C 31 WS II milkbowl — — LM IIIA
C9612 81C 44 WS 11 milkbowl — — LM IIIA
9859 87A 69 Monochrome bowl — — LM II
C10209 93E 89 WP Wheelmade 1 — — LM 111A2
tankard Early (?)
C10366 93E 95, WP Wheelmade 1 — . — LM IB Late
98 tankard
C10555  72B 9 Monochrome — — Mixed Minoan
bowl (?) and Historic

Abbreviations for Cypriot Ceramic Wares
BR = Base Ring

RLW = Red Lustrous Wheelmade

WP = White Painted

WS = White Slip

Originally Published as Cypriot but Subsequently Identified as Something Flse
C3391  Published in LYW (#1544) as a fragment of a Base Ring juglet, this fragment instead appears to belong to a fine
gray wheelmade vase of LM I1IB date.

(4734 Published in LYW (#803) as a fragment of a Base Ring juglet, this fragment instead appears to belong to a fine
gray wheelmade vase of LM IITIA1 date.

C6626  Published in LVW (#1344) as a fragment of a Plain White Wheelmade amphora, this handle and rim fragment
belongs instead to a locally made medium coarse ladle.

DATE RANGE OF CYPRIOT IMPORTS: MM IIB - I11; LM IA Final - LM IIIIB

ABBREVIATIONS:

LVW = L.V. Watrous, Kommos II: The Late Bronze Age Poilery (Princeton 1992).

EHC = E.H. Cline, Sailing the Wine-dark Sea: International Trade and the Late Bronze Age Aegean (Oxford 1994).
<thd> = to be determined
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TABLE 2
CANAANITE AND SYRIAN IMPORTS TO MINOAN KOMMOS
[last updated: 10/98]

KOMMOS: HILLTOP

PAIL.  SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT

INV.NO. TR

A DATE

C1172 21A1 41 jar #750, pl.b3, fig.71 #370 LM IIIA2

C1564 19B2 42 jar #1097, pl.54 #378 LM IIIB

[mislabelled “1640]

2646 1B 2 jar #945, pl.b4, fig.71 #379 LM II1A2

2764 1B1 4A jar #946, pl.b4, fig.71 #381 LM 1I1A2

CH591 BA 10 jar #1950, pl.53 #358 LM IIIAL

ChH984 1B1 4B jar #588, pl.14, fig.71 #355 LM IIIA2

KOMMOS: CENTRAL HILLSIDE

INV.NO. TR. PAIL SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT

- , DATE

C1053 19A 31 jar #1954, pl.b4, fig.71 #375 LM IIIA2

C1780 9A 18 jar #571, pl.b4, fig.71 #360 LM IITIA1

52924 33B 28 jar #3809, pl.53, fig.71 #362 LM IITIA1

C4527 40A 32 jar #1949, pl.55, fig.71 #361 LM IIIAl

C4771 9A1 3 jar #1948 #330 LM IB [??7]

ChH733 41A 10 jar #810, pl.50 #364 - LM IIIA1

KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, CIVIC BUILDINGS

INV.NO. TR PAIL SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
DATE

C3351 36B 29 jar #1952 #363 - LM IIIA2

C4064 42A 46 jar #1957 #383 Mixed Minoan
and Historic

C4125  43A 61 Jar #1958 #380 . Mixed Minoan
and Historic

Ch140 43A 63 jar #1341 #382 LM IIIB

6839 51A1 72 jar #1959, tig.71 #3533 LM IIB with
some Historic

C6840 52B 67 jar — — Mixed Minoan
and Historic

C7069 60A 17 jar ' — #3483 LM IIIA2 Early

C7074 58A 17 jar — #336 LM IIIA2 Early

C7105 HBA 17 Jar — - - LM IIIA2 Early

C7115 59A 53 Jar — #327 LM IIIA2 Early

60A 20 ‘
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Table 2 (continued)

INV.NO. TR. PAIL.  WARE AND SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
DATE
C7336  57A1 45 jar — #339 LM IIIA2 Early
60A 33
C7428  57A1 45 Jar - #334 LM IIIA2 Early
7440  B6Al 71 jar — #340 LM IIIA2 Early
C7638  B6Al 94 jar — #337 LM IIIA2 Early
C8053 62D 55 jar _ - #328 LM IIIA2 Early
C8144  63A 61 jar — #346 LM HIA2 Early
C8216  67A1 48,50 jar - #352 LM IIIA2 Early
C8244  67A1 48 Jar — #371 LM IIIA2 Early
(8245 jar -~ #373 <thd>
C8728  67A1 46 jar - #356 LM IIIA2 Early
C8729  67A1 48 Jar — #347 LM IITA2 Early
C8730  63A 75 jar — #372 LM IHIA2 Early
Co100  95A 37 jar — - LM IIIA2
C9398  76C  56B  jar — — LM IIIB
9865  88A 21 jar — — <thd>
9941 89C 123 jar — — LM 1I1B
90C 97
C10360 89C 113 jar - — LM IIIB
C10362 89C 1256 jar — - LM IIIB
Cl0656 83C 77 jar — — LM ITIA2
Cl1141 84A 28 jar — — LM 11IB
Cl11232  90A 57,58 jar — — LM IIIA2
143 608 60 Jjar with potmark — — Mixed Minoan
and Historic
147 63A 63 jar with potmark - #344 LM I1IA2 Early
150 jar with potmark — #369 <tbhd>
151 Jjar with potmark — #359 <thd>

KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, HOUSE X

CINV.NO. TR PAIL  SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
DATE )
C6990  B59A 5 jar — #326 LM IITA2 Early
C7061  59%A 25 complete jar #1951, pl.53, fig.72 #354 LM IIIA2 Early
C8058  66A 32 jar — #366 LM IIIA2 Early
C8069  66A 29 complete jar — #368 LM IITA2 Early
C9152  73A 54 jar — — LM IIIA2 Early
CI167  73A 55,60 complete jar — #377 LM IIIA2 Farly
9624  81C 42 jar — — LM II-ITIA1
with some
Historic
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COMMENT: Note the dramatic difference in the distribution of Canaanite material between the residential parts of the
site (Hilltop, Central Hillside) and the area of the public (and commerecial?) buildings in the south: roughly five times as
many Canaanite fragments come from the latter area as from either of the former. Note also that all three complete®
Canaanite jars were found in House X.

DATE RANGE OF CANAANITE IMPORTS: LM IIIAl - LM IIIB
[the dating of C4771 to LM IB must be considered dubious]

ABBREVIATIONS:

LVW = L.V. Watrous, Kommos I1I: The Late Bronze Age Pottery (Princeton 1992).

EHC = E.H. Cline, Sailing the Wine-dark Sea: International Trade and the Late Bronze Age Aegean (Oxford 1994).
<thd> = To be determined

TABLE 3
EGYPTIAN IMPORTS TO MINOAN KOMMOS
[last updated: 10/98]

KOMMOS: HILLTOP

INV.NO. TR. PAIL.  SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT

) DATE,
C3392 12A1 2 flask #1541, pl.b4, fig.73 #533 LM I11B
C4646 39B 2 jar #1956 #367 LM I1IA
C5960 1B 28 jar #955 #573 LM IIIA2 - B
C5977 1B 98  jar #587, pl.14 #569 LM I11A2

KOMMOS: CENTRAL HILLSIDE

INV.NO. TR. PAIL. SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
DATE

287  9A 16 jar #1960, pL.55, fig.73 #570 . LM IIIAl

288  9A 16 flask #1961, pL.55, fig.73 #535 LM IITIAl

894  19A 7 jar

Cl474  2A1 2 jar #1291, pl.54 #572 LM IIIB
C1649 23B 8  jar #1963, pL.55 #751 LM IIIA
C1845 9A2 56 jar #1294, pl.55 #1584 LM I11B
C2556  19A 9 jar #1953, pl.54 #357 LM TIIA1
C3802 9A 17 jar #294, pls. 7, 51 #609 LM 11

C4107  40A 53 jar #1955 #374 LM IIIA
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KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, CIVIC BUILDINGS

INV.NO. TR. PAIL. SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT

} ) DATE

C2763  36A 9 jar #277, pL.55 #563 LM IB Early
<disturbed in
LM IIIB>

3350 36B 29 jar #1962, pl.54 #754 LM IIIA2

3559 36A 12 jar #488 #568 LM II

C4203 44A 42 jar #1020 #566 LM 11IB

4574 43A 87 jar #1964, fig.73 #565 LM IIIA

C6392 50A 25 jar #1965, pl.b4, fig.73 #564 Mixed LM IIIB
to Historic

6949 44A 42 flask #1021, pl.54 #567 LM IIIB

C7070 60A 17 jar - #574 LM IIIA2 Early

C7072 58A 17 jar - #331 LM IIIAZ2 Early

C7448 57A1 49 jar - #365 LM IIIA2 Early

C7476 56A1 76 jar - #350 LM IIIA2 Early

C8336 65A4 75 jar - #342 LM 11IB

C8726 67A1 58 jar #353 LM IIIA2 Early

C9489 89A 11 Jar - - LM IIIA2

C9504 89A 36 jar - - LM IIIA2

9837 88A 17 jar - - <to be deter
mined >

C10065 94A 52 jar - - LM II1A2

C10218 94B 114 jar - - LM IIIA2

C10331 91B 44 jar - - <to be deter
mined >

C106556  89A 2 jar - - LM 111B

C10723 100C 19,  jar - - LM II

21, 23,
25, 26, 28
C10765 27B 35 jar - - LM 11
Cl11047 43A 91 jar - - LM HIA?2 Early
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KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, HOUSE X

INV.NO. TR. - PAIL SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
[ DATE
7550  B59Al 65 flask (2) - #536 <thd>
C8006  66A 27 flask - #534 LM IIIAl
C8887 66A 21 jar - #351  LMIB
9625 81C 42 jar - - <thd>

COMMENT: The Egyptian material from Kommos includes small closed vessels in the form of flasks in addition t6 large
transport vessels in the form of jars. Almost all of the flask fragments thus far identified come from the residential area of
the site (Hilltop, Hillside, House X). Several different kinds of jars can be identified on the basis of different neck heights
and diameters and different lower handle attachment locations (i.e. shoulder-handled amphoras, belly-handled amphoras,
handleless piriform jars, etc.). The above identifications were confirmed as Egyptian by Linda Hulin during a two-day visit
to Pitsidia on July 23-24, 1997.

DATE RANGE OF EGYPTIAN IMPORTS: LM IB (or just possibly LM 1I) - LM II1B

ABBREVIATIONS:

LVW = L.V. Watrous, Kommos III: The Late Bronze Age Pottery (Princeton 1992).

EHC = E.H. Cline, Sailing the Wine-dark Sea: International Trade and the Late Bronze Age Aegean (Oxford 1994).
<thd> = To be determined.

TABLE 4
KOMMOS: MISCELLANEOUS NON-MINOAN IIMPORTS
[last updated: 10/98]

REDDISH-BROWN BURNISHED WHEELMADE JARS
AREA OF CIVIC BUILDINGS:

INV. NO. TR. PAIL PORTION PRESERVED CONTEXT
DATE

CB933 89C 128 grooved shoulder LM IIIB

fragment ‘
9848 88A 26 raised base LM IIIA
9863 88A 25 #2 raised base LM IITA
C9880 88A 23 raised base LM IITA
C10361 89C 116 body sherd LM HIB
C10685 50A 74 grooved lower LM IIIA2 Early

neck and shoulder

fragment
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Table 4 (continued)

INV. NO. TR. PAIL PORTION PRESERVED CONTEXT
DATE
C10743 50A 73 shoulder and lower LM HIA2 Early
body tragments
C11066 44A 41 lower neck, LM IIIA2 Early
shoulder, and mid-
body fragments
Cl11153 57A1 41 lower body fragment LM IIIA?2
Cl1216 90A 20 rim and neck Mixed LM IA Final and
LM IIIA2
C11350 93E 58 body sherd LMII
C11363 57A1 42 lower body fragment LM IITA2
HOUSE X:
INV. NO. TR. PAIL PORTION PRESERVED CONTEXT
DATE
C10850 11A 19 shoulder and LM II
neck fragment
C10975 66A 31 lower and mid- LM IITIAL
body fragment
C10978 66A 31 faintly grooved LM IIIAL
neck and shoulder
fragment
C10988 66A 31 rim and neck LM IIIA1

COMMENT: As of 1 August 1998, a fair number of visiting scholars have been shown this material (among them, F.

Carinci, J. Coleman, N. Cucuzza, W. Gauss, E. Hallager, L. Hulin, V. Karageorghis, V. La Rosa, W-D. Niemeier), but as
yet no one has recognized it. Its floruit appears to span the period from LM II through LM IIIA?2 - the pieces from LM
IIIB contexts in Gallery P5 could well be earlier cast-ups.

SUSPECTED ANATOLIAN IMPORTS

HILLTOP:
INV. NO. TR. PAIL IDENTIFICATION LVW EHC CONTEXT DATE
C3082  25A 25 brown-slipped-and- #1058, pls.25, #427 LM IIIB
burnished bowl 53, 57
C3523 flask #1929, pl.51, fig.69 #532 LM IB
C4091  41A 27 red-slipped-and- Kommos II - MM 111

176
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CENTRAL HILLSIDE:
INV.NO. TR. - PAIL IDENTIFICATION LVW EHC CONTEXT DATE
C1620 2A1 3 red-slipped- #1292, pls.48, 53 #761 LM IIIB
and-burnished
bowl
ABBREVIATIONS:

LVW = L.V. Watrous, Kommos IIl: The Late Bronze Age Poltery (Princeton 1992).
EHC = E.H. Cline, Sailing the Wine-dark Sea: International Trade and the Late Bronze Age Aegean (Oxford 1994).

TABLE 5

ITALIAN IMPORTS TO MINOAN KOMMOS
[last updated: 10/98]

KOMMOS: HILLTOP

INV.NO. TR PAIL. SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
DATE
C157 5B 20 collar-necked jar #1540, pl.57, 1ig.73 #576 LM II1B
G731 11B1 16,21 lipless bowl (small) #1561, pl.58, fig.75 #521 LM HIB
847 21A 3 collar-necked jar #1423, pl. 53, fig. 75 #585 LM I1IB
863 5B sloping-lipped bowl #1424, pl.57, fig.74 #440 LM I1IB
C1147 19B 8,14 collar-necked jar #1377, pl.67, fig.75 #586 LM I1IB
(small) '

C1520 21B 23 sloping-lipped bowl #1037, pl.53, fig.75 #426 LM IIIB
C1573 21B1 32 closed. shape #1167, pl.67 #577 LM IIIB
C2137  27A1 25 jar #1696, pl.56 #588 LM 11IB

2189 27A1 73 closed shape #1721, pl.57 #763 LM IIIB
C3310  12A1 64 swollen-lipped jar #1542, ig.74 #527 LM IIIB
C3311 5B 16, 17 collar-necked jar #1543 #583 LM IIIB
C3494 12A1 64 sloping-lipped bowl #1545, pL.57 #434 LM 11IB
C3953  1IB1 15 jar #1597, pl.56 #530 LM IIIB
C4325  27A1 33 closed shape (small) #1722, pl.44 #764 . LM HIB
C4411  27A1 25,30 jar #1697, pl.57, ig.75 #648 LM IIIB
C4625  4Al 32,  dosed shape #1307, pl.57 #758 LM IIIB

66, 67

C4699  27A1 25 open shape #1638 #528 LM I11B
Ch268  16A 20 lipless bowl (?) #672, pl.56 #517 LM IIIB [?]
C5348 5B 16 collar-necked jar #1426, pl.57, fig.76 #589 LM I1IB

12A 80
21A 5

C5349  12A1 21 swollen-lipped jar #1427, pl.57 #531 LM IIIB

Ch464 5B 3 collar-necked jar #1428, pl.57, fig.75 #590 LM IIIB
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INV.NO. TR.

Table 5 (continued)

PAIL  WARE AND SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
S — DATE
Cb465 5B 3 lipless bowl #1429, pl.57 #591 LM I1IB
Ch592-  BA collar-necked jar #1970, pl.56 #592 LM I11B
KOMMOS: CENTRAL HILLSIDE

INV.NO. TR. PAIL, SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT

B  DATE
C469 9A1 2 sloping-lipped bowl #1968, pl.58, fig.73 #433 LM II1B
C1699  2A closed shape #1293, pl.56 #587 LM 1IIB
C1769 22A2 74 jar (?) #1018, pl.56 #578 LM IIIB
C1854 24 6 jar() #1205, pl.57, fig.73 #762 LM I1IB
C1900 2A1 23, 34 bowl #1296, pl.b6 #441 LM I1IB
C2103 open shape #811, pl.b6 #1757 LM ITIAL
C2923 33B 28 omphalos bowl #813, pl.b6 #523 LM ITIA1
C4270  22A1 17 open shape #1672, pl.56 #436 LM IIIB
4470  41A1 6 omphalos bowl #1966, fig.73 #524 LM IIIA1
4580  41A1 8 omphalos bowl #812, pl.b6 #525 LM IIIAl
C4936 41A1 26 omphalos bowl #522, pls.53, 56, fig.73 #526 LM IIIAl
CH123 35A1 66 open shape #1967, pls.53, 58 #1759 LM IIIB (?)

COMMENT: The shallow, thin-walled bowls (or cups) with omphalos bases from Kommos (i.e. LVW #522, 812, 813, 1960)
are all from early (i.e. LM IITAl) contexts. The only other piece of “Italian” material to which LVW assigns such an early
date is his #814 (C5731), a misidentified piece of Cypriot Base Ring ware. All the omphalos bases come from just south of

the House of the Snake Tube, in effect from a single context.

KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, CIVIC BUILDINGS

INV.NO. TR PAIL. SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
DATE
C3199  37A 41 lipless bowl #1339, pl.56, fig.73 #518 LM HIB
C4126  43A 63 jugfjar - - LM IIIB
C4130  44A 37 sloping-lipped bowl #1969, pl.58 #435 LM I11B
C6444  B50A 22,27 collar-necked jar #1343, pl.56, fig.75 #593 LM I1IB
ceb52  27B 29 jar #1363 #579 LM IIIB
(or 21 or 22)
C65563  27B 26 lipless bowl #1364, pl.56 #519 LM IIIB
C6694 50A 52, sloping-lipped bowl #1753, pl.58, fig.74 #4377 LM IIIB
56, 58
C6695  50A B2 collar-necked jar #1754, pl.58 #580 LM I11IB
C6696  BOA 52 collar-necked jar #1755, pl.58 #581 LM ITIB
C6698  50A 53 lipless bow! #1756, pl.58, fig.73 #520 LM IIIB
6702 50A b4 sloping-lipped bowl #1757, pl.58 #438 LM II1B
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Table 5 (continued)

INV.NO. TR PAIL  SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT

- DATE.

