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Editors’ Introduction
Many archaeological excavations from all around the world produce objects which
originate from a geographical region other than the one they are found in. Such
objects are usually described by archaeologists as foreign objects. A vast number
of possible interpretations are offered that describe such objects as products of
trade, exotica, souvenirs, personal belongings of migrants etc. In most of these
interpretations, most attention is paid to the place of origin, ascribing to such
objects the meaning they used to have in the context of their origin. Such a view
results in the attribution of a more passive role to the receiving society, presupposing that the use of the object, the meanings attributed to it and the way the
object shaped the receiving context did not differ much from the context of its
origin.
However, in recent years, the focus of research has started to shift from the society of origin to the context of consumption. Observed in this way, the reception
of foreign material culture could be interpreted as a dynamic process, in contrast
to the passive role previously ascribed to the receiving society. Unfortunately,
this represents a topic not often discussed in either student or a broader archaeological community in Croatia. That is why in Spring 2015 a group of students of
Archaeology from Zagreb decided to organize an international conference which would
gather doctoral candidates and young researchers from different parts of the world.
The exchange of ideas and experiences with people from different universities dealing with different periods in different parts of the world seemed as a great starting point to revive the activities of the student community in Zagreb. Potential
participants were encouraged to direct their research interests to the ways foreign
objects were appropriated into new cultural contexts and the meanings they acquired
in that process.
As this was the first conference of this kind organized at the Department of Archaeology, now, three years after the idea was originally created, we are delighted
to end our more that successful journey with these Proceedings. We, as both organizers and editors of this volume, feel a great honor and privilege that we were
able to host so many successful international students from all over Europe and
even beyond. These Proceedings contain only a glimpse of what students of Archaeology are able to do and serves as an indicator of the ambition and enthusiasm for
making a change in our discipline. Also, it is only a small part of the 17 papers
presented at the conference. We would hereby like to thank all of the conference
participants, without whose inspiring presentations our idea of the final publication would not have been born in the first place.
We would also like to thank everybody who invested any effort into the realization of both the conference and the publication starting with volunteers, faculty
staff, professors and all the people who showed interest in the conference. Special
thanks go to the six authors who submitted their papers for the final publication
and worked hard to meet our demands.
In the end, we leave this publication as the inheritance to the new generations
of students from Zagreb, in order to never forget that their Department is only a
small drop in the archaeological sea. By encountering foreign ideas and appropriating them to their own needs, their local context will be enriched forever. Thus,
the ever changing and dynamic character of our discipline is a great reminder that
the exchange of thoughts and ideas can only serve to one’s own progress.
The Editors

Iron Gates (Serbia):
the Difference in the
Use of Stone Raw Materials During the Mesolithic – Neolithic
Transition
Anđa Petrović
Abstract

The archaeological sites in the Iron Gates present an excellent key study for mapping
the influx of non-local raw materials, with reference to the chipped stone artifacts
from the sites Lepenski Vir and Padina. The petroarchaeological analysis has not been
systematically applied in the previous research projects, and this paper will deal
with the already published data. Human activities in the Mesolithic-Neolithic transitional period in the Iron Gates are in the focus of this research. This kind of research conducts a new use-wear analysis of the chipped stone artifacts from the sites
Lepenski Vir and Padina and combines them with the already existing hypotheses. The
previous interpretations proposed that different varieties of grey flint represented
local raw materials and that the presence of the so-called Balkan flint was a sign of
the import of a non-local material. This kind of selection has been carried out on
the basis of the research done so far by various authors, who produced a large number
of models of non-local raw material import. But was there a distinction between the
use of these raw materials in the past? What was the Balkan flint used for, and what
kinds of activities were the locally extracted flint and quartzite used for? How was
the non-local raw material introduced into everyday practice? The answers to these
questions can provide a deeper insight into the lithic technological organization of
the archaeological sites in the Iron Gates, and also help solve the issues connected
with the procurement of raw material by producing new data, never observed before.

Keywords

use-wear analysis

chipped stone artifacts

Balkan flint

Iron Gates

Mesolithic

Early Neolithic
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Introduction

This paper deals with the difference in the use of stone raw materials in Iron Gates sites, during the
transition from the Late Mesolithic to the Early Neolithic. The main question is whether the Balkan
flint, seen as a non-local material, was used and if it was, for what purpose. Furthermore, the ratio
of the usage of other raw materials compared to the Balkan flint needs to be considered. The main
data was gathered on the basis of use-wear analysis. The sample that will be discussed here represents 19 artefacts that originate from the Lepenski Vir site (Lepenski Vir Collection, National Museum in Belgrade). Additionally, some notes were made after recording the chipped stone industry
from the Padina site, and they will be presented here as an indicator for some future projects.
Archaeological background

The archeological material that will be studied here comes from Lepenski Vir and Padina, two famous Mesolithic and Neolithic sites from Iron Gates (Fig. 1). This region is settled in Eastern Serbia
and it represents a closed area, an eco-niche suitable for examining the shift to agriculture, and
other archaeological aspects which are specific for the Late Glacial and Early Holocene periods.
Over 100 multi-layered sites have been uncovered in this region, and these are the only Mesolithic
sites surrounded by the distinct paleoecological environment in South-Eastern Europe situated on
the river bank, instead of on the sea coast.
Fig. 1.
The Iron Gates
region, archaeological sites
(after Bonsall
et al. 2008.
Courtesy of the
authors).