C6710  50A 55,  lipless bowl #1761, #439 LM II1B

56, 57 pl.58, fig.74
5l1A 75

C6715 50A 56 collar-necked jar #1759, pl.58 #582 LM IIIB

C6717  BOA 56 swollen-lipped jar #1760, pl.58, fig.73 #529 LM 111B

C6718  BOA 57 round-mouthed jug #1971, pl.58, lig.75 #612 LM 111B

C6738  50A 59 bowl #1758, pl.58 #614 LM IIIB

C6904  B5IAL 75 lipless bowl #1973, pl.58, tig.74 #442 LM IIIB

C7663  62A 1 lipless bowl — — LM IHIA2 Early
<disturbed in
LM HIB>

C8173  B0A  “47-  collar-necked jar — - Mixed .M

65” 1B to Historic

C10742 100D 38 lipless bowl — — LM IB Late
<disturbed in
LM IIIB>

C10832 36A 4 lipless bowl — — LM IB Early
<disturbed in
LM IIIB>

Cl1145 84C 48 lipless bowl — — LM I11B

COMMENT: Note the absence of Italian imports from House X. The simplest explanation for this is that occupation levels
dating from the LM 1B period are not preserved here, yet it is only in contexts of this date that Italian imports may be con-

sidered common.

KOMMOS: PIECES CLAIMED AS ITALIAN IMPORTS BY LVW
BUT NOT ACCEPTED AS SUCH BY JBR

INV.NO. TR PAIL  SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT
DATE
G864 21A 5 EM I chalice #1425, pl.56, fig.76 #443
[Pyrgos Ware]
C5731  41A 10,16 dosed shape #814, pls.b3, 56 #611
[Cypriot Base Ring]
C6673 cooking jug #1752, pl.58, fig.74 #3584 Mixed Minoan
[7th cent. BC] through early
Archaic
6723 50A 28 thickened vertical #1972, pl.58 [mislabelled #613

strap handle

as #1758]
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KOMMOS: FINE WHEELMADE GRAY WARE

INV.NO. TR. PAIL SHAPE LVW EHC CONTEXT

S — DATE
C2818 - 36A 14 alabastron #270, pL.6, fig.18 - LM IB Early
<disturbed in
LM HIB>
C3391  12A1 21 juglet #1544, fig.76, pl.58 - LM IIIB
C4734  41A1 19 juglet #803, fig.76, pl.53 - LM IIIAl
C4937  41A1 2b teacup #514, fig.23, pls.53, 56  — LM IIIAL
Ch268  16A teacup #672 [misdescribed], — LM I1IA2
pl.56
C7691  62A 9 teacup - — LM IIIA2 Early

COMMENT: These dark-gray-burnished cups and juglets appear to belong to the earlier LM ITIA period (Tsipopoulou
and Vagnetti 1994) and may represent a LM I1IA continuation on the part of Minoan potters to imitate stone vessels in
fired clay ( Rutter1979). Unlike the rest of the dark-burnished material published as Italian by LVW, these fragments
come from wheelmade vessels, and their fractures and surfaces are distinctly gray rather than black or mottled.

ABBREVIATIONS:

LVW = L.V. Watrous, Kommos III: The Late Bronze Age Pottery (Princeton 1992).

EHC = E.H. Cline, Sailing the Wine-dark Sea: International Trade and the Late Bronze Age Aegean (Oxford 1994).
JBR = J. Rutter

TABLE 6

MYCENAEAN IMPORTS TO KOMMOS
[last updated: 10/98]

KOMMOS: HILLTOP

INV.NO. TR. PAIL  SHAPE LVW CONTEXT DATE

2140  27A1 25,30 stemmed bowl, #1117, pl.51, fig.69 LM IIIB
patterned [LH I11B]

C2146 27A1 deep bowl, #1695, pl.44, fig.69 LM IIIB
patterned [LH I118?]

C3896  4A2 64 stirrup jar, #1621, pl41 LM I1IB
patterned [LH ITIB?]

C3897 4A2 64 stirrup jar, #1628, pl.41 LM IIIB
patterned [LH 111B]

Ch425 4A2 59 piriform jar, #1133 LM IIIA2

linear [LH ITIA]
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KOMMOS: CENTRAL HILLSIDE

CONTEXT DATE

INV.NO. TR.'__ PAIl, SHAPE LVW ; o
C1473 2A1 2 stirrup jar. #1264, pl.29, fig.46 LM IIIA2-B
patterned
[LH I1IA?2 - B]
C1771 22A2 74 stirrup jar (FS 183), #1017, pls.24, 50, LM I1IB
patterned [LH I11B]
C2058 2A2 27 goblet, patterned #1789, pl.18 LM ITIAL
[LH IIIA1]
C4271 922A1 131  bowl, linear #1671, pl.51 LM I11A2-B
(handle only)
[LH I11]
Ch819 41A 40 goblet, patterned #1926, pl.51, £ig.69 LM IIIA1
[LH IIB]
KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, CIVIC BUILDINGS
INV.NO. TR. PAIL.,  SHAPE LVW CONTEXT DATE
C2424  27B 13 stirrup jar, #1881, pl.47 LM IIIB Late
patterned
[LH IIC Early]
2816  27B 33, 38 pithoid jar, #308, #309, #313; LM IIIA2 Early
Palace Style [LH 11A]
36A 12, 32 pls. 7,8
37A 23
44A 43
50A 68, 70,
73,76
2949 37A 24 stirrup jar, #1927, pl.51 LM ITIA2 Early
linear as preserved
[LH IIIA2]
C3346 37A 57,59 Vapheio cup, #338, pls.46, 50 LM IB Early
patterned [LH I] '
C4693  43A 96 kylix, patterned #1928, pl.51 LM IIIA2-B
[LH ITIAZ]
C6709 50A 55, 56, deep bowl, #1739, pl.44 LM IIIB -
patterned [LH I11B]
C6912 53A1 70 Vapheio cup, — I.M IA Final
patterned [LLH ]
C6919 50A 79 alabastron, — LM IB Late
patterned [LH 11A]
C7116  60A 20 alabastron, - LM I1IA2 Early
patterned [LH ITA]
7643 57A2 79 alabastron, — LM IIIA2 Early

patterned [LH HA]
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INV.NO.

Table 6 (continued)

patterned [LH IIB]

77777 . TR PAIL  WARE AND SHAPE CONTEXT DATE

C7876 50A 55 stemmed bowl, #1737, pl44 LM I1IB

- patterned [LH I11B]
8335 65A4 75 stirrup jar, LM IIIB
linear as preserved
[LH TIIA2/B]
8344 65A4 78 kylix, patterned, LM I1IB
Zygouries type
[LH I1IBI]

C10734  50A 79 teacup, LM IB Late

patterned {LH I1A]

C11033  37A 26 goblet, linear as LM II

preserved [LH 11B]

C11045 43A 91 alabastron, LM IT1IA2 Early

patterned [LH 11A]

11085 100D 39 alabastron, LM IB Late

patterned [LH I1IA]
C11092 89B  57A, alabastron, LM TI1A2
57A1 patterned [L.H II(A?)]
KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, HOUSE X

INV. NO. TR. PAIL, SHAPE LVW CONTEXT DATE

C7636  B59A 88 angular alabastron, — LM IIIA2 Early
patterned [LH I1IAZ2]

8129 66A 34 Vapheio cup, — LM IIIAL
patterned [LH I]

9126 T4A 13 amphoroid krater, — Mixed Minoan
patterned with and Historic
chariot scene
[LH I1IA2 - B]

C11000 G66A 26 stirrup jar, — LM IiIA1
patterned [LH IIAZ2]

- C11309  93E 60 goblet, — LM II

COMMENT: Note the presence of no less than three LH I1B goblet fragments, of which two have been found in solid
LM II contexts. Note also the discovery of two LH I Vapheio cup fragments in LM IA Final and LM IB Early contexts.
The number of LH IIA alabastron fragments is striking.

The importation of Palace Style jars from the Greek Mainland, exemplified by C2816 (see the comparanda for both deco-
ration and shape in Niemeier 1985: figs. 2:8-12, 23:3, 6, 25:2; the best parallels are the jars from Kakovatos) comes as

something of a surprise and was only recognized in September 1998.

Original Identification as Helladic or Mycenaean Reconsidered

C611
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ed but almost fully preserved example of a patterned FS 176 stirrup jar from LVW’s LM TIIB Deposit 82 does
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not have exclusively Mainland parallels. Why could it not equally well be an imported Cycladic, Dodecanesian,
or even Minoan piece?

C4090

bowl rim from a MM I1I context is now considered to be possibly Anatolian.

Ch384

Published in Kommos 1 (#585, ig.27, pl.30) as “probably Middle Helladic™., this red- shpped—and -burnished

Published in LYW (#1925, pl.50) as “Helladic (Euboia or Boeotia?)” on the grounds of fabric and handle type,

this piece from a MM-LM I context in Hilltop, Court 2 is now considered to be an unidentified import.

DATE RANGE OF MYCENAEAN IMPORTS: LM IA Final - LM I1IB Late (LH I - LH IIIC Early).

ABBREVIATIONS

LVW = L.V. Watrous, Kommos III: The Late Bronze Age Potiery (Princeton 1992).

TABLE 7

CYCLADIC IMPORTS FROM WELL-DATED CONTEXTS IN THE SOUTHERN AREA

AT KOMMOS
[last updated: 10/98]

KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, CIVIC BUILDINGS

CONTEXT

INV.NO. TRENCH PAIL IDENTIFICATION LVW
DATE B
C10725 100C 23,27 medium coarse - LM II
matt-painted
closed vase
C4576 36A 5 plain Cycladic #1923, pl.50 LM 11
White jar (bottom three); '
43A 91 #276, pl.b0;
50A 73 #1924, pl.50
(right sherd)
7477 56A1 77 medium fine linear LM IHA?2 Early
closed shape,
micaceous fabric
2928  27B 22 dark-surfaced #1338, pl.51 LM I1IB
micaceous pithos -~ Advanced
37A 21, 22,41
C4134 34A2 48 dark-surfaced #1342 LM 11IB
micaceous pithos Advanced
44A 40
44B 7
50A 27,42, 50, 52,
54, 58, 59
51A 28
5IAl 75
65A4 30
84A 6
84D 59
86F 83, 85, 85A
37B 88
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Table 7 (continued)

INV. NO. TRENCH PAIL IDENTIFICATION LVW CONTEXT
- DATE

89C 104

“90A 53
91B 32,42
95A 6,7, 8,10, 18,
29, 33, 91
C10454 43A 91 plain Cycladic #1923, pl.50 Mixed LM IA to
' White jar (top three LM IIIAI
sherds)

C11056  89A 29, 29A patterned jug or jar, — LM IIIA2

Cycladic White fabric

KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, HOUSE X

INV.NO. TRENCH PAIL IDENTIFICATION LVW CONTEXT
DATE
C8020 66A 27 fine linear closed shape, LM IIIA1

micaceous fabric

COMMENT: LLVW publishes a fragment of a dark-surfaced pithos of the same sort as C4134 from an advanced LM I1IB
context in Room 6 on the Hilltop (#1629 =C4077, from his LM 111B Deposit 86) and another similar bit from Room O15
on the Hilltop (#1912 = C4515). A patterned jar fragment (#157 = C2547, from Deposit 3) is comparable in its fabric to
(11056 above and may be of comparable date, since L.YW’s Deposit 3, though mostly LM 1, also contains some LM
ITITA2 material. The LM I1IA2 - B fragment #1140 = C4871 appears to be a piece of micaceous cooking pottery (cf. the
separate listing of such pieces below. The claim that #806 = C5843 1s Cydadic seems rather doubtful. In the cases of
three pieces published by LVW ( #276 = C2762, #1923 = C4576, and #1924 = (6834), note from the table above that
the sherds of these as published in LVW have been reassigned.

The most fully preserved pithos, C4134, has an exact, though appreciably larger, parallel in the plastically decorated
pithos no.1147 of shape 55(b) from the Archives Room 7 of the Palace of Nestor at Pylos (Blegen et al. 1966: 95, 394, fig.
381), a piece dated to the very end of the LH I1IB period and thus probably only slightly later, if later at all, than the
Kommian example.

MICACEOUS COOKING POTTERY
KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, AREA OF CIVIC BUILDINGS:

INV. NO. TR. PAIL PORTION PRESERVED CONTEXT DATE
C6507 53A 34 body sherd LM I

C9906 88A 25 rim LM IIIA
C10455 95C 196 body sherd LM I1IB
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KOMMOS: SOUTHERN AREA, HOUSE X:

INV. NO. - TR PAIL PORTION PRESERVED CONTEXT DATE
C8019 66A 27 LM IIIAL

C8127 66A 31,34 LM IITA1

C10264 93E 107 rim LM IA Final

C10405 93E 59 base Mixed MM 111 to LM .

1B

COMMENT: There is a géod chance that these highly micaceous cooking pots (mostly shallow dishes, but also including

at least one wide-mouthed jar) come from the Cyclades.

ABBREVIATIONS:

LVW = L.V. Watrous, Kommos IIl: The Late Bronze Age Potlery (Princeton 1992).
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Fig. 1. Composite drawing of imported Reddish- Fig. 2. Composile drawing of imported Reddish-
brown Burnished Jar, small size. brown Burnished Jar, large size.
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Fig. 3. Kommos C9063: LM IIA2 decorated short-necked Fig. 4. Kommos C10348: LM IlIB
amphora. plain short-necked amphora.
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Mycenaeans and Cypriots
in the Central Mediterranean before and after 1200 BC’

by Lucia Vagnetti
terranean — Uluburun, Cape Gelidonya and Point Iria—

offer an unprecedented vivid image of what could be
called “the archeology of trade” in a time span that roughly encom-

T he three LBA shipwrecks known up to now in the Medi-

passes one hundred years, from the late 14th century to ca. 1200 BC.

Although the three groups are located in the eastern Medi-
terranean and in the Aegean, they undoubtedly offer some hints for
a better understanding of the evidence for long-distance Medi-
terranean trade that also extends to the central Mediterranean, 1.e.
southern Italy, Sicily and Sardinia, with possible occasional voyages
further West.

The direct evidence is limited: the Uluburun cargo contains a sword
that the present speaker has compared with well-known examples,
of the so-called Thapsos-Pertosa type (Fig. 1), which are ubiquitous
in Sicily and in southern Italy (Vagnetti & Lo Schiavo 1989, 222,
Fig. 28.2). Amber beads also have a western origin, specifically in the
Baltic, possibly distributed through the Adriatic and, ultimately,
along Mediterranean sea-routes, calling at Apulian ports (Harding
& Hughes-Brock 1974).

As is well known, the interconnections of southern Italy, Sicily and
Sardinia with the Aegean go back to the transition between the
Middle Helladic and Late Helladic period (Vagnetti 1982; 1991;
1993; Re forthcoming). The related archaeological evidence is well
known through primary publications and interpretations at various
levels and there is no need to enter into details.

Here I would like rather to focus on some aspects of the evidence
specifically related to the 13th and 12th centuries, a period when
Mycenaean and Cypriot material is often found together in central
Mediterranean contexts, as in the cargoes of the three wrecks just
mentioned. In particular, I am going to discuss some classes of finds
that match the range of objects and goods carried aboard the
sunken vessels.
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ANCHORS

Twenty-four stone anchors are surely associated with the Uluburun
shipwreck (Pulak 1997, fig. 20), only two with that of Point Iria
(Vichos 1996, figs. 1-3; Vichos & Lolos 1997, fig. 17; Iria Exhibition
1998, fig. 33), while a pierced stone found near the Cape Gelidonya
cargo has eventually been disregarded by the excavator (Bass 1967,
45; contra McCaslin 1980, 31, fig. 18).

The typology of stone anchors was first elaborated by Honor Frost
(1970; 1973) on whose work other more recent contributions have
been built (McCaslin 1980; Wachsman, Haldane 1997; Wachsmann
1998, 255-294 and forthcoming). The contrasting evidence of a
large number of items from the eastern Mediterranean (especially
Cyprus, Israel, Byblos and Ugarit) and the limited finds from the
Aegean has been stressed, giving rise to the suggestion that the
Aegeans, rather than using the single-hole weight anchor or the
three-hole composite anchor, very common in Cyprus and in
the Levant, were probably more familiar with a type of device,called
a “killik”, in which an unworked stone of the appropriate weight was
added to a sort of wooden cage whose remains (i. e. the stone) would
go unnoticed in archaeological contexts (Wachsmann 1998).

In view of this, the items found in the central Mediterranean —if
they are really attributable to the Bronze Age— seem to point
towards a connection with Cyprus and the Levant, rather than with
the Aegean. The evidence was first summarized by Quilici (1971)
who published a stone anchor of the composite type found in the
Tyrrhenian sea, ca. 10 km south of the mouth of the Tiber (Fig. 2:a).
The anchor is of local stone (tufa) and has no association with wreck
material or with archeological coastal sites of the Bronze Age. Quilici
also lists several other stone anchors (all stray finds from the sea)
from the Gulf of Naples, Sicily and the southern Adriatic coast.

Some very welcome additions to Quilici’s list come from Sardinia
where both types —with one or three holes— have been found.
Some of the items from northern Sardinia were collected and illus-
trated by Fulvia Lo Schiavo (1995a; 1995b; 1997), who also lists
some pieces from the south of the island. The only vague association
available refers to a large anchor with a single hole, more than 70
kilos in weight (Fig. 2b); it was found on the sea-bed in a small cove
under a promontory where remains of a nuraghe are still visible.
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The lack of real archeological association for all the items and the
long-lived shape (see recently Grossmann & Kingsley 1996) call for
great caution in accepting the stone anchors as evidence per se of
Bronze Age connections with the eastern Mediterranean; however,
when looked at in the context of other archaeological evidence, they
may acquire some relevance to the discussion.

INGOTS

According to the most recent estimation the Uluburun shipwreck
contained ca. 10 tons of copper and one ton of tin (Pulak 1997,
235). Copper was shipped in two main forms: oxhide ingots and
plano-convex or bun ingots, both of which are known in large num-
ber in the central Mediterranean.

Fragments of oxhide ingots are known from Sicily (Cannatello and
Thapsos), the Aeolian islands (Lipari) and twenty-six sites in
Sardinia. Four items, three from Serra Ilixi and one from S. Antioco
di Bisarcio, are complete and also carry incised marks similar to
Aegean and Cypriot scripts (fig. 3). In most cases, however, they
were found in fragmentary condition and in hoards also containing
bun ingots as well as complete and fragmentary tools and weapons
(Lo Schiavo 1998 and forthcoming).

One should stress the fact that the distribution of oxhide ingots is
centred in certain specific points in the Mediterranean and that the
highest concentration of find spots on land is in Cyprus and
Sardinia. ‘

A recent thorough study of the Nuragic pottery containers inside
which the metal hoards were found and of the associated metal
items has allowed a better chronological attribution of the deposits
which, in most cases, should be referred to the Nuragic Late and
Final Bronze Age, i.e. the 13th, 12th and 11th centuries BC (Lo
Schiavo 1998 and forthcoming; Campus-Leonelli forthcoming).