Lepenski Vir is located on the right terrace of the Danube river in the Upper Gorges. Rescue excavations started in the 1960s and continued in the 1970s (Srejović 1969). At the end of the excavations
led by D. Srejović, this area was flooded for the purposes of the construction of the hydropower
plant Đerdap, and the site was transferred to a nearby location. Although the excavations ended,
the culture of Lepenski Vir is still a key subject of many studies conducted by eminent scholars. Diverse analyses like a series of absolute dating, human remains analyses (with paleopathology and
dental-based studies), faunal and zooarchaeological analyses, abrasive stone analyses, chipped
stone analyses, observing of detailed dietary changes and other have been conducted so far on
the sites in Iron Gates (Kozlowski and Kozlowski 1984; Radovanović 1996; Bonsall et al. 2004; 2008;
Borić and Stefanović 2004; Borić et al. 2004; Antonović 2006; Roksandić 2012; Radović and Stefanović 2015; Borić 2016; Cristiani et al. 2016). All of the analyses which were conducted in recent
years and decades testify how important Lepenski Vir still is, even though the excavations are over.
There are many questions about the hunter/gatherer/fisherman communities that inhabited Lepenski Vir which are still provoking and unanswered. Since the beginning of research, the phase of
settlement defined with trapezoidal houses has been characterized by the controversy of dating
the settlement. The discussion concerned the connection between the aforementioned types of
9

objects, which D. Srejović considered to belong to the Mesolithic period, and ceramic vessels and
fragments of Early Neolithic provenance found on the floors of these houses (Garašanin and Radovanović 2001). However, the emergence of pottery is not the only problem that researchers faced
excavating this site. In the past few years, further analyses of human remains were carried out, this
time including the material from children’s graves. The analysis noted changes in the mortuary
practice (Borić and Stefanović 2004; Borić 2016). According to the newest results of absolute dating, the chronology of the site roughly covers the regional Mesolithic to the Early/Middle Neolithic
(Borić and Dimitrijević 2007; 2009; Borić 2011).
The estimated timespan for the beginning of Mesolithic activities on Lepenski Vir is 10130-8640 cal
BCE (95% probability) or 9330-8760 BCE (68% probability), and the start for the activities associated
with the trapezoidal buildings is 6130-6020 cal BCE (95% probability) or 6090-6050 BCE (68% probability), labeled as Start Transition LV I-II. The Early Neolithic is estimated to have begun in 5940-5750
cal BCE (95% probability) or 5880-5770 cal BCE (68% probability) (Borić 2016, 21-22).
Another site that will be mentioned here is Padina, situated on the right bank of the Danube, a
few kilometers upstream from Lepenski Vir and nearby the Vlasac site. Padina was excavated by
B. Jovanović from 1968 until 1970. These excavations were done within systematic surveys and
probing in order to protect the cultural heritage in the Danube Gorges before building the damn
(Radovanović 1981). Padina A belongs to the earliest phase of habitation on the Danube bank (the
formative phase of the Iron Gates Mesolithic), and the second archaeological horizon (Padina B)
represents the Mesolithic/Neolithic transition (Jovanović 1987). Recent research focused on obtaining the new AMS dates based on skeletal remains revealed that people returned again and
again to this site in the wider time frame from the mid-10th millennium to the mid-6th millennium
BCE (Borić and Miracle 2004, 356). The early Neolithic phase can be dated between 6300 and
5500 BCE, after the site was abandoned (Borić and Miracle 2004, 357).
The chipped stone industry

The first analysis of chipped stone artefacts of Lepenski Vir was done by Polish authors J. K. Kozlowski and S. K. Kozlowski (Kozlowski and Kozlowski 1984). It is very important to underline that this
study was made on the basis of the chronology proposed by D. Srejović and that the new dates did
not radically disturb the Balkan flint ratio. Later on, their study was complemented by I. Radovanović and J. Šarić (Radovanović 1996; Šarić 2014). The raw materials from the Preneolithic period
(Layer I) were classified into 18 different types with the help of the petrologists M. Pawlikowski
(Kozlowski and Kozlowski 1984, 260-261). This classification selected gray radiolarite, gray flint and
quartzite as important raw materials of local origin (Kozlowski and Kozlowski 1984). The situation
changes in the Neolithic Layer III, where the most used raw material is the so-called Balkan flint
(65,73%) followed by quartz, striped flint, and grey radiolarite and grey flint as less frequent materials (Kozlowski and Kozlowski 1983, 271), with production focused on flakes and unretouched tools
(Fig. 2). As this statistic shows, and according to the previous research by I. Radovanović, the site
has a character of a workshop (Radovanović 1996, 292) and the bipolar technique is represented in
the Epipaleolithic and Mesolithic periods.
Fig. 2.
The structure (%) of the
chipped stone assemblage
from the Neolithic layer
III (modified from
Radovanović 1992, 291292).
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A detailed petrological analysis of the chipped stone artifacts from the Padina site does not exist
and the material has been divided on the basis of microscopic observations highlighting the presence of quartz, quartzite, siliceous rocks, obsidian, non-transparent flint, chalcedony and river
pebbles (Radovanović 1981, 28). Knapping technology traditions like lamellar, flake and bipolar
technologies are present at Padina A, and an older tradition specific for Padina B is represented
by the bipolar technology, quartz tools and a large number of flakes. The presence of a younger
tradition at Padina B is characterized by blade technology (Mihailović 2009, 67).
Balkan flint