PITHOI

Thanks again to the Uluburun wreck we have also acquired a bet-
ter understanding of the use of pithoi as large transport containers,
not only for water or food, but also for manufactured objects such
as pottery (Bass 1986; Pulak 1997). A number of pithoi of Cypriot
type and manufacture was also found in the Iria wreck (Lolos 1995;
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1996; Iria Exhibition 1998, figs. 13, 21); a large neck fragment of a
similar pithos comes from Kommos (Watrous 1992, fig. 70). In the
central Mediterranean we know of two fragmentary examples of
the same origin: the sherds of a Cypriot pithos from Antigori in
southern Sardinia (Fig.4) have been known for long time and their
Cypriot origin has also been confirmed by archaecometric analyses
(Ferrarese Ceruti, Vagnetti & Lo Schiavo 1987, fig. 2.5; Jones & Day
1987, 262, sample 62); the recent find of a similar pithos at
Cannatello, in Sicily has been illustrated and discussed in prelimi-
nary publications (Karageorghis 1993, 584, fig. 3; Deorsola 1996,
1037, pl. V1,a).

Lolos (1996, 19) emphasises the very good quality of the Cypriot
pithoi in comparison with the average quality of Creto-Mycenaean
pithoi of the Late Bronze Age. One wonders if Cypriot potters had
developed a high technological level for the production of these con-
tainers, which may have become a sort of “quality item”, particular-
ly suitable for long distance transport of goods. A situation that can
to some extent be compared —on an ethnographic basis — with the
fortune and distribution of the very strong pithoi produced in the
19th and early 20th century AD at Koroni in Messenia —the well
known “Koroneika” — thoroughly studied by Harriet Blitzer (1990).

An interesting evaluation of the use of big containers in trade also
emerges from some recent studies of collared-rim jars in the Late
Bronze Age Levant (Artzy 1994; 1997; Wengrow 1996), where they
are linked with areas such as Tel Nami, where sea-borne trade con-
verged with land communication routes, along which dromedaries
seem to have been already in use in the Late Bronze Age (Artzy
1994). This speciﬁé point cannot be extended to the Aegean or to
the central Mediterranean, but could have encouraged technologi-
cal improvement in the production of large containers in Cyprus,
from where some items found at Ugarit and elsewhere in the
Levant originated (Astrom 1972, 259-64, Fig. LXXII:6; Yon,
Lombard & Renisio 1987, fig. 27:79/955).

OTHER CYPRIOT POTTERY

Cypriot pottery other than pithoi, although not particularly fre-
quent, has been recognized in various Italian Late Bronze Age con-
texts, always associated with Mycenaean pottery of late LH IIIA or
II1B (Lo Schiavo, Macnamara & Vagnetti 1985).
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Complete examples of White Shaved flasks have been found at
Thapsos in Sicily, together with juglets of Base-Ring shape, but of as
yet unidentified fabric (Lo Schiavo, Macnamara & Vagnett 1985,
fig. 2:1-3; Karageorghis 1995). Recent excavations at Cannatello
have brought to light sherds of a White Slip bowl. A Rude Style
sherd was found in Campania at Eboli (Vagnetti & Lo Schiavo 1989,
219, fig. 28.1c).

In comparison with Cypriot pottery, Mycenaean and LM III pot-
tery was definitely favoured by the central Mediterranean groups,
as the very wide distribution of the finds immediately shows.

There are specific types of Mycenaean and LM pottery, such as the
coarse ware stirrup jars of Cretan manufacture, associated with
trade and specifically with Cyprus, that have also been found in
Italy. There are examples from the sea near Filicudi in the Aeolian
Islands (Vagnett 1991, pl. IX:7) and from Antigori in Sardinia
(Ferrarese Ceruti, Vagnetti & Lo Schiavo 1987, 2.4:3). Part of a han-
dle belonging to an imported plain stirrup jar is also among the
Broglio di Trebisacce finds (Vagnetti & Panichelli 1994, pls. 75:11;
80:3¢).

Three handles of stirrup jars from Cannatello in Sicily display
incised potter’s marks which seem to be close to the Cypriot reper-
toire (De Miro 1996, 1004, pl. VII, lower row). I have not person-
ally inspected the pieces and I cannot say if the marks are incised
after firing as is customary, according to N. Hirschfeld (1992; 1993;
1996), who is studying the corpus of this kind of marks, in examples
found in Cyprus and in the Aegean. In any case it is interesting to
point out that the distribution of these marks outside Cyprus is
always related to contexts where other evidence of Cypriot connec-
tions has been found, as in the case of Cannatello.

IVORY

Semi-worked elephant and hippopotamus ivory found at
Uluburun has shed new light on the mode of circulation of this pre-
cious raw material.

Late Bronze Age ivory objects are rare in the central Medi-
terranean, but one should also stress that no thorough research on
this subject has yet been attempted. A fragment of an imported
Mycenaean warrior head with a boar-tusk helmet comes from
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southern Sardinia (Ferrarese Ceruti, Vagnetti & Lo Schiavo 1987,
2.3:2, a-c), but from sites in peninsular Italy there is also evidence
for local working of the material.

The case of Frattesina, where waste material and finished objects
(mostly combs) were found together, is already known (Bietti
Sestieri 1981; 1997). One comb of Frattesina type was also found at
Enkomi, indicating an interesting pattern of circulation of raw
material from East to West and of finished products in the opposite
direction (Vagnetti 1986).

This type of comb, in horn or bone and more rarely in ivory, is also
known from several other sites in peninsular Italy (Cassola Guida,
forthcoming). An example in elephant ivory from Torre Mordillo in
southern Italy (Fig. 5), is a recent addition to the corpus. At the same
site, where Mycenaean pottery is also well represented, a second
fragment of elephant ivory, most likely a waste piece, was also found,
showing that ivory working was practiced there also (Arancio, Buffa,
Damiani, Tagliacozzo, Trucco & Vagnetti 1995, fig. 1:7).3

GLASS

The presence of glass ingots in the Uluburun shipwreck also sheds
new light on the circulation of this material. In fact the ingots rep-
resent a sort of semi-worked state of the material, which could have
been remelted at any site with sufficient pyrotechnological skill, in
order to produce small objects on the spot (Rehren & Pusch 1997;
Nicholson, Jackson & Trott 1997). Frattesina in northern Italy,
where evidence for such a production is represented by a large
number of glass beads as well as by crucibles with remains of glass,
is again a candidate for such an activity (Bietti Sestieri 1997).

METALWORK

Fulvia Lo Schiavo, Ellen Macnamara and the present speaker have
tried, jointly and individually, to collect the evidence for Cypriot
metalwork imported to the central Mediterranean and for its
impact on local craftmanship, especially on Sardinia (Macnamara,
Ridgway & Ridgway 1984; Lo Schiavo, Macnamara & Vagnetti
1985; Vagnetti 1986; Vagnetti & Lo Schiavo 1989). Several connec-

tions have been identified, in most cases related to the sphere of -

tools used for metalwork, such as heavy double axes and hammers,
tongs and charcoal shovels. Tripods of Cypriot type are both
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imported and locally imitated in Sardinia, as well as some type of
metal vessels found in Sicily (Vagnetti 1968; La Rosa, forthcoming).

FINAL REMARKS

This brief survey shows clearly how the central Mediterranean finds
match many classes and specific types of objects of Cypriot and
Mycenaean origin included in the cargoes that we have been dis-
cussing. The evidence is supplemented by what has been found at
some harbour sites in Cyprus and in the Aegean, in particular at
Kommos, where some sherds of hand-made burnished pottery
which in preliminary publications (Watrous 1989; 1992) went
under the general label of “Italian”, are typologically and —as far as
has been said in anticipation— also archacometrically characterised
as Nuragic (Jones & Vagnetti 1991, 134).

But what was the impact of such a trade on the central Medi-
terranean terminals?

Without analysing in detail the various aspects of the Aegean and
Cypriot connections with local societies, we may emphasise a few points.

Traded objects found in the central Mediterranean are always
inserted in local contexts, in sites already established, that in several
cases survived the end of the systematic trade, which had its climax
in LH IIIA and I11B; imported LH IIIC material exists, but is very
scanty (Vagnetti & Panichelli 1994).

What emerges from the data is that the circulation of finished prod-
ucts, such as pottery and metalwork, and of semi-worked raw mate-
rials, such as ivory, glass and possibly oxhide ingots, gave an impe-
tus to the establishment of local workshops producing a variety of
artefacts of specialised technology.

To the already mentioned ivory and glass working, particularly
flourishing at Frattesina in the Po valley, but also known elsewhere,
one should of course add the numerous local workshops producing
wheel-made pottery of levigated clay in LH and LM I11B style, with
a continuity until 111G, located at various sites in southern Italy and
Sardinia and identified thanks to the combined effort of archaeolo-
gy and archaeometry (Jones 1986; 1993, forthcoming; Jones & Day
1987; Jones & Vagnetti 1991; 1992; Jones, Lazzarini, Mariottini &
Orvini 1994; Vagnetti & Jones 1988; Vagnetti 1994).
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The Cypriot pithot that arrived at Italian coastal sites in the 13th
century may have stimulated the production of similar containers,
decorated with raised bands and group of grooves on the shoulder
and body (Fig. 6), known at several sites in southern Italy, with a
high concentration in the Sibaritide area in northern Calabria
(Bergonzi 1985; Tenaglia 1994; Levi 1995; Bianco & Orlando 1995;
Levi, Jones, Lazzarini, Sonnino & Vagnetti 1998; Guglielmino,
forthcoming).

While pottery, with the exception of big storage jars, seems to be
under the predominant influence of the Mycenaean tradition, met-
alwork, especially in Sardinia, owes much more to Cypriot influence.

In both cases the working hypothesis, on which one may try to build
up a convincing pattern, is that potters from the Aegean and bronze-
smiths from Cyprus regularly visited the central Mediterranean,
possibly on a seasonal basis and following, at least at the beginning,
the main stream of long-distance trade (Lo Schiavo, Macnamara &
Vagnetti 1985; Vagnetti & Lo Schiavo 1989; Jones & Vagnetu 1991;
Vagnetti 1999). The fall of the Mycenacan palace system and the
consequent disruption of a well-established trade network, may even
have encouraged some of them to migrate and give birth to stable
workshops operating in a new environment and in a different eco-
nomic reality.

However, the circulation of craftsmen does not seem to have been
exclusively from East to West; the well-known mould for a winged
axe of a type common in LBA peninsular Italy, found in the House
of the Oil Merchant at Mycenae, is just one of the many indications
of feedback, which represent another fascinating chapter of
Mediterranean interconnections and which we are not going to dis-
cuss here (Matthaus 1980; Bettelli 1995 and forthcoming).
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Mycenaeans and Cypriots in the central Mediterranean before and after 1200 BC

o} 2 4 6 8 10 cm

Fig. 1. Daggers of Thapsos-Pertosa type. 1: Uluburun, Turkey; 2: Venosa,
Southern Italy; 3: Matrensa, Sicily (after Vagnelti & Lo Schiavo 1989).
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Fig. 2. Stone anchors from the Tyrrhenian sea. 1-3: from Sardinia (after Lo Schiavo 1995b);
4: from the sea, south of the Tiber mouth, central Italy (afler Quilici 1971).

204



Mycenaeans and Cypriots in the central Mediterranean before and after 1200 BC

Fig. 3. Oxhide ingots bearing
impressed marks from Sardinia.
1: Oueri;

2-3: Sardara;

4: Tetiy
5: Capoterra (after Vagnetti
& Lo Schiavo 1989).
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Fig. 4. Cypriot pithoi decorated with wavy bands.
1-2: Sherds and possible reconstruction
of the complete pithos from Antigori, Sardinia;
3: Fragmentary pithos from Cannatello, Sicily;
4 Pithos from Ayia Irini, Cyprus
(after Astrom 1972). Not to scale.
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Mycenaeans and Cypriots in the central Mediterranean before and after 1200 BC

Fig. 5. Cypriot and Italian pithor decorated with horizontal groovings.
1: From Cape Iria, Argolid (after Lolos 1995);
2: From Myrtou Pigadhes, Cyprus (after Catling 1957);
3: From Timmari, southern Italy (after Bianco & Orlando 1995).
Scale 1:33.3 (1-2) 1:20 (3).
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Fig. 6. Stirrup jars” handles with potter’s marks from Cannatello, Sicily
(after De Miro 1996). Scale 1:3.

Fig. 7. Ivory comb from Torre Mordillo, southern Italy. Scale 1:1.
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The Late Bronze Age Shipwreck at Uluburun:
Aspects of Hull Construction

by Cemal Pulak

excavation between 1984 and 1994 at Uluburun, near

Kas, a small cape on the southwestern coast of Turkey,
brought to light one of the wealthiest and largest known assem-
blages of Late Bronze Age trade goods yet discovered in the
Mediterranean.’ Dendrochronological dating of a piece of pre-
sumably fresh-cut dunnage or firewood suggests that the ship
sank some time around 1300 BC.*

T he Institute of Nautical Archaeology’s (INA) shipwreck

The ship’s primary cargo comprised approximately ten tons of
Cypriot copper ingots and nearly a ton of tin ingots of unknown
origin, both cast predominantly in the typical oxhide shape (Stos-
Gale et al., 1998). Other raw materials included glass ingots, ebony
logs, hippopotamus and elephant ivory, ostrich eggshells, tere-
binth resin carried in Canaanite jars, and various foodstuffs.
Manufactured goods included ten Jarge storage jars (pithoi), some
of which contained Cypriot wares for export. Also found were
metal and faience vessels, ivory containers, a jeweler’s hoard of
gold and silver, and tools and weapons of bronze. Study of the
cargo and personal effects of those on board suggests that the ship
was a Canaanite or a Cypriot vessel sailing from the Syro-Pale-
stinian coast or Cyprus to the Aegean. The finds further suggest
that there were at least two Mycenaeans of rank traveling on the
ship, probably as envoys.

The distribution of the copper oxhide ingots and other objects on
the site showed that the shipwreck was oriented approximately
east to west, its western extremity being uppermost on the sloping
seabed, with the rows of ingots running athwartships. The disper-
sion of some of the cargo to the south indicated that the ship had
settled on the slope with alist to starboard, which excavation of the
ship’s keel suggested was approximately 15 degrees. The stern of
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the ship rested at the shallower end of the site, at approximately
44 meters, and its bow at about 52 meters, with additional cargo
scattered down the steep slope to a depth of 60 meters or more.
The distribution of the artifacts on the seabed suggests a length of
about 15 meters for the ship; a total capacity of at least 20 tons 1s
an approximation based on the total weight of the cargo, anchors,
and ballast stones recovered during excavation. It is not known,
however, how much of the ship’s original cargo perished. Any esti-
mates regarding the hull’s basic dimensions and capacity, there-
fore, must remain speculative.

The ship’s cargo of copper oxhide ingots was originally stowed in
four neat rows, each of multiple layers and running from one side
of the hold to the other. Many ingots either slipped down the
slope after the ship sank or were displaced as the hull settled
under the tremendous weight of the cargo, but the basic arrange-
ments of the rows survived. This displacement of ingots, evident
in all four rows, but particularly pronounced in the first row
(highest on the slope, nearest the stern) and the fourth (lowest on
the slope), makes it impossible to ascertain any ingot’s original
position. Those still in place, however, revealed that the ingots in
any given layer overlapped one another like roof shingles, with
the direction of overlap alternating from layer to layer (Pulak
1998, 197, fig. 12).

On the ship were 24 stone anchors, all of the single-hole type (Fig.
1). Extensive surveys carried out by the excavation team around
the site and in the area between the shipwreck and the terminus
of the cape, from shore to a depth of 50-55 meters, did not reveal
additional anchors that could have been deployed as a last mea-
sure to prevent the ship from being driven against Uluburun’s
jagged rocks. It is possible, however, that such anchors were sim-
ply missed by the surveyors or that they lay in inaccessible depths.
Two of the anchors are much smaller (21.9 and 25. 9 kilograms)
than the others and may have been for use on the ship’s boat, or
perhaps served another purpose entirely. Although only about 25
percent have been cleaned and weighed to date, it does seem that
the remaining 22 anchors can be loosely grouped into three basic
weight categories: the heaviest at about 210 kilograms, the mid
range at 164-182 kilograms, and the lightest at about 120 kilo-
grams. Eight were found between the first and second rows of
copper oxhide ingots and were probably stored amidships in the
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hold, on their sides as pairs, one on top of the other. Another 16
anchors were uncovered at the deep end of the site in the area
corresponding to the ship’s bow. Of these, 12 appeared to have
been stowed downslope of the fourth row of copper ingots, in an
area probably corresponding to the forward extremity of the
ship’s hold. These anchors, and the eight stored amidships, must
have been spares for replacing any that were lost during the voy-
age; judging by their number, losses must have been frequent. As
such, these anchors would have been kept low in the hold to max-
imize the ship’s stability, but readily accessible when needed. On
the other hand, 4 anchors, 2 per side, may have been kept on the
foredeck for use in routine anchoring of the ship. How the ancient
mariners managed these heavy anchors is not known, but some
lever-type device may have been used in their recovery. What this
device looked like and how it functioned is still unknown to us, but
it may have taken the form of a simple derrick fixed to the mast
(Frost 1995, 168, fig. 3), or the boom or yard of the square sail may
have been rigged in a special way.

The Uluburun anchors are of a type and size virtually unknown
in the Aegean,’ but often found in the sea off the coast of Israel
(Wachsmann 1998, 265-70, 272-73, 285-86; Galili, Sharvit & Artzy
1994); in the walls of temples and tombs at Ugarit and its port at
Minet el-Beida (Schaeffer 1978; Frost 1969a, 1991) and at Byblos
(Frost 1969b; Wachsmann 1998, 271-73), on the Syro-Palestinian
coast, and at Kition on Cyprus (Karageorghis 1976a, 875-78;
1976b, 60, 69, 72, 78, 169; Frost 1985; Wachsmann 1998, 273-74).
Such anchors seem to have been manufactured at Tell Abu
Hawam and Tell Nami (Bass 1991, 74). A similar type of anchor
is also known from the Late Bronze Age shipwreck at Cape
Gelidonya (Pulak & Rogers 1994, 20-21; Wachsmann 1998, 283,
285).

In addition to the cargo and anchors, a unique aspect of this Late
Bronze Age shipwreck is the preserved parts of its hull. Due to the
steep, rocky nature of the seabed at Uluburun, somewhat remi-
niscent of that at Point Iria, what little of the hull that was pre-
served is extremely scanty and fragmented. Nonetheless, these
remains may be easily grouped into three distinct sections, with a
fourth consisting of only a few completely disarticulated and dam-
aged bits of planking (Fig. 2). The largest section of hull was locat-
ed in the only relatively flat and sandy area of the site, near the
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eight stone anchors high up on the slope between the first and sec-
ond rows of copper ingots. This section owed its preservation, in
part, to the weight of the stone anchors, which forced the keel and
planking into the sand that had accumulated on a relatively flat
ledge. The second and third hull sections, on the other hand, were
preserved under the second and third rows of copper ingots,
respectively. Although much of the planking from these last two
sections is stained green and severely distorted from the immense
weight of the copper oxhide ingots that had been placed on them,
they nevertheless were preserved by these ingots. The toxic envi-
ronment created by the copper evidently discouraged marine bor-
ers and other organisms detrimental to the preservation of hull
timbers. Results of wood species analyses revealed that the hull was
built of cedar (Cedrus sp.)," instead of fir (Abies sp.), as previously
identified and published (Bass 1989, 25). This new identification 1s
not at all surprising when one considers that Bronze Age sources
often mention cedar as the timber most preferred for building
ships. The physical and mechanical attributes of cedar are well suit-
ed for shipbuilding: shrinkage is minimal, seasoning is achieved
without significant distortion, it is easily worked and has little
dulling effect on tools, and it is more resistant to decay in salt water
than most other woods (Steffy 1994, 27, 256; Rival 1991, 36).

In addition to the hull itself, remains of a bulwark fencing have
also been tentatively identified (Fig. 3). A row of five well-round-
ed stakes, the only nearly fully preserved example of which 1s 1.7
meters long and nearly 7 centimeters in diameter, was excavated
several meters north (starboard) of the hull remains. One end of
each stake had been sharpened to a point with four or five strokes
of an axe or adze; the sharpened ends of all the stakes pointed
toward the keel. Lying on and somewhat perpendicular to the
stakes were closely-spaced parallel withies. There is no surviving
evidence to suggest that the withies were in fact fastened to the
stakes, but this assemblage almost certainly represents the type of
wickerwork weather fencing visible in all Syrian ships depicted in
nearly contemporary Egyptian tomb paintings (Davies &
Faulkner 1947, pl. 8; Davies 1963, pl. 15; Save-Soderbergh 1957,
pl. 23; Basch 1978, 102, figs. 4-6; 1987, 63-65, with figs.), and it
reminds us also of the wicker fencing assembled by Odysseus to
keep the waves out of the boat he built to leave Calypso’s island
(Odyssey 5.256-257).
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Since 1984, when the first hull section was exposed during the ini-
tial excavation campaign, we had known that the ship’s planking
was assembled with mortise-and-tenon joinery similar to that
found on Greek and Roman ships of more than a millennium
later. In contrast to the present-day “skeleton-based” construction
technique, whereby a ship’s planking is shaped around and fas-
tened to a pre-erected skeleton of the vessel, the ancients used the
“shell-based” method, which entailed edge-joining the planks with
mortise-and-tenon joints that were then locked in place with
wooden pegs driven through the tenons. Mortise-and-tenon joints
had, of course, been used in Bronze Age ships in Egypt, as attest-
ed in Khufu’s funerary boat at Giza (ca. 2600 BC) and Senusret
IIT’s boats (ca. 1850 BC) at Dashur (Lipke 1984, 64; Stefty 1994,
25-27, 32-36; Patch & Haldane 1990, 34-35, fig. 19). These early
Egyptian examples of mortise-and-tenon joints, however, were
freestanding and not pegged to lock adjacent planks to one anoth-
er. As such, they oftered considerably less longitudinal support for
the planking than did their pegged counterparts. Their primary
function during construction was to align the planks, which were
then fastened to each other with ligatures.

This tradition of shipbuilding appears to have persisted at least as
late as the 5" century BC, when Herodotus observed nearly iden-
tical construction methods in use in Egypt. In his oft cited and
much discussed passage, Herodotus noted that short planks were
joined to each other with long, close-set tenons, which were then
caulked from the inside using papyrus fibers (Casson 1973, 14-
15). If Herodotus was, indeed, describing the caulking of the hull
from inside with papyrus fibers [as argued by Casson (1992), but
see Haldane and Shelmerdine (1990) for another view], this then,
almost certainly implies that the planks were fastened to each
other with ligatures, as the caulking material would have to have
been kept in place by the ligatures used in lacing seams of adjoin-
ing planks (see also, Wachsmann 1998, 228-29). Herodotus makes
no mention of locking the tenons with pegs, but the Egyptians
were fully aware of pegged mortise-and-tenon joints as least as
early as Dynasty III (ca. 2700-2600 BC) and used them in wood-
work requiring this type of fastening (Lucas & Harris 1962, 451).
As far as we can determine, however, they were not utilized in
shipbuilding, unless they were restricted to seagoing ships only,
for which we have no surviving Egyptian examples.
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Exactly when and where pegged mortise-and-tenon joints were
first used to build seagoing ships is not known. The earliest docu-
mented use of this type of joint in the Near East, however, is much
later than in Egypt, and is seen in woodwork (Ricketts 1960, 530,
fig. 229.1) dating to the Middle Bronze I1B period (ca. 1800/1750-
1650 BC). It is possible that pegging mortise-and-tenon joints in
shipbuilding may have developed on the Levantine littoral and
spread westward from there (Basch 1981; Wachsmann 1998, 239-
41), and that this type of joint, termed “Phoenician” by the
Romans (Sleeswyk 1980), may have been more than mere coinci-
dence. It is of interest, therefore, that their earliest archaeologi-
cally documented use in shipbuilding occurs in the remains of the
Uluburun ship, which almost certainly was built somewhere along
the Syro-Palestinian coast or on Cyprus. Moreover, reexamination
of published hull wood drawings (Bass 1967, 50-51) and unpub-
lished photographs from the Cape Gelidonya shipwreck (ca. 1200
B.C.), another Syro-Palestinian or Cypriot ship, indicates that
pegged mortise-and-tenon joints were also used in its construc-
tion—more will be said on this below. Nevertheless, it is impossible
to offer a convincing answer to this query until more Bronze Age
shipwrecks are discovered and excavated.

Before discovery of the Uluburun hull, the earliest conclusive use
of the shell-based method of shipbuilding using locked mortise-
and-tenon joints was revealed through the excavation and
detailed study of a late-4"-century BC merchantman found near
Kyrenia, Cyprus (Steffy 1985; 1994, 42-59). While the Kyrenia
ship still remains the only well-documented and published exam-
ple of an early ship built in this ancient fashion, recent discoveries
have shown that the method dates at least several centuries earli-
er. At present, the earliest archaeologically attested use of locked
mortise-and-tenon joinery in post-Bronze Age ships is seen in the
7"-century BC shipwreck at Mazarrén, Spain (Negueruela el al.
1995, 195-96), but this site is still under investigation and prelim-
inary reports do not allow for full evaluation of the hull’s con-
structional details. More complete documentation exists for the
late-6"-century B.C. Jules Verne 7 ship at Marseilles (Pomey 1995,
475-80) and the late-5"-century BC Ma’agan Michael shipwreck
near Haifa (Steffy 1994, 40-42). Although archaeological evidence
for it is extremely limited, it seems highly likely that the late-5"- or
early-4"-century Porticello ship was also built in the same tech-
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nique (Eiseman & Ridgway 1987, 10-13; for a more recent date of
the shipwreck, see Lawall 1998). Although nothing of this ship’s
hull has survived, that pegged mortise-and-tenon joints were used
in its construction is strongly suggested by the discovery of sever-
al loose tenons and a sliver of wood with a pair of mortises pre-
sumably representing a plank fragment. Of these five ships, three
also employed lashing or lacing in the fastening of some timbers,
specifically, frames to strakes in the case of the Mazarrén ship, and
the ends of the lower strakes to stem and sternpost on the Jules
Verne 7 and Ma’agan Michael ships.

The Uluburun hull remnants in this first section to be discovered
were found to be fairly well preserved on their inboard surfaces
over an area measuring some 1.8 meters by 1 meter in width (Fig.
2). These remains comprised a 1.7-meter section of the ship’s keel,
port garboard (the plank or strake adjoining the keel) and second
strake, both of which preserved their complete widths, and frag-
ments of the third strake. Only a fragmented portion of the gar-
board survived on the starboard side. This contiguous hull sec-
tion, which lay on the only flat area of the seabed at the site, was
protected by a blanket of sand that had accumulated over it, but
was poorly preserved on its outboard surface, that is, the surface
corresponding to the exterior of the hull. An unusual aspect was
the lack of any evidence for framing. At this time we reason that
perhaps the preserved hull section is not sutficiently wide or per-
haps long enough to include frames or bulkheads or evidence for
securing such structural elements to the planking, especially if
they were not affixed to the first few strakes on either side of the
keel.

Another unusual feature was the overall appearance of the ship’s
keel. When first uncovered, the flat top surface (the interior sided
surface) of the keel was 10 centimeters higher than the interior
surface of the garboard strakes, instead of being at the same level
with them, as is usually the case in ancient Mediterranean hulls
(Fig. 4). For this reason, it was thought that all mortise-and-tenon
joints between the keel and garboard had sheared away com-
pletely and that the bottom planking had eventually settled at a
level below its original position on the hull. Examination of the
upper portion of the keel’s sides (molded surfaces) above the level
of the garboards, however, did not reveal any evidence to suggest
that the garboards had been fastened to the keel in this area, nor
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was there any beveling or a rabbet on either side of the keel to
accommodate the garboards, all of which indicated that the
strakes were indeed found in or near their original positions
-below the interior sided surface of the keel.

It had been assumed initially that the keel projected well below the
exterior surface of the planking, as do most traditional keels.
Raising the keel clearly disproved this notion, revealing that the
garboards had been fastened to the keel with mortise-and-tenon

~ joints near its bottom surface, such that the keel had protruded

only slightly below the outboard surface of the garboards. Equally
remarkably, it was determined that the keel was originally wider
(sided 28 centimeters) than it was high (molded 22 centimeters). It
should be noted, however, that the latter dimension has been
reconstructed with information from a small, well-preserved knot
in the keel's exterior, which otherwise had been completely
destroyed by teredo worms. Therefore, this value may not corre-
spond precisely to the original molded dimension of the keel, but it
is sufficiently close to give an accurate impression of the keel’s size
and, thus, its position relative to the level of the garboards. It
should be noted also that a 50-centimeter length of the keel (Fig. 2),
which was slightly askew (to the south) of direct alignment with the
larger keel piece, was preserved in the third hull section, located
approximately 1.3 meters farther down the slope (Fig. 2). As with
the larger keel section, the original outboard surface of this keel
piece is nonexistent, but its extensively encrusted inboard face sug-
gests a sided dimension of only 21-22 centimeters. If this is the case,
then, it seems that the keel narrowed by about a quarter of its max-
imum width toward the bow and, presumably, also the stern,
though exactly how narrow it originally was at either extremity can-
not be determined from the surviving parts of the hull.

Nonetheless, it is clear that the keel’s sided dimension was greater
than its molded dimension. It also seems safe to conclude that the
bottom of the keel originally projected only about 2 centimeters
beneath the outboard surface of the garboards. Such a robust lon-
gitudinal stiffener, then, would have effectively served as a spine
or backbone for the hull, provided protection to the bottom
planking, and supported the weight of the vessel when beached or
hauled ashore. Unlike keels of later sailing ships, however, it
would have helped the ship little to hold course or point nearer
the wind when sailing against contrary winds. The keel plank or
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proto-keel of the Mazarrdn ship is of a somewhat similar configu-
ration, with its sided dimension (17 centimeters) greater than its
molded dimension (10 centimeters), but it differs from the
Uluburun keel and garboards in that its inboard surface is at the
level of the garboards (Azipurua & Méndez 1996, 219).

It appears, therefore, that we have on the Uluburun ship a rudi-
mentary or proto-keel that is significantly more massive than a
simple keel plank —which offers little or no longitudinal stiffening
to a hull — but one unlike a true keel in the traditional sense. Not
only does this unusual keel configuration allow for a better under-
standing of the development of ancient shipbuilding concepts, but
it also helps reveal the technological and sailing limitations of
Bronze Age seagoing ships and the implications of such con-
straints on maritime trade routes utilized during the Bronze Age.

The two remaining sections of hull preserved under the copper
ingots correspond to the starboard side of the ship’s hold. Both
sections are somewhat disarticulated, crushed, and distorted,
making the identification and association of some of the poorly
preserved planking in these areas difficult and arbitrary. Unlike
the remains of the third section, however, much of the wood in
the second section is extensively eroded and had shifted a little
after settling on the seabed. Therefore, the identification of strake
numbers and their specific association with the other hull timbers
is somewhat problematic. The force of dispersal appears to have
been more violent here than at the upper or lower hull areas. This
probably was due to the steep gradient of the seabed in this area,
which, compounded by the weight of the copper ingots, caused
the keel to snap off at this point and leave the forwardmost (third)
section of the preserved hull remains to settle on the seabed with
less distortion. The planks appear to have slid a little to the south,
becoming slightly misaligned with the third section just down-
slope. Strake four (the fourth from the keel) overlapped strake five,
while strakes six and seven met at an angle; fragments of planking
were wedged or forced under the upper end of strake seven.

Although only partially preserved and in poor condition, this sec-
ond section of hull includes an important construction feature not
preserved elsewhere on the wreck. As the hull remains have yet to
be studied in detail, the purpose of this feature is not fully under-
stood, but it is possible that we have here either a flat scarf (a join-

217



_ Cemal Pulak

218

ing of two planks whose diagonal ends were cut off perpendicular
to their lengths) or, more likely, a drop strake, indicating that we
are approaching the bow. As runs of planks curve in toward the
stem and stern and diminish in width, those that become imprac-
tically narrow are discontinued (dropped) and their ends cut
square to prevent splitting. Support for this second possibility
comes partly from the first hull section, where there is noticeable
tapering of the garboard toward the bow. That this tapering
becomes even more pronounced closer to the bow is revealed by
the garboard fragment preserved in the third hull section. There
is one well-preserved mortise-and-tenon joint at the scarf of the
drop strake, and a vestige of a second. A preserved patch of
thorny burnet (Sarcopoterium spinosum) dunnage, a type of brush-
wood placed under the ingots to provide a cushion for the cargo
placed on the planking, indicated that ingots had been placed so
as to bear directly on the scarf, suggesting either that the scarf
location had been obscured by the dunnage and so was not avoid-
ed during lading, or that Bronze Age seafarers were not particu-
larly concerned about the assumed weakness of such scarfs.
Additional dunnage under the layer of thorny burnet is repre-
sented by only a single large branch at the lower (east) edge of this
second section of the hull remains.

Each garboard tapers in thickness from about 10 centimeters at
the edge adjoining the keel to about 6-6.5 centimeters at the oppo-
site edge, where it adjoins the second strake. They were fastened
to the keel with typical mortise-and-tenon joints locked in place
with pegs of oak driven from the under surface of the keel. Pegs
in the garboards, as well as in all other mortise-and-tenon joints in
the preserved hull remains, were driven from the interior of the
hull and passed through the plank completely. The oak pegs,
averaging 2.2 centimeters in diameter at their inboard face, are
tapered and multi-faceted, with one well-preserved peg displaying
about twelve facets. After being driven in place, a peg’s excess
length was sawn even with the surface of the plank rather than
trimmed with an adze (Bass 1989, 31, fig. 2). Not all peg pairs on
adjoining planks could be located due to the poor state of preser-
vation in some areas. Examination of the hull remains has further
revealed that the Uluburun ship was assembled without the use of
metal fasteners, nor were there any treenails or holes for fastening
with ligatures found in the surviving portions of the hull.
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It had been clear from the beginning of the excavation that the
Uluburun ship’s mortise-and-tenon joints were more widely spaced
and more robust than those found in Greek and Roman hulls of
similar size (Table 1). Unlike most Greco-Roman mortise-and-tenon
joints, however, those of the Uluburun ship were found to be extra-
ordinarily deep, extending from one plank edge to sometimes with-
in 1.5 to 2 centimeters of the opposite plank edge. In fact, mortise-
and-tenon joints in the Uluburun hull are about twice as long as
those in planks of Greco-Roman ships of comparable length and, as
such, are considerably longer than the optimal size needed to resist
the shear stresses exerted on the joints. Clearly, these longer-than-
necessary tenons were much more than simple plank fasteners and
acted as small internal frames, offering considerable stiffness and
integrity to the shell of outer planking (Stefty 1985, 90; 1994, 46).
The tenons were carefully crafted of oak, a much harder wood than
the cedar of the planks. The use of oak for tenons in both the
Uluburun and Cape Gelidonya hulls clearly suggests that Late
Bronze Age shipwrights already knew the value of using tenons that
were harder than the wood surrounding them. It seems, then, that
the Uluburun ship relied heavily on the mechanical strength pro-
vided by long hardwood tenons, and that the practice of using such
tenons was aimed specifically at supplementing the hull’s lateral
rigidity with an internal framework to compensate for the scarcity
or lack of proper frames. Such construction may partly explain how
heavy cargos could be carried directly on hull planking without
resorting to visible lateral support in the form of frames or bulk-
heads. After the Bronze Age, shipbuilders began relying more heav-
ily on a sturdier framework to maintain lateral rigidity of a hull, and
the use of long tenons and thick planks was no longer as crucial for
this purpose. Consequently, tenons could now be made shorter and
plank thicknesses decreased (Table 1). Decreasing a plank’s thick-
ness, however, increased its flexibility, which, in turn, required the
placement of mortise-and-tenon joints at closer intervals than that
needed with thicker planks to insure watertightness of a hull.
Nevertheless, the use of thinner planking and greater reliance on
framing simplified the construction process and permitted greater
control over the building of more complex and efficient hull forms.

One-half of a preserved tenon is approximately 15 centimeters
long and 6.2 centimeters wide, suggesting a length of about 30
centimeters for the complete tenon (Fig. 5). When compared with
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the only surviving tenon from the Cape Gelidonya ship (Fig. 6),
a relatively constant ratio of about 1.2-1.3 is observed between
the lengths, widths, thicknesses, and peg hole diameters (Bass
1967, 50-51, fig. 51, Wd 2) of the two tenons; dimensions of
both tenons are given in Table 1. These two tenons are remark-
ably similar in shape, featuring the same taper in both width
and thickness, and beveling at the narrower extremities, but the
Cape Gelidonya tenon is approximately 17-23 percent smaller

than those from Uluburun. If a linear relationship existed

between tenon dimensions and hull size for Late Bronze Age
seagoing ships, and if our estimation for the length of the
Uluburun ship as 15 meters is reasonable, it would appear that

_the Cape Gelidonya ship was some 11.5-12.5 meters in length.

This is larger than the estimated length of about 10 meters for
that ship, but it should be kept in mind that Bass’s assessment
was based on the quantity and the distribution of finds on the
seabed, as hull remains were minimal and did not offer addi-
tional information for estimating the ship’s size. Recent surveys
at Cape Gelidonya, however, have revealed more artifacts,
including the base of a large pithos and a stone anchor weigh-
ing nearly 220 kilograms. This single-holed anchor was located
some 70 meters from the shipwreck site itself, with additional
objects scattered between the anchor and the site. This suggests
that the vessel’s bottom had been torn open and objects had
spilled from the ship before it sank some 70 meters down cur-
rent of where it first struck a submerged reef, and may indicate
that the Cape Gelidonya ship carried a heavier cargo and was
therefore somewhat larger than originally envisioned.