Since Balkan flint is considered a non-local raw material on the sites in the Iron Gates, whose
products and their use are discussed in this paper, a small overview of the key problems and characteristics of this specific raw material is needed. An increase in the use of non-local raw material
at the Lepenski Vir site in the Neolithic period is notable. From the visible import at 6,52% in the
Preneolithic period, the ratio changes into a predominant production with Balkan flint in the Neolithic (65,73%) (Kozlowski and Kozlowski 1984). For the Neolithic phase of Lepenski Vir it can be
said that the population of the Starčevo culture exploited the local resources to a lesser extent, but
that the majority of raw materials were imported from the eastern region (Kozlowski and Kozlowski
1984, 267-275), focusing on the production in the Early Neolithic horizon, the production of cores,
blades and tools of the Balkan flint (Bogosavljević-Petrović and Starović 2013, 87).
What is the so-called Bakan flint (BF) and where does it originate from? The products of BF are
usually standardized and systematically knapped tools (Gurova 2008; Gurova and Nachev 2008;
Bogosavljević-Petrović and Starović 2013, 78) made from a honey yellow to brownish flint with
white spots. Many scholars have been dealing with the source and production of BF, and artefacts
made from BF are found on sites in Northern Greece, Serbia, Romania, Macedonia, Bulgaria, and
Hungary. The problem of origin relates to the Karanovo I–Starčevo–Körös–Criş taxonomic unit of
the Early Neolithic period in the region. According to the newest laser ablation analysis (LA-ICPMS), we can say that the source might be in the area of Nikopol and Pleven in Northern Bulgaria
(Gurova et al. 2016). BF is, together with obsidian, a marker of the distribution paths of exchange in
Neolithic communities in Serbia, and therefore the provenance questions are directly linked to the
process of neolithization, marking it as an essential parameter important for the transitional period
in the Iron Gates (Bogosavljević-Petrović and Starović 2013).
Fig. 3.
Archaeological
sample (Lepenski
Vir Collection,
National Museum
in Belgrade),
photo by A.
Petrović.
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Sample and method

The archaeological sample that will be discussed here represents 19 artefacts from Lepenski Vir
(Lepenski Vir Collection, National Museum in Belgrade) (Fig. 3) and some preliminarily checked
pieces from Lepenski Vir and Padina (Archaeological Collection, Department of Archaeology, Faculty of Philosophy), all made from BF.
Out of the whole Lepenski Vir assemblage, 145 pieces were microscopically analyzed and these
19 artefacts were selected on the basis of the raw material and their Early Neolithic provenance.
Although the technological and typological analyses have been previously published, as it was stated earlier, we observed the material once again, taking it as a standard procedure before starting
with the use-wear analysis, which is needed for creating a general insight about the assemblage.
The whole sample was analyzed with the low-power approach and some of the samples were
studied with the high-power approach. The analyses were completed at the Physico-Chemical
Laboratory of the National Museum in Belgrade and at the Laboratory of Technological and Functional Analyses of Prehistoric Artefacts (LTFAPA) at the Sapienza University of Rome.
The low-power approach was performed using an OLYMPUS SZ 61 (magnifications ranging from
10× to 60×), and Nikon SM2 745T (oculars 10×, magnifications ranging from 0,67× to 5×) stereomicroscopes and a reflected light system. During the use-wear analysis, two metallographic microscopes were used, OLYMPUS BX51M (magnifications ranging from 50× to 500×.) and Nikon Optiphot (oculars 15×, lenses 10×, 20× and 40×).
The main categories of analysis were the localization of the scare, distribution, initiation, form,
orientation, and edge rounding, which all led to the identification of the contact material (soft,
medium hard, hard). The main results of the use-wear analysis of the artefacts made from BF
will be summarized here as the most representative data, chronologically connected to the Early
Neolithic.
Results

Based on the proposed methodology, the following preliminary results were noted. Some of the
artefacts (# 191, # 211, # 264) had transparent lacquer (shellac) on the ventral sides and edges
used for marking. This made the analysis extremely difficult, giving a fake image of a polished area
(Fig. 4). The results and observations of these artefacts are not considered valid.
Fig. 4.
Shellac on the
ventral side
of #191,

×50,

consequence of
poorly labeled
artefacts, photo
by A. Petrović.
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Firstly, locating the activity zones on the artefacts and defining the edge rounding was done together with the examination of the retouched areas. During this stage, two main activities were
observed: cutting and scraping.
Another positive aspect of applying use-wear analysis is in questioning the morphological form
of the artefacts. Two out of six scrapers (#202, #206) have proven to us that the typological interpretation does not always match with their function. Lateral sides on these scrapers were been
used for cutting (Fig. 5). These two represent the fact that different products of knapping could be
used in various activities with various contact materials.
Fig. 5.
Cutting edge,
#206, 1×1,5,
detail, photo by
A. Petrović.

The second group is represented with the scrapers made on blades. These scrapers have clear
use-wear traces on the distal ends, with well-preserved edge rounding obtained by a transversal movement indicating scraping and a continuous zone of cutting, established by a longitudinal
movement on lateral sides.
The third category of artefacts is represented by eight long blades with preserved medial and
proximal ends. The edge rounding on most of the blades is not very pronounced, leading us to the
conclusion that maybe they were not used constantly. Blades #194, #201, #203 have been used
intensively like the rest of the blades defined with the areas of polish formation and very notable
edge rounding. During the laboratory training in spring 2016 at LTFAPA, led by Professor C. Lemorini, residue traces were noted on one blade. A more detailed residue analysis will be performed
in the future.
Unlike the percentage of BF at the Lepenski Vir site, at Padina B (Neolithic layer), we have 29%
of artefacts made out of this raw material (Mihailović 2004, 62). A part of the Padina assemblages
was not suitable for analysis because the artefacts were heavily weathered and on a major number
of tools, PDSM traces such as trampling were detected. However, use traces are present on most
artefacts from the collection, and they require special attention, since the shift and mixture of applied technologies may have been a result of the variety of raw materials on Padina site.
Discussion

The analysis of the whole sample provided many various results that led us to rethink the previous
interpretations of some objects at Lepenski Vir. When we talk about the sample from the National
Museum, where 90% of artefacts were made of BF, different kinds of conclusions emerge.
BF was a non-local raw material used mostly in the Early Neolithic period at the Lepenski Vir site.
Before that, in the Mesolithic, not many tools were made of this raw material. A change of the pre13

dominant raw material in the Early Neolithic period is obvious, together with the typical Neolithic
assemblage. By questioning the use of these artefacts, many other questions unfolded. Below are
the two results that should be discussed and viewed from different aspects.
The first one concerns the typology, as one of the most important domains in archaeology,
whose role is irreplaceable, not just because of the identification and classification of the objects,
but because it is the crucial means of communication among different specialists. With this, we
are underlining the language we use in numerous different analyses of the archaeological material.
Typology is needed, but it is a category created for researchers dealing with typological and technological analyses, and it is based on the morphological form of the object. In many cases, this
appearance imposes the use of artefacts. For example, scrapers are used for scraping and blades
for cutting. Implying the functional analysis in observing the lithic industries of prehistoric people
gives us an opposite insight into the life of an artefact. This situation is noted on the scrapers from
the Lepenski Vir assemblage, where, as it was stated, there are cutting traces on the lateral sides
as well. The same situation is noted on scrapers from Drenovac, another Neolithic site in central
Serbia (Gurova 2016). These analogies will not be discussed here, but it is very important to acknowledge that this is not an isolated case in the wider area. This is also a reminder that we should
always analyze the function of the tool as well, because in the end that is the proof of the activities
and processes that happened in prehistory.
Having in mind that no transparent difference in the use of BF artefacts and those of another
raw material is visible, this analysis gave us an insight into some specific activities performed with
long blades. The standardized blades made of BF are considered as formal tools (Gurova 2012),
making the question of its use far more interesting. As it was stated, there are three blades with
very pronounced traces of medium hard and hard contact materials, like stone or bone. The rest
of the preserved blade fragments have traces of very soft contact materials, or they might have
been used for a short period of time. The longest (7,1cm) unretouched blade #191 has no use traces,
except scarce traces of post-depositional surface modifications. These lateral sides are very sharp,
and their lack of traces could be connected with the presumption that they might have been left for
some future activities. These long blades made of BF are linked to the Early Neolithic horizon and
we can speculate that they were exchanged. These BF artefacts were maybe cherished for some
important activities between different communities. The background for this thesis lies in the various approaches to the relationship between incomers and local communities and their dietary
behavior (Bonsall et al. 2004; Borić et al. 2004; Bonsall 2007; Borić 2016).
Conclusion

If we exclude the typological-functional categories results and use long blades as one of the most
relevant results of this study, as discussed in the previous chapter, the most important conclusion
is that there is no differentiation in activities between the usage of BF artefacts and tools made from
other raw materials. This interpretation was created after the complete review of the whole Lepenski
Vir assemblage and a wider sample including all represented raw materials. The presence of BF in
the Transitional period is noted, but its predomination in the Early Neolithic is the key, connecting
the acquisition of this raw material with later periods and making of the formal tools. Secondly, two
main motions present on BF artefacts are cutting and scraping, together with the zones of combined
activities.
The conducted analysis showed the importance of the function of the tool, but also observed
that in this specific case, BF was not used for special activities, at least not notable by the used
methodology. These are just preliminary results that helped us discover the wide scope of the data
that could be obtained with the help of the use-wear analysis. Overall, these 19 artefacts are key
to the modern understanding of lithic studies and the need for conducting functional analysis. Although the size sample is small, the obtained results are significant, because for the first time we
confirmed the use of the tools made of BF, as well as the long blades, which had been negated so
far. A more detailed analysis in the future will try to resolve all the fine nuances needed to reveal
the human processes in the Iron Gates region during the Late Mesolithic and the Early Neolithic
periods.
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Approaching the East
Aegean - West
Anatolian Interface
Through Metal Finds
Miloš Roháček
Abstract

This paper focuses on the area of the so-called East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface
in the 2nd millennium BCE, as defined by Penelope A. Mountjoy, who subdivided the East
Aegean-West Anatolian Interface into the Upper (more Anatolian) and Lower one (more
Minoan/Mycenaean). This contribution aims to approach the Interface as an entity in
its own right, based on a closer typological assessment of the bronze finds such as
swords, spearheads, razors, axes and arrowheads. It examines how different/unique
they are and what their meaning was in the wide spectrum of the life of their users.
An important aspect is also the fact that, whereas in the Lower Interface most finds
come from burial contexts, the Upper part has not yielded that many cemeteries and
most finds are known from settlements. Metal finds show various influences and are
therefore important for the understanding of inter-cultural connections in the region
and the formation of local cultures. The scientific discourse on the Interface has
principally moved from the concept of “Minoan” and “Mycenaean” colonies towards the
local communities emulating various trends in the Aegean and actively approaching the
incoming stimuli.
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Introduction