In the Uluburun hull, rather than staggering the joints in one
edge of a plank from those in the opposite edge, each mortise cut
into one plank edge was positioned immediately adjacent to the
nearest joint cut into the opposite edge of the same plank, such
that mortises often infringed on one another. Occasionally, the
edge of a tenon nearest the adjacent joint was cut or damaged
when the mortise from the opposite plank edge was cut. It is dif-
ficult to determine whether this consistency of placement was sim-
ply a convenient way of uniformly spacing the joints or if it repre-
sents a specifically executed structural practice, but the latter
seems more likely. Indeed, it suggests a conscious attempt to form
a network of internal paired frames of tenons extending continu-
ously up the sides of the hull planking.
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The removal of a substantial volume of wood for adjacent tenon
pairs throughout a plank would seem to have significantly com-
promised its structural integrity and thus that of the hull. To min-
imize this undesirable effect, then, spacing joints at equal distances
from one another, rather than pairing them immediately next to
each other, would seem more desirable. This is precisely the rea-
son why mortise-and-tenon joints are spaced evenly on later
ancient ships. Why, then, do those of the Uluburun hull appear to
contradict common sense? It will be argued here that immediate-
ly adjacent or adjoining deep mortises (of the type used in the
Uluburun hull) cut in opposing plank edges made for a stronger
plank than did those spaced farther apart. The reason for this has
to do with the depth of the mortises. When hull planks are sub-
jected to moment forces, these forces are resisted by the tenons,
which, in turn, impart tensile stresses to the plank. These tensile
stresses are opposed by the uncut wood between the tenons, and
the plank is thus prevented from splitting tangentially. In tradi-
tional mortise-and-tenon joints, mortises are usually not much
deeper than one-half the width of a plank. Mortises cut in one
edge of a plank, therefore, do not intrude into the area between
mortises cut in the opposing edge of the same plank. Since the
resistance of a plank to tangential or lateral splitting is mostly a
function of the amount of uncut wood between the two joints,
which is proportional to and increases with the distance between
the joints, a mortise cut in the plank’s opposite edge does not
compromise the effective area of wood that resist splitting between
joints. However, in the case of the Uluburun hull, where mortises
are cut deeply to within a few centimeters of a plank’s opposite
edge, wood resisting lateral splitting is determined by the distance
between joints in opposing edges of a plank. Staggering of joints
in opposite edges of a plank, therefore, would nearly halve the
effective wood area and considerably weaken a plank’s resistance
to lateral splitting.

That compromising plank integrity was a genuine concern of
the builders of the Uluburun ship is also demonstrated by the
fact that the spacing of these joints varies with changing plank
width. This spacing increases from about 20 to 25 centimeters,
center to center, toward the bow, where the planks generally
became narrower. The spacing of mortise-and-tenon joints in
Greco-Roman ships, on the other hand, appear mostly to be
constant throughout the length of a plank.® By placing the

221



Cemal Pulak

222

joints farther apart, the volume of uncut wood between adjacent
joints in a narrow section of a plank more closely approaches the
level found between joints in the wide section of the same plank.
This, then, is clearly a conscious effort by the boatbuilder to pre-
serve the structural integrity of a plank of varying width as it spans
some portion of the length of the hull.

As noted above, the Uluburun shipwreck has not produced any
evidence of lateral stiffening of the hull. One large timber,

“which lacks any evidence indicating how, or even if, it was fas-

tened to the ship, was discovered near the first hull section. This
heavy timber, of oval section and angled at one end, may be
part of a standing beam or through-beam (see below), but it is
so poorly preserved that its placement on the ship and its ulti-
mate function is completely lost. In contrast to the ship’s longi-
tudinal strengthening provided by the keel, this lack of lateral
support for the hull is perplexing, especially when one consid-
ers that the ship was carrying more than eleven tons of metal
ingots when it sank. How could the ship accommodate a cargo
of such concentrated weight placed directly on planking some 6
centimeters in thickness? This difficulty was partly overcome by
placing branches of 5 centimeters in diameter or more, but usu-
ally less, athwartships from either side of the hull toward the
keel (Fig. 7). The ingots were then placed directly on top of
these cushioning branches or, sometimes, on thorny burnet lay-
ered over the branches so that cargo damage to the planking
would be minimized. It seems, then, that the popular notion of
placing heavy cargo directly on hull planking was detrimental
to a vessel’s water tightness is not necessarily valid.

The Uluburun evidence also appears to challenge the use of the
inverted-arch analogy to describe the behavior of frameless or
sparsely framed hulls. According to this analogy, such a hull had
to carry cargo on deck so that its weight could be distributed even-
ly throughout the hull in much the same way an architectural arch
bears the load of a building. The load on deck, counteracted by
the hydrostatic and buoyancy forces of water, would thus push
together the hull planks, thereby facilitating watertightness and
hull integrity. If, on the other hand, heavy cargo were placed
directly on hull planking, the sheer weight of the cargo would
force apart the planks and compromise the watertightness of
seams. Yet, not only was the Uluburun ship probably only par-
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tially decked, but surviving portions of its hull clearly demonstrate
that at least part of its cargo of heavy metal ingots was placed
directly on hull planking with only minor cushioning.

What we have thus far learned from surviving remnants of the
Uluburun hull permits us to reevaluate and better interpret some
ship representations and ship models from Late Bronze Age con-
texts in the eastern Mediterranean. A detailed depiction of
Egyptian seagoing ships on an expedition to Punt is portrayed on
Queen Hatshepsut’s (ca. 1460 BC) mortuary temple at Deir el
Bahri (Naville 1898, pls. 72-75; see also Wachsmann 1998, 17, fig.
2.11; 20-21, figs. 2.15-2.18). These ships are shown in profile and
appear to be long and slender. A line delineates the seam between
the planked part of the hull and the flat spine or central timber
terminating in a projecting stem and sternpost. This line,
although incomplete on some of the ships, is similar to a rabbet
line and gradually approaches the line representing the exterior
limit of the hull as it progresses downward, but becomes parallel
to it before merging with the waterline of the ship. The impres-
sion appears to be that of a keel projecting below the planking at
hull extremities that possibly diminishes considerably or disap-
pears entirely amidships.

Hatshepsut’s Punt ships bear a strong resemblance to carved boat
models from the tombs of Amenhotep II (ca. 1400 BC) and
Tutankhamun (ca. 1330 BC), all of which appear to conform to a
particular hull form that appears in the New Kingdom (Reisner
1913, figs. 348-49; Jones 1990, 28-37, pls. 16-22, 33; Landstrom
1970, 106-107, figs. 328, 331-33; also in Wachsmann 1998, 22-24,
figs. 2.20-2.23). Like the Punt ships, these boat models also feature
a spine or backbone timber that protrudes below the planking
near the ends of the hull, but which gradually disappears amid-
ships. As the hulls of these wooden models are solid and not hol-
lowed out, internal structural features are not rendered.
Consequently, construction features must be gleaned and
deduced from details shown on the exteriors of the models.

A hollow terra cotta boat model from Byblos, on the other hand,
is modeled with a molded internal centerline representing a mas-
sive longitudinal member running the full length of the hull that
projects outward horizontally at bow and stern (Dunand 1937, pl.
140, no. 3306; Basch 1987, 67, fig. 122). On the exterior surface
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of the model, this longitudinal element becomes flush with the
hull amidships in the manner observed on the models from the
tombs of Amenhotep II and Tutankhamun. Also shown in relief
on the model are the protruding ends of four through-beams on
either side of the hull. Two of these protrusions correspond to
ends of through-beams that cross uninterrupted from one side of
the hull to the other, while the other two represent ends of beams
that are concealed beneath the partial decks placed fore and aft;
there is no indication of framing. The model is thought to repre-
sent a Bronze Age, Syro-Canaanite ship, but Wachsmann (1998,
52-53), correctly in my view, identifies it as a somewhat foreshort-
ened version of Egyptian hulls of the type represented by the
models from the tombs of Amenhotep 1I and Tutankamun. The
evidence strongly suggests, then, the use of through-beams and of
a keel-like member or a proto-keel in certain Late Bronze Age
Egyptian ships (Wachsmann 1998, 241-242; Hocker 1998).

Other Late Bronze Age models suggest that a similar internal keel
configuration was used on ships elsewhere in the eastern
Mediterranean. A molded strip running along the inboard cen-
terline of a late Late Cypriot I-11 (ca. 1450-1225 BC) terra cotta
ship model from a tomb may represent the internal projection of
such a keel (Westerberg 1983, 11-12, 80, fig. 5; also in Basch 1987,
70, 72, figs. 138-41; and Wachsmann 1998, 63, 65, fig. 4.5). There
1s, however, no indication of a keel on the model’s exterior. A Late
Helladic IIIB (13" century BC) model fragment from Tiryns,
Greece, features a similar molded strip in its interior that may rep-
resent an inward-projecting keel (Kilian 1988, 140, fig. 37.5; also
in Wachsmann 1998, 151, fig. 7.46), whereas the keel and frames-
-or other lateral timbers such as beams or through-beams--of two
small Late Helladic I1IB models from Tanagra, Greece, are delin-
eated with dark paint on their interiors (Wachsmann 1998, 148-
49, figs. 7.39, 7.41).

The pegged mortise-and-tenon construction of the Uluburun hull
appears to be the earliest known use of this joinery technique in
the history of ship construction. Therefore, not only can we push
back by more than half a millennium its employment in seagoing
ship construction, but we also have before us the unprecedented
opportunity to compare details of this shipbuilding method with
those of Greco-Roman ships of comparable size. There was no
conspicuous employment of framing in the traditional sense, at
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least not in the parts of the hull that were preserved, but the use
of very widely spaced frames, several heavy bulkheads, or
through-beams on the ship cannot be ruled out.

Pictorial representations, models, and archaeological evidence
strongly suggest that during the Late Bronze Age at least some
seagoing ships were equipped with robust centerline timbers or
spines similar in function to those of later keels, but which amid-
ships protruded into the hull rather than outward, as did most
later keels. Our first and only direct archaeological evidence for
the existence of such a keel comes from the Uluburun ship.

Institute of Nautical Archaeology
at Texas A&M University

P.O. Drawer HG

College Station

Texas 77841-5137

USA.
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NOTES

I pass 1986; Bass, Pulak, Collon and Weinstein 1989; Pulak 1988; Pulak 1990;
Pulak 1997; Pulak 1998; Pulak and Bass 1992; Gates 1994, 258-260; Gates 1995,
293-95; Gates 1996, 304-306. Additionally, yearly progress reports have appeared
in the INA Quarterly (INA Newsletter prior to 1992) and in Proceedings of the
International Symposium of Excavations vols. 7-17 (Ankara, Turkey), vols. 10-17,
in Turkish. '

2 Reexamination of a small piece of cedar from the shipwreck, has revealed an
additional faint ring, which now places the last observable ring at 1305 B.C. As
there is no bark preserved on this piece, there is no way of knowing whether the
latest observable ring on the piece represents the original exterior of the tree, but
because the timber is not in any way modified by human agency, any missing rings
would have resulted from attrition by sand and water during the course of 3,300
years. As this timber was probably intended for use as dunnage or firewood, its
deliberate seasoning for an extended period would have been meaningless. For
this reason, it would not be unreasonable to suppose that the Uluburun ship sank
sometime shortly after 1305 B.C., perhaps around 1300 B.C.

3 A small number of stone anchors have been found in the Aegean and in the west-
ern Mediterranean, but they are usually much smaller than those from Uluburun
or are of the composite type with three holes, rather than the single-holed weight
type like those recovered from the Uluburun ship. Stone anchors from the Aegean
are conveniently cataloged in Wachsmann 1998, 279-83; for Italy and Sardinia, see
Lo Schiavo 1995. Petrographic studies of two anchors from Kommos, Crete, indi-
cate that they were probably made of stone originating in either Cyprus or Syria
(Shaw 1995).

4 Peter 1. Kuniholm, of the Malcolm Wiener Laboratory for Aegean and Near
Eastern Dendrochronology at Cornell University, made the wood identifications,
which were subsequently confirmed by Werner Schoch at the Swiss Federal
Forestry Research Institute in Ziirich.

5 Such observations are not usually recorded in shipwreck reports, but the table of

mortise-and-tenon joints for the strakes of the Kyrenia ship indicates no apprecia-
ble variation in the spacing of these joints (Steffy 1985, 81-82, table 3). Moreover,
the Kyrenia ship’s fully illustrated port strake 6 shows these joints to be spaced uni-
formly in spite of considerable narrowing of the strake toward the stern (Stefly
1985, 78, ill. 5).
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Dimensions of mortise-and-tenon joints of Bronze Age and Greco-Roman ships of ca. 15 meters in
length. The values listed below were compiled from published references indicated with each entry
and from non-cited sources. Where a range of dimensions were given, they have been averaged
expressly for the purpose of simplifying comparisons and are not intended as definitive values repre-

Table 1

senting the specifics of each shipwreck. All dimensions are in centimeters unless noted otherwise.

Shipwreck Date Length Plank Tenon | Tenon Dimensions Peg
(B.C.) Thickness | Spacing (L x W x Th) Diameter
Uluburun® ca. 1300 15 m 6 20 30x6.2x1.6 2.2
Cape ca. 1200 10 m ? ? ca.22x53x1.3 1.8
Gelidonya’
rMa’agan ca. 400 134 m 4 12 14x45x1 0.9
Michael"
Kyrenia' ca. 300 15 m 3.6 12 15-20 x 4.3 x 0.6 1.0 |
réheritienne Celca. 175-150 | 15-16 m 3-3.5 12 k8—16 x 3-5.5 x 0.65 0.8
ApolloniaI' | ca. 150-100 15 m 3 ? 16 x6x1 1.1
Cavaliere® ca. 100 13 m 3 11 12-13x 6 x 0.6 0.9
rMiladou" ca. 100-50 15 m 2.5 9-13 12-15 x 6-7 x 0.65 ?
Lourans 2 ca. AD. 100 | 15 m 2.5 12 12-13x6x 0.4 0.9

“Bass 1985, 25; Steffy 1994, 37.

" Bass 1967, 50-51.

‘Linder 1992, 34; Steffy 1994, 40-41.
* Steffy 1994, 43-48.

¢ Joncheray 1975, 58-59, 68.
'Long 1992, 73-74.

¢ Charlin, Gassend & Lequément 1979, 67.
" Dumontier & Joncheray 1992, 131-37.

" Gassend, Liou & Ximénes 1985, 91.

Greco-Roman sites also in Fitzgerald 1994, 182-183; 1995, 125-127.
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Fig. 1. The Uluburun shipwreck site, as seen from east looking upslope (west).

The pair of stone anchors in the foreground were probably stowed on the ship’s foredeck for everyday use,
while those lying farther up the slope would have been stored in the forward part of the hold as spares.
Visible in the background (top) are the second, third, and fourth rows of copper ingots with their typical

overlapping lading arrangement. ‘
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HULL REMAINS OF THE ULUBURUN SHIPWRECK SECTION 3

Fig. 2. The three preserved sections of the Uluburun hull, with a fourth at left (not labeled) consisting of
only disarticulated plank fragments. The hull sections are drawn as projected onto a horizontal plane and
therefore appear shighily foreshortened in length, due lo the steep angle of the slope
on which they were found.
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The Late Bronze Age Shipwreck at Uluburun: Aspects of Hull Construction

Fig. 3. The five sharpened stakes and closely spaced parallel withies lying on top of them probably repre-
sent remnants of the ship’s wickerwork weather fencing designed to keep out waves in rough seas.
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Cemal Pulak

Fig. 4. View of the keel and part of port garboard (left), looking upslope (west). Note that the keel’s exteri-
or has been completely destroyed, while its interior sided face relains part of its original surface.
The white dots mark the locations of pegs that lock the mortise-and-tenon joints.




The Late Bronze Age Shipwreck at Uluburun: Aspects of Hull Construction

Fig. 5. Approximately one-half of a preserved tenon from the Uluburun shipwreck
(Pres. L. 15 cm; Max. W. 6.2 ¢m).

o l . .

Fig. 6. The partially preserved single tenon recovered from the Cape Gelidonya shipwreck
(Pres. L. 11.8 ¢cm; Max. W. 5.3 ¢m).

2317



Cemal Pulak

UPSLOPE

! > e e >~
~—, ¢ B N
5 [S—
PO S Ny N
< 3 ] Y S
2y S A Y
iy 3
PR ———— e re—
- T e [~ -
N, <A kS
s [ PN I
QIS Eme L ==
e e A ]
< 4
\ ?
| 4
~ o A
AU ;
~ ¢
B e ’
o~ v
¢ o -
[N - o~ -
S~ e N -
—— ~—
-,
e
~
[P

SECTION 1

- 0T =3
4 =
Ay e e
TR E A
~uT T RSN TS
-~ PEEIN £
- ~
N 4 PR,
N
JERENITR St
g
S
£z S
- .
- Py
< - =5
A ~ =T
P TN T
<A -
> ;
e~

P Uttt
s -2
u\ A\
P
AT MJ
=
—~—a |
NS,
AVAN. St
~
Svs o
A Sl
{ =
< ¢
~ J
N ]
? ¢
sl )
X

SECTION 2

SECTION 3

HULL REMAINS OF THE ULUBURUN SHIPWRECK

Fig. 7. The 11 tons of copper ingots aboard the Uluburun ship were placed on loosely laid cushioning

branches that were oriented perpendicularly from either side of the hull toward the keel.
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CHAIRMAN:
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CHAIRMAN:

RUTTER:

KARAGEORGHIS:

KANTA:

Afternoon Session Discussion

Chairman: Professor Paul Astrom.

Any questions for Mr. Karageorghis?
Obviously it was so clear, there are no questions!
So who would like to ask me questions?

I don’t want to ask a question, but I would like to mention something said by
Mr. Kyrou at lunch time. You suggested that the boat capsized, and he told me
that a local fisherman had suggested that this boat capsized too. Isnt that so?

I'm glad to hear it. Thank you. So perhaps that’s why the objects sank to the
bottom and were left there.

I just wanted to mention in regard to the date that I personally am not cer-
tain about the existence of a proper III1B2 period in Crete. It may exist, but
a very late IIIB date or end of IIIB date or something like that would be
appropriate. We are talking about the same thing, anyhow.

Yes, I meant contemporary with 11IB2 in the Argolid, when I mentioned
Late Minoan II1I. '

I just wanted to ask Dr. Karageorghis, and also you, Professor Astrom: in the
examination of the material we have been finding at Kommos, in the ruins
of the large Protopalatial Building AA at Kommos, which is a Middle Minoan
IIB context, we have Cypriot imports. You mentioned in your paper that the
trade between Cyprus and the Aegean really was a 15th to 13th century phe-
nomenon. This is 18th century material, I imagine. It may be very different
—obviously the contacts were very different than later on— still, the Cypriots
were in contact with the Minoans in the 18th century.

Yes, we have several white painted Middle Bronze Age pots. But halfa dozen
pots do not allow us to talk about trade.