This paper will typologically analyze bronze objects from the area of the East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface in the Middle and Late Bronze Age. This area was originally defined mostly on the basis of the Mycenaean decorated pottery, using also some evidence from settlements and funerary
contexts indicating the fact that the territory differs from the contemporary centres such as Crete,
the Greek Mainland and Central Anatolia. According to Penelope Mountjoy and other scholars, the
different groups that lived along the west coast of Anatolia used Minoan and Mycenaean material
culture to produce unique hybrid identities of their own (e.g. Mountjoy 1998; Georgiadis 2003;
Mac Sweeney 2008; Girella and Pavúk 2015; Pavúk 2015). Mountjoy argued that the Interface itself can be further divided into the Lower and Upper parts. She notes that during the Late Bronze
Age, the Mycenaean influence was more easily adopted in the Lower part, because it had already
been exposed to a strong Minoan influence in the Middle Bronze Age and the early Late Bronze
Age (Mountjoy 1998, 37). This work aims to approach the Interface as a different entity based on a
closer typological assessment of the known bronze finds (Fig. 1): how different they were, what was
their meaning in the wide spectrum of life and what they can tell us about the Interface itself and
its relations to the surrounding regions. In the Lower Interface, most of the finds come from burial
contexts. The Upper part does not contain many cemeteries and most finds are known only from
local settlements. The paper will focus on specific metal finds such as swords, spearheads, razors
and others, and briefly summarize all the groups of the finds. All the material brought forward in
this paper was collected and catalogued by the author in his unpublished Master thesis.1
Fig. 1.
Map of bronze
finds (LH I
to LH IIIB),
produced by M.
Rohaček.

1

The majority of the finds were collected from the PBF series (Avila 1983; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1993;
Weber 1996).
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Swords

Swords, amounting to the number of more than 40 pieces (Roháček 2015, 26-41), seem to be in
many cases more or less made in the same way and design as on Crete or the Greek Mainland. It
has to be noted that, while a significant number of swords have been reported from the area, the
earlier sword of the Aegean type A, the first of the Aegean swords, has not been found on any of the
sites in the East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface.
On the other hand, the next type B appears here on the example of a few interesting specimens.
Dodecanesian swords of type B appear more likely to be “not typical” when compared to the parallels in the Argolis. There are two examples whose context is unfortunately unknown. The first, a
small sword from the site of Kameiros on Rhodes (Fig. 2) looks like a reduced version of the standard type B sword with a little different hilt that reminds one of a hilt of the later sword type, type
C. Sandars also noted an unusual midrib (Sandars 1961, 28). However, the general appearance of
the sword from Kameiros can be compared to the type B swords from the Shaft graves in Mycenae.
The second example, a sword from Izmir, appears to have some design features influenced by
the Mycenaean and Near Eastern traditions (Sandars 1961, 27-28). It does look like a type B sword,
with the hilt and the arrangement of rivets very Aegean-looking, yet the total size of the sword is
smaller than other specimens of its kind. The midrib is very non-Aegean. It consists of three lines
going down from the beginning to the tip of the blade. With this interesting adaptation, it could also
be connected to the untypical type B sword from Boğazköy in Central Anatolia. Its midrib is close in
appearance to the sword from Izmir. The inscription on the sword made scholars assume that this
weapon belonged to the enemies of the Hittites. According to that inscription, which was made by
the Hittite king Tudhaliya II, it was suggested that the sword was used in the so-called Aššuwa rebellion against the Hittites in the middle of the 15th century BCE somewhere in North-Western Anatolia. The inscription states that the king Tudhaliya suppressed that rebellion and ritually dedicated
this sword (probably loot taken from the defeated opponents) to a god (Cline 1996, 137-138). Next,
there is also a similar but fragmental blade from the museum in the Bulgarian Varna, unfortunately
without context, but the midrib execution seems similar to the Izmir sword, too (Athanassov, Kraus
and Slavčev 2012). Finally, the Late Bronze Age sword from Kastamonu in the Black Sea region of
North Anatolia makes another good match for the piece from Izmir.2 Not only does the blade feature a similar midrib design with three lines going down, but also the general design of the whole
weapon strongly resembles the sword from Izmir (Bilgi 2005, 121, 148, fig. 84).
There is a possibility that two Interface type B swords from Kamiros and Izmir may have come
from Western Anatolia/the Dodecanese, where Mycenaean influences and contacts were flourishing. A find of quite an uncanonical type B sword from Balikesir in the inlands of Western Anatolia
should also be mentioned (Yalçikli 2006, 40).3
Two later Dodecanesian swords, one from Ialysos on Rhodes (Fig. 3) and the other from Asklépeion on Kos, are considered by Sandars to be type C, although she mentioned their slight differences and noted them as a “transitional” type between types B and C (Sandars 1961, 28). Those
swords might suggest the existence of local production workshops on the Dodecanese. Some
scholars pointed out that the sword from Ialysos continues in design with the older traditions of
swords B, with a stronger connection to the Argolis (Jung and Mehofer 2009, 118). The design of its
handle reminds one of type B swords, but little horns of the later type C sword are included in the
guard. Also, this piece is one of the longest among the Aegean Type C swords.
The other piece from Asklépeion on Kos resembles in its total appearance to the later type C,
but some features from the previous type can be observed too. The hilt especially represents an
interesting mixture of the hilts of type B and type C. Sandars found parallels in Mycenae, but also
in Ras Shamra and Atchana (Sandars 1961, 28).
Then, there are three interesting Dodecanese examples (one piece from Eleona on Kos and two
from Ialysos on Rhodes) and another one from Izmir of type D (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1993, pl. 24, figs.
126-128; Muller-Karpe 1994, 433, figs. 2-3). Although the Cretan influence is obvious, by comparing
the items to each other, the examples of the Dodecanese-Anatolian group stand closer in design
to each other than to Cretan swords or other examples from the Mainland Greece. Therefore, it is
2
3

The typological similarities which are shared by B swords from Izmir, Boğazköy and Kastamonu were also
noted by Derya Yalçikli (2006, 35).
Derya Yalçikli (2006, 39) considers this piece to be an indigenous product; see also Ünal 1999, 218.
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possible that they may have been produced locally.
An uncommon and non-Aegean type is represented by three finds from the graves in Değirmentepe near Miletos and one from Kastanea on the Samos island. It originates from the Near East and
Jung proposed the name for this type of sword: type Ugarit (Jung and Mehofer 2009, 118). This
oriental type of sword was also in use by the Hittites (Lorenz and Schrakamp 2011, 136). However,
only the presence of these swords here does not directly prove a real Hittite campaign.
The only unique type is Sandars‘s type H, the so-called Siana group, which seems to occur only
in the East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface and represents an interesting mixture of Aegean and
Near Eastern influences (Sandars 1963, 140-142). This sword seems to be related to the previous
Ugarit type and to the Aegean horned swords. Its context is dated to LH IIIB. There are five examples that come from Rhodes, Kos on the Dodecanese and Pergamon (Fig. 4), Bodrum and Müsgebi
in Anatolia (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1993, pl. 18, figs. 97-99; Yalçikli 2006, 30, figs. 1-2; Aruz, Benzel and
Evans 2008, 383, fig. 245). Siana swords present a unique mixture between Aegean influences and
those from Anatolia, the Near East and Cyprus. These shapes emerged on the frontier of the Minoan-Mycenaean world and Western Asia, as the design of the horns is close to the horns of Aegean
swords, and the design of the tang extension for the pommel comes from the Near East. None of
these five swords seem to be the same; therefore, they might have come from multiple workshops
at Aegean and Anatolian sites.
Swords from the Upper Part of the Interface are scarcely represented by significant finds. There
are various later types of swords (C, E, F and G4) from burial contexts on the Psara island near Chios
and one example of a C type from Thermi on Lesbos, determined by Lamb as untypical (Lamb 1936,
207). From Troad, there is one remain of a sword handle found in Beşik Tepe, but the presence of
swords is proven on the site of Troy by finds of various kinds of sword pommels dated from the
Middle to the Late Bronze Age (Pavúk and Pieniążek 2016, 13).
Knives

Knives, amounting to the number of more than 40 pieces, occur along the whole Interface (Roháček
2015, 61-66). Most of the finds come from the island of Rhodes. No distinctive differences from
other Aegean knives suggest the same purpose and usage of knives in both parts of the Interface.
Half of them come from burial contexts mostly situated in the Lower Interface, while the other half
comes from settlement contexts of the Upper Interface.
There is one unique type, whose possible range of dating is LH IIIA-IIIC (Benzi 2006, 18), named
Siana by Sandars (Sandars 1963, 140). There are more than ten examples of this type (Roháček
2015, 65-66). These examples have the same long tang for a pommel at the end of a handle like the
Siana swords (Sandars 1963, 140). Benzi believes that this influence comes from the Levant and
that this type of knife is the result of the Mediterranean trade relations (Benzi 2006, 18).
Another interesting example of various cultural interconnections is a decorated blade from Ialysos, with a pommel in the shape of a ring. Many scholars have been dealing with central European
and Northern Balkan parallels, suggesting the influence of Baierdorf and Montegiorgio knife types
(Sandars 1955, 181, 185; Bouzek 1985, 147). The tomb where the Ialysos knife was found contained
LH IIIC pottery. Benzi claims this knife to be a unique proof of contacts between Europe and the
Eastern Mediterranean in the late Late Bronze Age. He also considers this piece as a special tool,
maybe ceremonial, and compares it to a knife from Phaistos (Benzi 2009, 159-162). This one has a
straight hilt without any pommel, but a similar kind of depiction on the blade. The interesting thing
is that some scholars marked the Phaistos knife as a product of Aegean and European or some
other “foreign” influences (Matthäus 1980, 131; Bouzek 1985, 147).
Spearheads

Bronze spearheads are present in 44 pieces (Roháček 2015, 42-49) found in burial contexts in the
Lower Interface. According to Avila’s spearheads typology, his first three types do not occur in the
area of the whole Interface (Avila 1983, 5-24). The Upper Interface lacks this kind of weapon, except
for one spear from Panaztepe (Ersoy 1988, 58-59, fig. 3) and Troy (Blegen 1958, 149, fig. 258). An
interesting LH IIIC example comes from Troy, level VIIa, marked by Korfmann as a javelin or a throwing spear (Korfmann 1995, 22, 24, fig. 21). Its thin long tang is common especially in the arrows in
4

This is the only G type sword found in the East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface.