I would like to agree with Jeremy Rutter on that, because in the general sur-
vey of the relations that I recently did for the exhibition that Prof. Stambo-
lidis and Mrs. Karetsou organised in Iraklion, the same picture emerges, if
we take into account all the possible finds that exist, that relations did exist as
early as that, and perhaps even earlier.
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We heard about these very interesting patterns of distribution of various
kinds of pottery between sites or between sites and burials; is there any evi-
dence for the intra-site distribution of all these products?

Yes, actually, it’s quite interesting what happens. 1 can’t go through all the
details, but T'll give you a few examples. The Egyptian and the Canaanite jars
tend to be located down in the harbour area and not in anything like as much
quantity up on the hillside, where the houses are located; if you have a copy
of the handout that I circulated, you can figure this out yourself from the way
the material is presented there, OK? The Italian material, on the other hand,
doesn’t occur in the public buildings at all. It only occurs in the private build-
ings, so it seems to be something that shows up in residences. The Cypriot
material, which is all table wares, if you discount the pithoi, is found fairly
evenly distributed all over the site. So every one of these categories has its own
date distribution, its own shape distribution, and its own distribution internal
to the site, as well as a distinct distribution around Crete as a whole.

With regard to anchors being used as column bases, we have exactly the same
phenomenon at Kition. For your mysterious jars, 1 urge you to look into
Syrian pottery.

I would like to mention that this supposed difference in the presence of
Canaanite jars between Crete and the Greek mainland, where they appear in
tombs, which you mentioned and which exists in the bibliography, may be
accidental, because as you will see from the catalogue of our exhibition, they
have now started appearing in Cretan tomb groups as well.

I thank you very much for that catalogue, which was enormously helpful to
me in preparing the paper. But I think that certainly one is a Neopalatial
tomb, which is much earlier than the period we are talking about. What I find
interesting is that the Mycenaean Canaanite jars are in tombs in the 13th cen-
tury and 14th century, and therefore the I11A and I1IB periods; it’s that peri-
od when on Crete you have plenty of tombs and no Canaanite jars in them,
and that's what I find to be a striking pattern. There is one LM I1I example
from Hania? Yes, thanks for 'correcting me.
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Any questions for Dr. Vagnetti?

I would like to make a point about that very interesting imitation that Dr.
Vagnetti showed us from Italy. This is a shape which is common in the tomb
groups in the area of Rethymnon. Of course it exists further west as well, and
such vases have now started being called The Rethymnon Workshop. So I
don’t know if yours has been analysed and whether it is local as opposed to
Cretan clay.

The group of what we have been calling Broglio Amphoras, I'm afraid,
appears in large numbers at Broglio di Trebisacce. That is one of the.main
sites where locally made Mycenaean and Late Minoan III pottery appear.
Most of them have been analysed and defined as locally made by Dr. Richard
Jones. In fact, in the publication that we gave of the campaigns from 1979-
1985, which appeared in specific monographs, I had considered some exam-
ples from Crete of this kind of amphora, which don’t match the series, the
typology of the Mycenaean amphoras, based on information from the very
preliminary publications that appeared in the Deltion, so I am particularly
glad to know that studies have developed and defined in a better way this
shape as Minoan, and specifically from Rethymnon, so we may go on defin-
ing better the origin of the potters who were working abroad.

I am very much intrigued by an amphoroid krater which I've not seen and
I don’t know where it comes from ...ah!, it comes from Sicily. It was published
by La Rosa and apparently it is good Mycenaean. How do you explain the
fact that it is very unorthodox with regard to the handles?-

Yes I know it is unorthodox. It was restored in Rome.
Is the restoration wrong?
I'd like to check the drawings with the sherds.

What I'm trying to get at is, that good Late Minoan or Mycenaean could be
produced locally in Sicily. ‘ '

Yes. I think that I introduced this concept 10 years ago. I'm afraid I intro-.
duced it in Italian, so nobody knows about it! But anyway alongside the local-
ly made pottery, there is still a continuation of imports. Most of the ITIA
material is imported as far as we know. From I1IB on the things go togeth-
er. I know that they are able to produce a good imitation of Minoan and
Mycenaean, but that krater which you mentioned has been analysed and
matches with central Crete.

Any questions for Cemal Pulak?
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Just a sailor’s question: what winds could this boat sustain? Do you have any
idea about that?

I have no idea. I don’t think we have enough remains to be able to make a
reconstruction like the Kyrenia vessel and actually try out the ship to see
what its sailing qualities are. But considering that it is coming from either
Syria or Cyprus and has made it past Cape Gelidonya and on to Uluburun,
1 suppose that in terms of its sailing capabilities it is as efficient as later peri-

od ships.

End of Afternoon Discussion
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Round Table Discussion

Chairman: Professor Spyros lakovidis

This is now a round table discussion. I would like to remind you that the topic
is the Iria Wreck and NOT the archaeology of the Eastern Mediterranean in
the second half of the second millennium. I have noted down a few questions
which I think we should discuss, questions which are the result of what has
been said and mentioned:

®  The first question would be: the reasons why and the way in which the
ship was wrecked. Was it the weather? Was it the earthquake? Was it
something else which we don’t know, too much cargo? Whatever.
The second question would be the date of the shipwreck.
The third would be the provenance and the destination of the ship.
The fourth would be the nationality of the ship, as far as we can ascer-
tain it.

o The fifth (about which we have not much to say ) is the size and the
dimensions of the ship.
The sixth would be the kind of cargo it carried.
The seventh and last, would be whether it was fully loaded or not.

That is what I came up with. If there is any other question which you think
should be discussed, please let us know now. Yes?

[ would like to say a word about the voyage of this ship. Already in the morn-
ing session Mr. Doumas and Mr. Kotsakis expressed their doubts about the
possibility of the ship coming from Cyprus, and the size of the ship was a fac-
tor that led to this doubt. I think, therefore, it is possible to think and to see
things from this standpoint. And Dr Vagnetti also said earlier, If I under-
stood her rightly, that we are possibly dealing with a local ship. In other
words, that for example the Cypriot pithoi could already have been brought
to one of the Mycenaean centres on the east coast of the Peloponnese, per-
haps even southern Crete in the Chania region. In other words, it seems to
me that this ship could have made the Crete-Argolic Gulf voyage, but I think
it was a local ship from the east coast of the Peloponnese. This might also
explain the small cargo and few objects. In other words, a vessel tradlng as
an intermediary.
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Let’s discuss whether the case of Iria fits with the known patterns of oxhide
ingots from other shipwrecks and the other evidence we have.

Maybe it would also be interesting to consider what problems we can discuss
with the evidence provided by the shipwrecks.

Personally I would think that that is self-evident. There is no latitude for dis-
cussion. But if you like, yes, by all means. So shall we begin. Who would like
to say something about the way and the reasons for the shipwreck?

I should start, because that was a part of my paper. As I said, the place, Point
Iria is highly dangerous for navigation at all periods. We know that from the
experience of the local fishermen, and, as I said, we faced serious problems
during the three months we spent in the area. I think the cause of the ship-
wreck was bad weather. The most dangerous wind in the region is the west
wind, the pounentis. This wind, combined with the local conditions and the
local topography, with the two mountain masses and between them the
mouth of the river Selas, and the existence of the island of Ipsili, which 1
showed you on the map, create a turbulent wind which is very dangerous for
navigation. We were also faced with very strong sea currents that made our
work under water very difficult. So the combination of the easterly sea cur-
rent and the easterly strong wind seem to me a fair case for a shipwreck in
any period. We also have other evidence. We found the krater about 50
metres away from the main concentration of the ceramic cargo. That means
that the wind at the time of the wreck was westerly. As a light vessel, the krater
took some time before it went down to the bottom. This is for me an indica-
tion of the direction of the wind at the time of the wreck.

First, the issue has been raised: how reliable are the data? And this 1sn’t a
question of trying to prove somebody wrong. I just think we need to find out
what we can really depend upon, as opposed to what is not really depend-
able evidence. So, for example, the spouted krater that you're talking about,
which was found well outside the concentration of pottery: I think it is a pos-
sibility —not a certainty, but a possibility — that this is a late Middle Bronze
to early Mycenaean Aiginetan spouted krater that has nothing to do chrono-
logically with the rest of the wreck. It’s just a possibility. To judge from the
profile, the way it's drawn in the publications, it looks to me very much like
an Aiginetan profile.

Secondly, I think we might be able to agree what kinds of evidence would
allow us to get closer to understanding what the nature of the wreck was.
There were, as you point out, the weather conditions in the immediate vicin-
ity of the wreck: that’s one consideration. Another primary consideration
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seems to me to be what the distribution of the pottery is on the bottom. What
pottery is found where, where the stone material is, and so on. And I think
you made a good case in your lecture that the stone material —the ballast,
the anchor (if they in fact belong to this wreck) — are in one area, while the
pithoi are in another.

So, if I may continue on this issue about how the ship was wrecked, I think
this is very closely related to the depositional and post-depositional factors
that actually affected the wreck. And this is very much related to the issue 1
put before, concerning the accuracy of the data or whatever it is called. So,
I'm not really persuaded, or I wasn’t able to follow very clearly how you
define the site in terms of distribution of finds. You said that this is a kind of
concentration of finds, but on the other hand there are many finds that are
superimposed from different wrecks if T understand correctly, or there might
be, so in order to sort things out and decide whether this find actually rep-
resents a wreck we need some sort of archaeological evidence that can sepa-
rate finds from different episodes, different wrecks, and then we can start
talking about commerce or about the conditions of the wreck, etc. So, that
was my point. '

But how can we draw any conclusions about a shipwreck where we are not
certain whether all the evidence has been uncovered? We have been told
there is a strong possibility that a large portion of the ship, or the cargo, may
still be there, and which has not been uncovered.

May I clarify my hypothesis? When I studied this pottery, I arrived at the
conclusion that the Cypriot pottery in relative chronology is to be dated to the
end of the Late Cypriot phase, Late Cypriot 1IC, which corresponds to
Mycenaean I1IB. And today I think there is no one who has advocated any-
thing later than that. So relatively speaking, this happened exactly at the time
when we know that there were catastrophes of an earthquake character.
Relative chronology cannot be as exact as absolute chronology, that’s why it’s
called relative, but it 1s in a sequence. We have stratigraphical evidence for
Mycenaean IIIB 2, for Late Cypriot IIC, and these two phases dre contem-
porary, and that the Cypriots actually got pottery from the Argolid which is
contemporary with what we are talking about.

In twenty years” time you could have two or three wrecks. Wouldn't it be pos-
sible? In a very dangerous spot like Cape Iria, with this dispersal of finds, it
could be a possibility. '

First of all, I don’t know whether the cause of the shipwreck might have been
an earthquake, but certainly one of the strongest reasons must have been bad
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weather, rough sea. If in fact it was rough sea, then from what we have heard
the rough sea would have been in this place, while just behind the peninsu-
la it was calm. So I suspect the boat was coming from the south and trying to
enter the gulf and was quite well-sheltered, and therefore the captain was
sure that he would pass the point. As very often happens, captains misjudge
the weather, and when the bad weather overtook them, he found that it was
impossible. But as to whether these finds belong to several cargoes within the
space of 20 years, I think that if one shipwreck happens because of the mis-
take of the captain, it is not going to occur again within living memory,
Because they all remember the lost lives and they try to avoid repeating the
same mistakes.

I remember there was a shipwreck a few years ago and I don’t think they ever
found what the cause was, so I wonder if several thousand years later, it is
legitimate to try to find what the exact cause of the shipwreck was. And that
takes me to the issue I proposed: what are the problems that can be legiti-
mately discussed with this kind of evidence.

I will try to summarise all the points we heard over the last 10 minutes. The
ship couldn’t have come from the south or from the west or from the south-
west, because south of Point Iria is the big island of Ipsili, and the problem of
navigation in that specific area is due to the turbulent winds in this channel.
So we have two possibilities: either the ship was coming from the south-east
(Spetses or Masis) and making for the central area of the Argolic Gulf, or the
opposite, and after passing Asine it was making for the eastern part of the
gulf. These are two possibilities. T can’t say which is the most probable. The
only thing I can say is that at least on Greek coasts 90% of the wrecks are
caused by ships running onto rocks. This seems to me the most probable
cause of the wreck. Whether the ship was damaged first and sank soon after
and farther from where it first struck, we will never know for sure. Now, con-
cerning the distribution of the finds, I would like to ask Mr Agouridis to say
more about the distribution of the main cargo finds and the later finds.

I would also like to stress that the vast majority of the contemporary Late
Helladic finds was in this area. Of course there were other finds around the
area, but more than 95% were concentrated within the perimeter that we
conventionally set around this concentration of the finds. After a careful sur-
vey of the whole area, including Cape Iria, we located many contemporary,
earlier and later finds, but the vast majority was concentrated on this partic-
ular site, which is why we concluded that there was a wreck here.

May I say something? Usually the chairman does not take part in a discus-
sion, but as I think I said at the beginning, a shipwreck is a closed find. So if
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we find evidence for a shipwreck, and if the contents of the ship do belong to
a certain date —which we can discuss if you like, but they still belong to a cer-
tain date —, and if near this shipwreck there is something that is 200 years ear-
lier or 100 years later, then it obviously cannot belong to the ship. Therefore
I don’t agree with the idea expressed by Prof. Kotsakis, that if we have all sorts
of antiquities, let’s say, of pottery or whatever, belonging to different periods,
on the bottom of the sea, then we can talk of several or many shipwrecks on
the same spot. And I think there is a general consensus that we do have a ship
there, and I would like to move the discussion on from this point, because we
still have some time, but not all that much, and at the end of the allotted time
we will have to finish the discussion, whether or not we have reached the end
of our questions, because we have to go to the reception!

I would like to stress that the cargo of pottery containing three different
ceramic groups presents a chronological homogeneity. Prof. Rutter referred
to the deep bowl krater; did I get it right that you date it to the late Middle
Bronze Age or the early Late Bronze Age?

It’s a possibility. That’s what I said.

Well, personally I have no doubt that this deep bowl krater is to be dated to
an advanced phase of LH IIIB on the basis of exact parallels from Tiryns,
Athens and Euboea. It is not an “early pot.” It is a “late pot.”

So far as I understand it, we have two explanations. One is the tsunami tidal
wave after an earthquake, and the other is just bad weather. I don’t think we.
can go any further. Or do we take a vote?

A third point of view is that we don’t have enough evidence one way or
another to say what caused the wreck. It simply doesn’t exist.

Yes. There is a third point of view, as Prof. Rutter points out. So it’s either a
tidal wave, bad weather or we don’t know. '

As Mr. Tsouchlos has reminded me, statistically we have bad weather per-
haps at least once a week and an earthquake with a tsunami every 50 years.

Shall we proceed to the next question, what is the date of the shipwreck?

To continue on the matter of the deep bowl krater. I think this pot belongs
with the cargo of pottery of the boat. We've got the main concentration of
ceramic finds within this perimeter and only a limited number of ceramic
finds at a distance from this perimeter, and this pottery, including the deep-
bowl krater, can be dated to late LH I1I1B. Well, I would like to draw atten-
tion to the state of preservation of this krater. Its walls are very worn and it
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gives one the impression that it is somehow “early”. It is a fine pot with late
features which has good counterparts from at least three sites: in the Argolid,
Attica and Euboea. Perhaps Dr. Demakopoulou would like to comment on
the date of this pot, with all the experience you have?

It's very difficult to say. I was wondering myself this morning when I saw it.
I'm inclined to agree with Prof. Rutter, but I'm not quite sure. We know only
the shape as nothing of the decoration has been preserved, and this makes
things so complicated. But if I may, I would like to proceed to the date of the
wreck and say that I agree with the date you gave: end of the 13th century
BC, around 1200. I must stress again the similarity between most of the Iria
pots of the two categories, the Mainland and the Cretan, with ceramic mate-
rial from Midea which is dated exactly to this period - the end of the 13th cen-
tury BC. This is a very advanced phase of LH IIIB 2, nearly the end of this
period. There are many similarities between the Iria and Midea pottery
groups, which I mentioned this morning. May I refer again to the storage
stirrup jar category? We have a lot of them from Midea: they are very similar
to your stirrup jars, as the shape is the same and they have a very high spout
like yours. It must be noted that only one of the Iria stirrup jars preserves its
decoration, while there are many from Midea with this decoration of bands
on the belly and a spiral on the false mouth; there are also a lot of stirrup jars
with stylised tentacles like the examples shown today by Prof. Rutter.
Similarities also between the cooking vessels from Midea and the Iria pots. So
I think it’s a very good point to date the ceramic material from Iria to the end
of the 13th century BC, like the pottery from the destruction level at Midea.

You referred to the cooking pots. One of them (A55) was found outside the
perimeter at some distance from the main finds. And a further comment on
the krater. I have not seen the Tiryns and Athens examples, but I have seen
the Mistros example in the Museum of Chalkis. It is a good counterpart. The
Mistros example is a fine decorated pot datable to a very late stage of LH I111B
or to the LH IIIB 2/LH IIIC carly phase, and I believe that originally our
krater bore painted decoration. It's a fine quality pot.

I would like to ask two questions. Is the date of Cypriot pithoi fixed in Late
Helladic ITIB, or do they have a long duration of use? That’s one point. I saw
this morning, two or three large two-handled storage jars. These remind me
— they are not exact parallels, but similar in some way to Achaean ones, which
are dated early or later 111G, so is it possible to think that some of the cargo
can be dated later than the end of the Late Helladic ITIB, to early or late Late
Helladic ITIC? '
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I really didn’t mean to cause a big problem about this krater. It was just as an
example of methodology, really. I would simply like to establish what the
parameters are. The maximalist point of view —and I think that is the view
of the excavators— is a great place from which to begin. And just for pur-
poses of argument, I would like to advocate a minimalist point of view. And
then we can talk back and forth until we agree where we should end up. So
we need to get this out of the way sooner rather than later. As far as the date
is concerned: what is the lifetime of some of these pots? A large pithos may
well stay in circulation for four to five times longer than a small drinking ves-
sel. We all agree on that, right? OK. We also need to figure out where the
pots are coming from and, in the first place, if they came from a far distance
away, of course. There may be some temporal lag between their date of pro-
duction and their date of deposition. They may have been in their home
country for 10 or 20 years and then have been shipped somewhere else.
Another reason why they could look considerably earlier than the context in
which they end up: where were the vases found on the bottom of the sea?
This is why T chose the spouted krater as a place to begin. Because this is a
vase that you state was found outside the perimeter, not a little bit outside,
but way outside —50 meters away! And yet it was introduced as a piece of evi-
dence for how the wreck went down. And that’s the problem. If it might not
even belong to the wreck, then we need to agree to exclude it from further
consideration. Aiginetan kraters: I can cite you parallels from 25, 30, or even
50 sites. It doesn’t make any difference how many parallels can be cited. The
question is: do we agree that the parallel is convincing? And it is very easy to
answer this question. You just take a slice out of this' Aiginetan krater.
Aiginetan clay is very diagnostic. You'll know immediately if it is Aiginetan
clay or not. An experienced petrologist like Peter Day could tell you in five
minutes. But the issue is not really this one vase. The issue is, what is the total
number of vases we can associate with this wreck. For example, the cooking
pots: I have some doubts about the cooking pots. I am not sure they belong.