21

Fig. 2.
Sword of the type “B-C”
from Kameiros, Rhodes

Fig. 4.

(after Kilian-Dirlmeier

Bronze sword of the type

1993, 38, tab. 9, 47.

Siana from Pergamon (after

Courtesy of the PBF).

Kilian-Dirlmeier 1993, 49,
tab. 18, 98. Courtesy of
the PBF).

Fig. 3.
Sword of the type “BC” from Ialysos, Rhodes
(after Kilian-Dirlmeier
1993, 45, tab. 14, 72.
Courtesy of the PBF).
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Central and Eastern Anatolia.5 The author of this paper would also suggest the possibility that this
piece could rather be considered as a special sort of arrowhead or some other kind of a “missile”.6
The spearhead shapes of the Lower Interface are similar to those from Crete and the Greek
Mainland, although some pieces might have been produced locally. For finds of Avila’s type IV or its
sub-variant the “Type Series C”, which share typological similarities with specimens from Crete and
the Greek Mainland, Avila notes that they are “close to” other Aegean spearheads and suggests local production (Avila 1983, 24-27). The types V and VI are very common in the Argolis and the finds
from the Lower Interface are similar, but not exactly the same, to the pieces from the Argolis (Avila
1983, 35-40). Most of the spearheads are dated to LH IIIA-B (Avila 1983, 24-27, 37, 39).
Another, typical long thin Minoan type spearhead spread to Rhodes, Kos and Karpathos (Avila
1983, pl. 32-33; Melas 1985, 152). Later various types of LH IIIB-C spearheads suggest mixed influences
from the Mainland, Crete, Anatolia, the Near East and also from Central Europe/Northern Italy and
the Balkans, but the Aegean influence still remains strong until the end of the Late Bronze Age.
In most of the cases spearheads were buried in graves along with swords and could be linked
to warriors or warrior elites, fighting on the ground of the East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface or
further in Western Anatolia. As stated above, the Upper part does not have that many examples of
spearheads, which might be due to the present state of research.
Razors

Due to a stronger Mycenaean influence, the majority of the known Aegean bronze razors from the
East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface were found in its Lower part, precisely in the Dodecanese.
Their genuine meaning was discussed by many scholars as a tool or a weapon (Xanthoudides 1924,
28, 47, 108; Pendlebury 1939, 71). They are very common in Mycenaean Greece and on Crete.
It was Klaus Weber who collected all the Aegean razors and typologically classified them (Weber
1996). After collecting all the data for his paper, it seems that specimens of only five of his classified
types were present in the Lower Part of the Interface, and all of them were further classified by him
as only sub-variants of those types (Weber 1996, pls. 58-62). One may point out the idea of the
possibility of variability in regional production. Besides a few examples of unknown contexts, all the
finds came from graves and are usually associated with weapons. The Upper Interface is empty in
the matter of razors, except for one razor from Panaztepe, dated to LH IIIB (Ersoy 1988, 71). Up to 29
pieces (Roháček 2015, 51-57) of single and double-edged razors from Rhodes and Kos are not very
different from the pieces found on the Greek Mainland and Crete. The similarities with the Mainland
examples are stronger. A number of variants of razors found on Crete are much bigger than the one
found in the Lower Interface and some of the Cretan types, such as the razor type with a handle or
tang, are not known from the Dodecanese (Weber 1996, pls. 59-60).
Considering the typological differences, there are two interesting pieces of single-edged razors.
The first one comes from Langada on Kos (Fig. 5) and has an unusually tail-like shaped handle with
a thin and round section. It is dated to LH IIIB. The second razor is from Ialysos on Rhodes, it has a
regular full handle, but it is curved in the same way as the handle of the razor from Langada. Also,
the handle of the Ialysos razor is modified in an interesting design. The exact date of this piece is
unfortunately unknown (Weber 1996, 148, 150, pl. 39, figs. 332, 336).
The razors show only slight typological differences, while many of them are in different shapes
and are very similar to other Aegean razors. The two mentioned examples might point to a local
production, as they were not found anywhere else. The appearance of razors can also tell us about
a different way of life in the Lower Interface, where razors were commonly used. This practice or razor usage probably did not have roots in the Upper part. The possession of a razor is quite common
in graves from the Mainland Greece; the Lower Interface seems to follow in the same way.
Arrowheads and axes

Arrowheads are common in both parts of the Interface and are in shapes known from Greece and
Anatolia. According to the classification of Avila (1983, 83), arrowheads can be divided into two
basic forms. The first one (head without a tang) does not occur in the Interface at all, while the
5
6

For examples of Anatolian spearheads and arrowheads see e.g. Erkanal 1977 and Bilgi 2005.
It has the size of larger arrow and it is too small to be a spear. This specimen is exhibited in the
Archaeological Museum in Çanakkale.
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Fig. 5.
Razor from Langada, Kos
(after Weber 1996, 148,
tab. 39, 332. Courtesy of
the PBF).

other one (the type with a tang) is very frequent in various forms. In shapes and design, there are
no significant differences compared to the examples from other regions. In addition, it should be
noted that there are mixtures of types appearing also in the Aegean, Anatolia and the Near East.
Axes are not a common find in the East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface and, with only one exception, occur only in the Lower part. Interestingly, types typical of Anatolia (Erkanal 1977; Mellaart
and Murray 1995; Bilgi 2005), as well as single- and double-edged Aegean shapes (Branigan 1974),
appear in the region under discussion.
Warrior graves