I never mentioned Sea Peoples or turbulent years. Exactly, this ship dates
earlier, because there is nothing ITIC.

Can we agree? That's what I thought when you mentioned light vessels and
people being transported to the eastern Mediteranean.

I wasn’t referring to the Iria shipwreck, but exactly what followed this ship-
wreck. Before making your remarks you ought to have understood exactly
what I said, and it seems that you did not.

I'm very pleased to hear it. May I put a final note on it? This is probably into
the next question. But if we can agree that we are dealing with the latter half
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of the 13th century, then this was either a vessel that operated within the
Mycenaean palace economy or it belonged to the kingdom of Alasia
(Cyprus); in the latter case we may as well think of what is missing from this
wreck, of what Cypriot material should have been there, and is not: if a
Cypriot crew was on board, and especially if the vessel had just concluded a
long voyage from the eastern Mediterranean, then the absence of Canaanite
amphorae among the transport vessels —we were assured this morning that
not a sherd in the extant cargo comes from the Syro-Palestinian coast— is
curious; even more curious, however, is the complete absence of a Cypriot
“carte de visite”, namely White Slip Ware pottery.

I've got the same feeling about the character of the cargo after 4 or 5 years of
studying the material. But perhaps this is so because we constantly turn to
Uluburun for comparisons. I would like to recall two other instances of older
wrecks: the cargo of ingots in the harbour of Kymi, which in my opinion
belongs to the LM I period and consists only of copper ingots, nothing else,
and the wreck at Sheytan Deresi on the Turkish coast excavated by Professor
Bass with the participation of Dr. Pulak, and which, to my mind, is also dated
to LM I, the time of the Minoan Thalassocracy. There is a recent thesis on
the cargo of this second wreck by Ms. Roxani Margariti at the University
where Dr. Pulak and Professor Bass teach. The cargo of this wreck contained
only pottery (jars, some pithoi and smaller pots) and nothing else, no metal
artefacts and no small objects. We should not only make comparisons with
the royal, completely exceptional cargo at Uluburun.

I wouldn't like to date the Mycenaean material for obvious reasons, but as 1
said before, the Minoan material is very clearly dated because of certain typo-
logical characteristics which appear in good levels at Kastelli Chania, which
you will all agree is one of the key sites. If then we all say around 1200, it does-
n’t mean we can pin-point abprecise date. I think, if I interpret it correctly,
that we all date it to the end of IIIB. I haven’t heard anybody mention I11C
except Mr. Kyrou, and perhaps he would like to say why he dates it in ITIC?

Prof. Papadopoulos asked something about the pithoi in Cyprus. We have,
say, 200 pithoi and more in fragments. The earliest pithos I know was found
in one of our wells which is dated to 1375. That’s just one piece that might be
intrusive. There is one at Enkomi of about 1350, and then out of all these
pithoi, I have chosen to illustrate the closest parallels, which you saw this
morning, and the closest parallels occur there in Late Cypriot I1C. All T will
say, and I agree with what others have said, is that we are talking about rela-
tive chronology, not absolute. The date for the end of I1IB is based on other
evidence. We have the latest IIIB vase found together with a vase with the
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cartouche of Queen Tusrat of about 1186 BC. That's why I put the date at
the end of I1IB to 1190. But it is an approximate date. We are not talking
about the absolute date, but the relative moment when this happened. And
it’s just a hypothesis that it could coincide with what happened elsewhere in
the Argolid. As far as Dokos we have a huge earthquake centre with an epi-.
centre somewhere. But it’s just one hypothesis among others.

Well, T think if anything about this discussion is to be settled, it is the date.
There is no question in my mind and I think in most of our minds, that the
shipwreck took place in the last years of the 13th century, what we call I1IB
2 (advanced).

Now, where did the ship come from and where did it go? What was its des-
tination?

We've said enough about the pottery. I think we are in a position now to
determine the provenance of the limestone. At Demokritos they have —is Dr.
Bassiakos here? — a good databank on Cypriot limestone, and an analysis of
the stone anchor and the other stones found together, would be quite
instructive. '

While we are still on the question of provenance, I would like as my contri-
bution to debunk the myths about the competency of the natural sciences in
this rather difficult question of origins, which is usually answered —when it
is answered — with a large number of question marks, and this is why the dif-
ferent techniques complement each other in order to provide answers.

In the morning we heard that there was some kind of ballast. If it was loose
ballast, there is the possibility that it had already been contaminated on the
sea bed. If on the other hand it was fixed, then it is good material for a prove-
nance study. I also heard Professor Karageorghis say that we have limestone.
An analysis of this, in fact, might show whether it was of Cypriot or Greek ori-
gin. I also think that further mineralogical analysis of the pottery by Dr. Peter
Day could make a crucial contribution, especially for the ceramic material
which formed part of the ship, in the event that bulk material was put in it. .
All this would certainly help give an answer to one of the questions of prove-
nance, namely a probable answer about the country or place where the ship
was built, and not its first or last voyage, as Prof. Kotsakis and Prof. Doumas
rightly said. Because here we have to answer three, four or five questions of
origin which, naturally, cannot be answered.

One more matter —now that we have a good panel of people who can also
raise questions about the future— is that unfortunately we don’t yet have
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international data banks so that we can make analyses of rocks, volcanic or
sedimentary. It would be very useful if we could build up data banks espe-
cially for the Mediterranean area, which would answer the needs of Medi-
terranean archaeology.

I think it would be interesting to provide through this discussion some crite-
ria that we agree about which can determine the provenance, rather contin-
ue a discussion on the provenance of the cooking pots, the provenance of the
pithoi, the amulets etc. I suggest we make out criteria first and then see how
many-of these criteria the ship meets. Afterwards we can perhaps establish
with some degree of possibility the provenance of the ship, let alone the des-
tination.

Since you give me the opportunity, I would agree with Prof. Kanta. Big stor-
age vessels like pithoi are, T think, a very serious criterion for the provenance
of the ship. I don’t believe such vases were sold with their contents and that
the ship then returned to transport other such vases. The lack of tiny objects
doesn’t concern this topic, but I take this opportunity to say that in my opin-
ion this means that the whole wreck is not yet fully excavated and that there
needs to be further excavation in the future with better techniques to search
in the mud and sand for minor objects which could elucidate that question.

May I add some comments on the route of the ship wrecked at Iria? It
appears that the ship set sail from a port in Cyprus and called in at Crete, and
in particular the region of Chania. It then continued on to the Argolid via
Kythera, sailing up the east coast of the Peloponnese. It could well have
stopped at Epidaurus Limera in Laconia and then at other coastal sites in the
Argolid, such as Palaia Epidaurus and Asine, before it was wrecked at Iria.
The position of the wreck and the cargo suggest that the ship was following
a major trade route linking Cyprus, Crete and the Argolid — probably part
of a wider network of communications and commercial contacts.

I have some notes, if you will permit me to read them. They are not our final
conclusion about the provenance or the nationality of the ship, but could per-
haps help the discussion. The case for a Cretan homeport is perhaps the least
probable, because why would a ship leave Crete to transport olive oil to
Mycenaean Greece and have first gone to Cyprus? Unless of course the
Cypriot pithoi and jugs had previously been carried in another ship from
Cyprus to Crete. A scenario with Crete as a stopping place on the way, is
more probable. Crete would have been an intermediary port of call on the
Cyprus-Argolida route, less because its geographical position made it neces-
sary for sea-going ships to take that route, than for reasons of trade and
barter in view of the close relations between what was by then Mycenacan
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Crete and Argolida, and because of the time-honoured links between the
eastern Mediterranean (especially Cyprus) and the Near Fast and Crete,
which were very close in this period. The case for a ship setting out from a
Mycenaean harbour on the Greek mainland and sailing to Cyprus, perhaps
with a cargo of fine-painted Mycenaean pottery and oil, and then returning
to Greece via Crete is much more probable. This would explain the presence
of the fine Mycenaean vases and the cooking pots, either as the remnants of
a cargo that had not been disposed of, or as pots belonging to the crew. The
cooking pots might have been used for cooking during the voyage. It is
equally likely that the ship was Cypriot. The relatively poor cargo may be
more understandable if we imagine a ship setting sail from Cyprus loaded, in
addition to pithoi, with some of the organic products, either contained in the
pithoi or carried separately and not traceable today, that we know from
Linear B sources were exported to mainland Greece at that time. They
included wool, clothes, spices, cumin, clothing, alum and purple dye. The
pithoi could also have contained fine Cypriot wares like those found in the
pithoi from Uluburun, which could be unloaded at ports en route. The juglet
found in the Point Iria wreck may be the only one of these wares that was not
unloaded from the ship. The ship would have had two destinations. First
Crete, where it may have unloaded a part of its cargo, perhaps raw copper
in the form of ingots; and there it took on a cargo of stirrup jars and possibly
pithoi jars, which along with the Cypriot pottery it would try to sell in some
of the many Mycenaean harbours along on its route to the Gulf of Argos. A
Cypriot origin would explain the presence of the two jugs, which could have
held drinking water for the crew.

Yes I have a conclusion. I think maybe we shouldn’t be discussing these kinds
of problems. They’re not relevant problems and can’t be answered with the
evidence there is, and this is a reality we have to deal with. For me, it’s enough
that we've agreed, more or less, that the evidence shows that what we have at
that time —and the Iria shipwreck strengthens this—is a complex trade situ-
ation, and 1 think this is very important; and it’s also important to note that
this trade is fairly cosmopolitan. We've got Cypriot, Mycenaean, Minoan
objects. Maybe we shouldn’t go farther, as we're pushing the evidence.

The next topics proposed are: whether the cargo was complete or there was
only a part of it; the compatibility of data, which has also been covered; and
the patterns of sea transport, which are obvious. Should we discuss these?

And lastly, what can be deduced from shipwrecks? Very little, I would say.
Has anyone anything original to say?
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One thing that is missing from this discussion is the people. I think we con-
centrate a lot on commerce as an abstract and very general process, but in
this ship there were actually people living and these people normally have a
kind of sailor-culture, and I think one of the aims of archaeology should be
to understand more clearly what these people were doing in the ship and
what sort of separate or different culture they had and used in this ship. I
don’t think we've discussed this at all. Maybe this is something for the future.
Commerce 1s a very general, abstract and very interesting subject of course,
but it’s not all there is in a ship. We know from literature that the literature
on sea-culture is a very important part of human experience and I think we
should look at this as well, if the evidence allows it.

I would like to clarify a few things concerning the lack of some kinds of finds
from the Iria wreck. There are three good reasons why some objects are miss-
ing. The first reason, as I said, is that we believe the ship unloaded a large
part of the cargo in previous stops. The second is that the site was known for
a long time to divers, and if they managed to steal such a big find as the
Cypriot pithos, then it would have been quite easy for them to steal smaller
utility vessels. As I was saying to Cemal Pulak, the finds were barely covered
by the sand. We reached natural rock just a few centimetres from the sea-bed.
So for the area excavated, we are sure we don’t have other artefacts. The
Cypriot jug you saw in the Museum was rescued by Nikos Tsouchlos in the
seventies, and I'm quite sure that if it hadn’t been rescued, we wouldn’t have
this find now. The third point is that there might just possibly be some small
artefacts in the deepest part of the area, where we have much more sand. We
did, however dig some trial trenches and we surveyed the site with a metal
detector, and we found nothing. I can say that most of us are 90% sure that
the largest part of the cargo has been raised.

I think you raised the question about whether things were stolen from the
site. I first discovered this wreck in 1962 and I regularly visited it for 10 years.
Every weekend and many more days, I dived in this area. At that time there
were very few people diving and I can assure you that at least on the surface,
except for the finds that were obvious —the stolen pithos, the big broken jar,
one pithoid jar and the jug— there were no other obvious finds except the
piece of the neck of a jar, and no small finds. The area was exactly as I saw it the
first time, minus the big pithos. So, nothing else has been stolen since that time.

The last comment.

Each of us in the research team has his own feelings and views, and I would
like to say that I also believed and still believe that what we found was possi-
bly the main bulk of the cargo or a large part of it, but not the whole of it. For
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me the strongest argument that the whole of the cargo has not been found is
the complete lack of metal objects and tools of different materials. I can’t
imagine a wreck of 1200 BC without them. Therefore —and we have dis-
cussed this possibility between us— there is the prospect of exploring the
wider area of the main concentration of finds —and some attempts were
made, but the trenches excavated didn’t produce anything— using more
sophisticated technology, in order to be sure and to get a definitive answer to
this question, and also in the deeper parts, as my colleagues have already
mentioned. I will finish by saying that we have a duty to carry out a system-
atic survey over a wider area, using new methods, since what we have here is
the third Late Bronze Age shipwreck in the Mediterranean. Perhaps after we
have completed this thorough survey, we shall be in a position to discuss for
a longer time the questions you raised at the beginning, Mr. Chairman.

End of Round Table Discussion
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The Pottery from the Point Iria Wreck:
A Final Comment

by Yannos G. Lolos

ith regard to the question raised by Prof. A. Papa-

dopoulos about the precise date of the three pithoid

jars: there is no reason to date them to LH IIIC, as
they have close parallels in large two-handled jars present in the
final LH IIIB2 destruction layer in the Palace of Nestor at Pylos (sce
relevant references in my paper in this volume; and shown in my
Figs. 11-13).

Regarding the date of deep bowl krater A 36 (Exhibit No. 21), Prof.
J. Rutter has now very kindly drawn my attention to Aiginetan
Matt-painted spouted kraters of LH I date published from Lerna
and Akrotiri in Thera. It is true that certain features of shape of our
krater are matched on specimens from the above-mentioned sites.
The parallels which Prof. Rutter uses are indeed quite convincing;
but, on the whole, I do not think that they are more convincing than
the Late Mycenaecan (LLH IIIB2 or LH I1IB2/early LH IIIC) paral-
lels which I have repeatedly referred to. A crucial element for the
close dating of this vase would, of course, be its painted decoration,
but this is now unfortunately missing. Its fabric cannot provide an
answer ecither. Dr. P. Day, after examining the vase a few years ago
in the Museum of Spetses, told me that petrographic analysis could
not be applied to such a fine clay and refused to take a “slice” from
it. The fact that the krater was located at some distance away from
the main concentration of finds, 1.e. well outside the conventional
perimeter of the wrecked cargo, is not a problem. A large body frag-
ment of a Cypriot pithos with a horizontal relief band (A 58, Exhibit
No. 5), that certainly belongs to our cargo, was likewise found well
outside the “perimeter”, and towards the opposite direction (!). The
complete state of preservation of the krater (except for its fragile
horizontal spout) is a rather strong argument, I think, in support of
the view that it belongs with the ship’s cargo. A solitary complete
Aiginetan krater, that can hardly be viewed as incidental “litter”
from a passing boat travelling during LH I, would seem to be out
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of place here, in an underwater “environment” strewn with the
remnants of a Cypro-Mycenaean wreck of ¢a.1200 BC. It is an
extreme possibility. Thus, having taken into account all the para-
meters of the find, including the existing close typological parallels,
itis best to accept that the Late Helladic deep bowl krater A36 is part
of the wrecked cargo. If I take the “maximalist” point of view, as
Prof. Rutter put it, it is because I want to “save” the evidence that
exists outside the conventional, and somewhat misleading, perime-

ter of the wreck: I firmly believe that the spots where A36, A58 and

Abb were found give some idea of the extent of the scatter of the
ship’s cargo on the bottom, and this should form the basis for a
future intensive search of the seabed in this area.



Achaea and Cyprus in the Late Bronze Age

by Th. J. Papadopoulos

s I have stated elsewhere,! Achaea and Cyprus maintained

contacts during the entire Late Bronze Age period. This is

evidenced by the exchange of goods (such as some char-
acteristic Achaean pots found in Cyprus and vice versa) betweeen
the two areas and the similarities and common elements traced in
some pottery-shapes (bird-askoi, composite vessels, tripod cups)
and decorative motifs (triangles and concentric semicircles linked by
a multiple chevron, semicircle within a triangle, fringed patterns
and successive bands round the body of stirrup jars). Further com-
mon elements can be traced in some bronzes (two mesomphalic
cups and especially in the pairs of bronze greaves from Kallithea
and Enkomi) and iron knives.

The combined evidence of pottery and artefacts indicates relations
between Achaea and the island of Cyprus, possibly with some inter-
ruptions, from LHII-ITIA:1 lasting down to and including the
Submycenaean period.

Lastly, the foundation legends of Cyprus speak of colonization of
the island from Achaea. In particular, though it is not stated,
Keryneia on the north coast of Cyprus was most probably founded
by Kepheus, who was storm-driven to the island after the fall of
Troy as chief of a contingent of people from the Achaean city of
Keryneia in the region of Aigion (v 8¢ 6 pév Kngevs é€ ’Ayalas.
6 & Mpdéavspos éx Aaxedaipovos Kkal oUTtor Tapeyévorto €ls
Kvmoov, s ¢gnot @hooréparos, Schol. Lykophr. 586). As there is
no reason to doubt that the legend has preserved a historic record,
this further strengthens the archaeological evidence for contacts
between the two strongholds of the Mycenaean culture and civiliza-
tion, Achaea and Cyprus, in the Late Bronze Age.

"Th. J- Papadopoulos, “The Problem of Relations between Achaea and Cyprus
in the Late Bronze Age,” [poxtiké B’ AieBvots Kuirpoloyot Xuvvedpiov A’
(Nicosia 1985) 141-48, pl.1-6.
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EvaAieg Apyonoloyiréc Ofoeig:
IpoBAjpara MeBoSoloyikd xon Eppnvevtika
(Zgperdoeig)

rov Kedora Kwrodxn

L HEPLOOGTEPESG AVAKOLVHOEL TTEPLOTPEPIKAY yOpm and 1o Oé-
Ha tov gpnopiov. T to Adyo autd kot o1 apat)prjoslg nov
axolovbovy Ba otpapovy yépw andé to {Gto D€pa, ov GAAwote,
efvar kot to Oépa g npepidog. Kata ) yVOUI pov SJmg, mpw 1poxw-
prjoet kavels ot odvBeor avr —yiol mpékerton BéBorer yrow oGvOeon —
TPENEL Vo eEeTAoEL 1o Opiar Kot T) poon) TG apXatoAoyikis paptopiog:
auté anotedel Baowj ermrayr g apyotodoykis peBoSodoyiag. Eivor
autd 110V ovopdlovpe «formation processes» xai «post depositional distor-
tion». duokd €xw ovveidnon g Wiatepdutag poag vnoPpoytag H€ong
Kar pddiota evég vavayiov, mov amotedel o 8idtonng poppr apyot-
odoyuris B¢ong. BAénw téooepa {nujpota e8@, mov xpeidovial KoL
OKEWI) KOL L0 T0t 0110{0 0L epeuvijieg — kGfe vavayiov — avapgpiBoda pmo-
povv va Sdoovy anavtijoels mov Ba eivar yproyies oe epdg oo Se yvopt-
Lovpe t600 KaAG Tig Wrartepduytes g vnoPpiyag apyatodoyiag,
1. Ilpophijuare pebodoroyixd
L1 O opopdg g «Oéones. TToigg etvar o1 Sraotdoeis, to Spa, 0 TpdTog
opopot g Bgong;
1.2 TI600 priopoty va mpoodlopatoty ot anmobetikol Kot ot petarofeti-
Kot napdyovies; Tlowd etvar 1 orpepatoypag paptopio; (Aev ev-
VO P6vo tv @ijpatoygveot), adAd kot oxetky] Ogon, op{éviia kot
KABeTr) TV EVPNUGTOV).
L3 To gmpatov «cderotos evpripotogs. L6ppova pe Tov KAAOIKS eyyel-
POLaKS 0popd, éva edprua Bempeltan KAEWT6 GTay avimpoooetet
o povadwaj avbpdmivyy pdon, ta vAikd kotdAota g onofog
nApEPEvay adlTdpoKTe PEYPL OpEPa. XTO VaLEYLo Gpog EXOUV ertl-
bpaoer plo oelpd PETQOKNPOTOTIKGY peTanofetikdy Stadikaotdy
IOV €00V Kotd tekpjpto addotdoet to Selypa. Zoykekpipévas (o) Do-
owég Stodkaoles: amootvieon OPYQVIK®Y KOt £oaioBtov vAikdy,
petakivijon aviwelpévoy oto Budd, kéAvyn andé ijpoto k.4 B
AvOporioyevelg Sradikaotes: GAda vavdyta, QMOPPIPELG AVILKELPEVOV
KAIL
To {impa tov kAetorot 1j Syt evprjporog éxet otevi] ouvdgeia pe ™)
xpovoddynor. ILy. to Setypa (SnAady to nepiexdpevo tov moiov)
OLYKRpOTELta, Sev mpokUitel avtotedds, kot cuykpoteftal pe fdorn) o
KOUIPLO TG XPOVOAOYLKIG KOl TIG YWPLKIG OLVAPELOS Kot To aviile-
0. Evigder Sev moteto kab6Aov 6t to vavdyto eivar kAetotd edprpa,
KoL 6e VOple o1t elvan 6mots vo ekivd Kaveig pe avt v vaébeor).
1.4 Xvvagés Gjmuo eivor to giupa g QVTUIPOCOUEVTIKGTITIAG TOL
delyparos. Puowkd avts eivon {impa nov avapetonile olyxpovn)
apyatodoyio ot kGBe epimwon), aA\d oty npokeipevn mepirwon



Kovotavtivog Kotodxng

Evahies Apyoiodoyég ©éoeis: TTpopAfpata MeBoSoloyikd xon Eppnvevtikd (Xnpeiooeis)

2.

fowg €xet oG} KeVIPIKGTEpP) orjpaocio. Evvod pe avtd ét 1) odyypo-
v apyatodoyia eviiagpépetarl va katavorjoet koAttepa T eiboug
OUYKEKPHIEVES IPAEELS AVTLITPOGMITEVEL T) APYOLOAOYIKY] HapTupior Ko
Ox1 povo yevikES agprprpéves Sradikaoies, 6rimg To epndpio. Le avtd
B enovédbw. E6é pévo tovide dn npotndbeorn yio Ty katavenor)
QUTOU TOU PEPOLG T1)G TAPOPOPTag elval 0 EAEYXOG TV HOPAPETPWY
g opyatodoyikijs poptupiog. Avté rov aviovakAdrol oto Seiypa
glval pévo 1o epnopio;

IMepved tdpa 010 GUVOETIKG EPOG, TO EPIIGPLO Kat Oy ovaotvbeor]
oV pg Pdor) o voudyta —Oev AW PLOVO YL TO OUYKEKPIIEVO.

H wlipaxa tov eunopiov

Mnopel va anmoxotoaotadel pévo pe Bdor ta nepieydpeva tov mioiov;
Autd givon éva Bepedtddeg Gjtnpa yia To onoio pmopody va yivouv jie-
PIKES TOPATI PHOELS:

2.1

2.2

2.3
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3.2

3.4

Andé v avaxoivoor) tov Peter Day @dvike 6T 1 KEpOPLKT] KUKAOPO-
podoe ot avatohikr] Meodyeto, aveEdptnta and )y metpoloyiky
115 IpoéAevor).

Ta epnopebpato MIopoty DAV Vo OVOKUKAGYOVIQL, OLOKOTILOVTag
To gpIopikd Siktua ov AMoKAOIOTHVIaL PECW TIG TETPOAOYIKIS 1
OPYOOAOYIKI|S ITPoAgvors.

Agy givar kaBGAov Suvatd va eAéyEel Kavels Tov YpOvikG mopayovia
tov talididv. TTéoa ypévia tagideve €va nhofo; 11dcoug 16loktijteg
GAAale éva ndoto; H mapouijpnon avty npénet va ouvdvaotel pe tnv
nopotipnon 1.4 napandve.

II600 mbavy, eniorg, eivan pio Spactnpiduyta nov de ovvEéetol pe
eunépro; Ty, wdapepa, nelpateto pkprig KAfpaKag KA.

O yapaxtijpas Tov eunopiov

Zopgpwva pe ty avakoivoon tov Jeremy Rutter, To epridpilo gaiveron
va efvar pra Waitepo noAvAokn S6paotnpléTnTa, Pe MoASTIAOKO
Stktvo Stavopuis.

Oa npénet emfong vo AdPet kaveis vndyr g Stafabpioeig tov eprro-
plov: peydAng 1§ pkpric epPédetag, peydAng fq pikpijg kAfpaxog;
O éAeyyog tov guopiov. TTowdg eAyyel T Spactmpiduyra avtr); Op-
YOVOILEVO, KEVIPIKO PGP, PLKPHS KAPIOKOS Or1d (UKPoUs TOmKOUg
gMIGpovg, epundplo napdiindo pe dAleg owovopikég Spaotnpidtn-
TEC, TIOPAVOHO EUIIGPLO, TIEPATIKG EMIGPLO, KAL.

Aev mpéniet va Eexvolpe Kat Ti§ ayopes, Ywpis Tig ontoleg Sev vndpyet
gpndpro. Mia opordpoppr 1 1moAdég aAAndoxoAvirtdpeveg ayopes;
Kot pe tov 6po €66 Oev evvow To xipo, addd opddes avBpomwy pe
TG SIKEG TOUG E1BIKEG AVAYKES KAl UALTHOELS.

Avté nov gikovidetor oto Selypa elval pia €IKGVO TV IPOTUILOE-
v tov avlpodnwy. ‘Oxt nAfjpng BéPora, yloti o1 npotipfoslg &-
XOLV OXEOT] KOL PE To IEPLEXGpevo Twv ayyelowy (aArbeia €xet okerel
KOvelg ypikt] avéAvon yio ta katdhouwo péoa ota ayyelo; 1 pujrnwg
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1o vepd g Bddacoag kavel avépiktn pia térowr avdivon);). T to
A6yo awté o e11kd autd Sefypata Sev eivat e6koAo va ovykplOoty pe
ta avddoya g &npds. Xt OGAacoa 1 mopovolo g KEPAMIKIS
Stapecodafeitan and to epundpro. Kdnoteg opddeg avBpdmwy, mov
KATOWKOUBY OTOLG OLKIOpOUS, jrtopel kKGAALoTa va puv maipvouy pépog
oto 6iktvo autd. Nopilw 6l ypeidletar €86 pocoyi].

Nopi¢w 61 évag Oewprnrikég kiviuvog mov Stafrénm ot ovlijnon
Yl TV QIOKATGOTOON TV YEOYPUPIKGY GIKTO0V TOL epopiov e
Baon tmy kepapky etvon 1 emovadnyn g nodg Wéag g armo-
KATGOTtaong v HETAVAOTESCEMY Tov AadY e BAor) TtV KEPOIKI.
"Exo v evitnwon & to podo tov Aadv pnopel va nailovy €86 to
mhofa. H épevva €yet Sei€et Gt ot petavaotetoelg eival §va moAd mo
obvheTo pavopevo and 600 1) apyatodoyia €xet vobéoet. To (Sio m-
Bavétara ovpfaiver kot pe to epndplo. Ta ayyeia 6 ouvEéovior kat
QVAYKNY Pe Uy Kotaymyi) tov avbponoy 1 tov ndolov, 1] akdpn kot
He TG TautSTyies tovg «eBvikég» 1 dAdeg, 181aftepa oe po koopomno-
Aftikn mepiodo, dnwg avtr g “Yorepng Enoyijs tov XoaAkod.

Mia mBavn] evoddaxtiki] npoogyylor: To kapdf anotedel pua «ioAr-
TWOHIKE KAWoLAG, KUPLOAEKTIKG «otr) ot Tov rovbevay. Ot avBpw-
1101 oL Lovv 0To AT aVIjKOLY OF Evav e16tKkS TIoAToPS, pia Harao-
owr] kovAtoBpa ag mobpe, eivon mbavétota éva eldog Oalacovey vo-
padwv. (Eiya yvopioet ota téAn mg Sekaetiog tov ‘60, popddes ot
XaAxkidiki} rov £pravay exel and ta Awdekdvroa, pe JUKPES Yropo-
Papkeg 5-6 pétpa prjxos. Apxilay to ta§iSt e emotpoPrig my npé-
pa tov Aylov Anguntplov, kot avéBavav oty apyrj tov KaAOKaptoy.
Kdbe ypdvo 1o o).

Ot GvBpomol avtol ¥proponolody tov LAKG NOATIopS pe tov Sk
Toug tpdmo. Yndpyel tpénog va pedetnOel avtr] 1) Wiaitepr) kovAtos-
pa (moArtiopde); Tldg evepyodv ot dvBpwnot avtof; Towd eivar
kabnpepwvy tovg {on ot OdAacoa; Auvté Ba elye 1Wbiaitepo evia-
PEpov kat Ba 1frav oA Kovtd oTig mo olyXpoves TEOELS TG apyato-
Aoylog, IOL AMOPOKRPUVETaL NG TIG YEVIKEG — Ko opnpnpéves — Sa-
Akaoleg, Ormwe o EQIIOPIO, 1) OLKOVORIQ, 1] ROwwvia KA, —Tig onofeg
€K TV Hpaypdtov anmlovotedel oe Pabpd oxeSov anotpenuks. Avti-
Beta otpépetal mpog v avOpdmvy npdgr, ow Swoxeiplon g
NPOYPOTIKGTTOS amxé tov 610 tov GvBpwiio Siumotdvoviag 6Tt Tta
KkatGAouno rov peAetovpe arotedoby vy Spaotnplotijtey mpaypo-
TIKOY avBpdrmv kot 6yt agnpnuévov Stodikaowdy otig onofeg ot
avbporotl anAdg petéyouy. Ipoonabei, SnAady, 1) obyypovn apyat-
odoyia vo 66)0eL €var repLooGTepo avlp@Ivo IPGomIIo oTo TIape)-
B6v, evoopardvoviag 1o mpoommks Kat 1o £8KS, 1o Txeio Kat To
anpoPAento kat Gyt P6vo To yeVIKG Kot To GLAAOYIKG, To poPASpLpo
KOL TO OVOYKQOTIKG, 110U OUVIOTOUY YeVIKEG S1ad1kaoieg Kot vOpous.
e tehikr] avdvor, ot GvBpwmot 1avea €kavay npdypoto ovi{Beta
a6 exkeiva rrou ot cuvijdeteg Kot ot cupfdoetg (o VOUOL) ETTACOOLV.



LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

Xprjotog Ayovpidng
Kabny. Ztvdiavig AvEpéov
Daibwv Avtwvornovdog
Anpujrpng AoSpayds
Kabny. Paul Astrom
NwoAérta Baddkov
Kdotag BaotAerddng

Ap. Bifq BaoldonovAov
Mapyapita Bevakn

Dr Alberto-Guglielmo Benvenuti
Ap Tavvrg Bijyog
Dotevy] BAaydkn

Dr Lucy Blue

2rtavpog Boovviaitng
Ntépa I'aptaydvn
Evyévelog INavvarsnovdog
Mupika I'avvomotAov

Dr Claire Calcagno

Ap Davovpio Aaxkopovia
Katepiva Aedanépta
Katepiva Aedovka
®idurnog Agpeptdiig
YtéNda Agpéotiya

Ap Awkatepivy Anuakonotiov
Dr Peter Day

MavaAng Evyevitdxng
Oeotérng OeobovAov
Mapia Oeoxdapr

INopyog Gvpopdg

Kafny. Znopog lakwfidng
KoOny. Mapia Iaxepov
Apwotéa Kappadia-Enovdoin
Kaitn Kalavtdr

Kabny. Abavaoia Kdavia
Kabny. Baocog Kapayidpyng
Ale€avbpa Kapétoov
ITapaoxevy Katnpeptdr
Xapig Kotdaxov

Dpivn Kokkovn

BaotAng Koviépdog

EAévn) KovooAdkn

Mapiavva Kopopndd
Anprtpng Koopidng

Kootag KovAaAdyAov

Ap. Anijtpng Kovprovpédng
Xapdlapnog Kprrdag

Baow Kvplaxkomovdov

Abwvig Kdpov

Kabny. Kovotavtivog Kotodkng
AytAAéacg Aayondng

IMavvng Adnmag

Kabny. I'dvvog Adrog
Ale&avopa Mopn

Aéonowva MapowvonotBAov
Tpnydpng Mixag

Ap. Tavvre Maoidrog
TGoog MigAdag

Kabny. James Muhly

I'évvng Naxog

"Hpn NoavonovAov

Kabny. Xpiotog Ntovpog

Ap Tépyog Iaioidng

Ap TIdvtog Ilavtog

Maipn ITavtov

Kabny. Abavdoiog IManadémovAog
Nikog ITanadérovAog



Kalny. Aftoa KovtopArj-TITanadonotAov
N pyog Hanabavaodmoviog
Koty HonapiyajA-Neypendvie
Ynvptbotra Hanoavikou
Xprotiva Ilanaypiotonotiov
Ap Atava TapAapd

Ap Bdaow Iévva

Adpvn TTévva

XapdAapmog ITévvog

Mapia Ietpridkn

Dr Arto Penntinen

Dr Barbara Pferdehirt

Dr William Phelps

Dr Cemal Pulak

Kofny. Jeremy Rutter

266

Kavélda Exavtlot
‘EAoa Xnabdpn)

HAtag Xrmov6vAng
EAiva Ztapatdrov
Diane Sugart

Xdapng T¢aAag

Kabny. Giles Touchais
Nixkog N. TootyAog
Axng Todvog

Dr Lucia Vagnetti

Dr Berit Wells

Ap. Avva OiAuma-Touchais
Ap EAnida Xatdnddxn
Zovlava XovAwa



KATAAOTOX XOPHI'QN
INE2TITOYTOY ENAAION APXAIOAOI'TKQON EPEYNQN

ANAXKAO®OIKH EPEYNA KAI YXYNTHPHEH EYPHMATQON
NAYAI'TOY AKPQTHPIOY IPIQON API'OAIAOX

YIHOYPT'EIO ITOAITIZEMOY
IAPYMA A. T'. AEBENTHZX
INSTITUTE FOR AEGEAN PREHISTORY
IAPYMA IQANNOY &. KQXTOIIOYAOY
TTAITAXTPATOX A.B.E.E.Z.
SHELL Co Hellas L.t.d.

COSTAMARE SHIPPING Co
BaotAng Kovotaviakdnovdog

ITANOPAMA TloArtiotiky] Etoupeia

KOINOITPAZEIA YAPOITTEPYTQN
I'edpyrog Arfovig

EAAHNIKO KENTPO KATAAYXEQN
Kovotavtivog Niwldpng

NASCO KARAOGILAN HELLAS E.ILE.
G. S. Boustany

KOYT2XOYPAKHX-EAEY®EPIAAHY E.TLE.

KODAK (Near East) Inc.



I. MITOYTAPHY & YIOX ALE.
lwéavvng Mnovtdpng

AAQNIX KYPOY
I BHXOZX & YIOI O.E.
DIAAITIOX KAI XITYPOX NIAPXOX
I. & 2. ZKAABENITHX AE.E
AETIL AE.
NOOTPOIIIA E.T1.E,

YIHOYPT'EIO YT'EIAY ITPONOIAY &
KOINQNIKQN AXDAAIXEQN

YOUNG PRESIDENTS ORGANIZATION
(AEGEAN CHAPTER)

E. KAZTPIQTHZ & XIA O.E.
AAEEANAPOX AYKOYPEZOX
I'MANNHY TPY®QN
APHX TEPZOITIOYOZ A.E.
BAXIAHZ ITPIOBOAOX

MOYZXZEIO MITOYMITOYAINAX
ZITETZEY

IONIKH TPAIIEZA
ZITETXEY

XAPA MAPATKOTIOYAOY



KATAAOTOXZ XOPHI'QN
INETITOYTOY ENAAION APXAIOAOTTKON EPEYNQN

XOPHI'OI ITPOT'PAMMATOX

<Ipa: Meléry, dnpooicvon xar npofori)
Tov vavayiov tov Axpwinpiov Lptwy»

TO ITPOI'PAMMA TTPATMATOITOIHO®HKE
ME THN ENIZXYXZH THX

EYPQITAIKHZE EIIITPOIIHZ
(TEN. AIEY®OYNZH X)

THN YITOETHPIEH TOY

YIIOYPIEIOY IIOAITIZMOY
KAI ME TIX XOPHITEX TQN:

IAPYMA A. T. AEBENTHZX
IAPYMA EXTAYPOY Z. NIAPXOY
I. KAOYKINAZ - I. AAITITIAY AE.

ZTIABH
INSTITUTE FOR AEGEAN PREHISTORY
AHMOZ ZIIETZON
MOYZEIO MIIOYMITOYAINAZ
KOINOIIPAEIA YAPOIITEPYTON
PHILIPS HELLAS AEBE
ZYAAOTIOZ ZIIETZIOTON
EENOCAOXEIO «NHZIA»






O TOMOZXZ «THE POINT IRIA WRECK: IN
TERCONNECTIONS IN THE MEDITER
RANEAN CA. 1200 BC PROCEEDINGS OF
THE INTERNATIONAIL CONFERENCE,
ISLAND OF SPETSES, 19 SEPTEMBER
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EKANAN OI WILLIAM PHELPS, TIANNOZX
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CLAIRE CALCAGNO. H @IAMOI'PA®HEZH
KAI TA AOKIMIA ETINAN XTON TTQPTO
KEPAMA THA. 7292316-7. H EKTYITQYH
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AE THA. 3470808 KAI H BIBAIOAEXIA
AIIO THN «LIBRO D’ORO» I. MITIOYN
TAY & X. BAZIAEIAAHYE THA. 5237880.
TO EEQOYAAO EXEAIAYTHKE AITO
TON TAZO MITEAAA BAXIZMENO ZTHN
EKITAHKTIKH GQTOTPAGIA TOY XAME
NOY KYITPIAKOY ITI@OY IIOY EBI'AAE
O NIKOZ N. TEOYXAOZ TO 1974.
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