Between the LH IIB and IIIB phases a large number of bronze weapons of Mycenaean provenance
appear in the burial context of the Lower part of the East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface (Eerbeek 2014, 10). Hittite written sources testify about the conflicts between the Hittites and the
kingdoms of Western Anatolia. An important factor in these conflicts was the kingdom of Ahhiyawa,
possibly one of the Mycenaean palatial states (or an alliance of several of them) (Cline 1996, 146151; Beckman, Bryce and Cline 2011, 5). Different authors have placed the kingdom of Ahhiyawa in
different parts of the Aegean, most often on the Greek Mainland (Beckman, Bryce and Cline 2011,
4) or somewhere in the Southeast Aegean (Mountjoy 1998, 51; Hope Simpson 2003; Kelder 2006).
Some authors even argued for a more precise location of the kingdom and placed it on Rhodes
(Page 1959, 17; Benzi 2002, 365).
Although this paper does not directly deal with the exact location of Ahhiyawa, the presence of
weapons in Mycenaean-like elite chamber tombs on Rhodes, Kos, or for example in Değirmentepe
on the adjacent Anatolian coast has to be mentioned. Today, it is suggested that the whole political
system of Mycenaean Greece was not “one united country”, but that the rule and control over land
were divided into several “kingdoms” (Nakassis, Galaty and Parkinson 2010, 240).7 Linear B tablets
from Thebes, Mycenae and Pylos may also indicate regional rule, although they tell us little about
the local politics and reveal more about the palace storage administration (Hope Simpson 2003,
205; Kelder 2006, 135). Also, Barry Molloy considers the Aegean society to be composed of territories ruled by local individuals who fought each other/created alliances. Raiding and territorial attacking must have been very frequent and the weapon was a structuring element of Aegean societies (Molloy 2010, 422). The same political situation was probably present across the sea; therefore,
it may be noted that Western Anatolia in the Late Bronze Age was rather divided into local small
kingdoms which occasionally created political bundles (Hawkins 1998; Pavúk and Pieniążek 2016,
13). According to Benzi and Mountjoy, Rhodes was the centre of the Ahhiyawa kingdom as one of
the independent territorial states. Benzi also claims that Trianda/Ialysos on Rhodes was the main
trading centre in the South-Eastern Aegean during the Late Bronze Age (Benzi 2002). On the other
hand, it should be remarked again that today it is considered more probable that Ahhiyawa was
located on the Greek Mainland, extended by the possibly corresponding territories of Mycenaean
activity (Cline, Beckman and Bryce 2011, 4). Additionally, Kelder claims that Ahhiyawa must have
been a large territory (Kelder 2010, 120). Simply put, the idea of Rhodes being the centre of Ahhiyawa seems to be outdated.
In any way, it is quite likely that Rhodes and the adjacent islands formed a political entity, whether it was Ahhiyawa or not. Could then the number of Mycenaean weapons indicate some strong
7

There are also opinions which support the theory of one united Mycenaean state under one rule, for
more see Eder and Jung 2015.
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military activity8 in that area or just the social status of locals buried in the “Mycenaean warrior
style”? The idea of the buried weapons which represented the daily used tools of the buried warrior
was questioned by Whitley, who claims that such items were only social symbols of a person buried
with them (Whitley 2002, 220). The presence of weapons in graves does not imply that the individual used them during his life on a daily basis and that he was a real warrior, but it might propose
that these tools were representative symbols, defining only the social position of the individual in
the society (Georgiadis 2003, 96). A Late Bronze Age burial context with weapons from Athens
shows skeletal remains with weapons in graves, but without any traces of combat wounds, while
other bodies were found with proofs of injuries, but without any weapons buried with them (Kirkpatrick Smith 2009). Therefore, we can claim that the presence of weapons in graves does not always represent a warrior.9 Rather than an indicator of the presence of Mycenaeans from the Greek
mainland, the adoption of Mycenaean culture in the South-Eastern Aegean reflects local elites and
other identities expressing their identity in the Aegean way (Mac Sweeney 2008, 108-109). Molloy
also states that the weapons put in graves could have been especially casted for burial purposes
and were not used before (Molloy 2010, 418).
To sum up, the presence of weapons among the possessions of local inhabitants is not a definite
proof of actual military activities. At the very least, it tells us something about the way the locals
looked at themselves. On the other hand, actual military activities in Western Anatolia cannot be
excluded and the strong presence of weapons in local graves could be significant in that context.10
Conclusion

Using the pottery evidence, Penelope Mountjoy argued that the East Aegean-West Anatolian Interface can be divided into the Upper and Lower parts (Mountjoy 1998). Furthermore, a more recent study by Peter Pavúk provided a more detailed analysis showing that local unpainted pottery
groups can be partly correlated with the political geography of the Late Bronze Age Western Anatolia known from the Hittite written sources (Pavúk 2015). Within the concept of Mountjoy’s idea
of the Lower and Upper Interface, one can point out from observing local typological differences
that indeed some metal finds show interesting features which can be understood as a local way of
production, and also the general character of metals differs in the Lower and Upper parts.
There are a few pieces of Aegean swords which exhibit not only Aegean impacts, but also influences from other areas, like the little “type B” sword from Izmir, mixing the Argolis type B hilt design
with the Anatolian/Near-Eastern midrib for the blade. Siana swords are really unique in this area,
as well as the knives of the same group. Siana swords bear a significant Near-Eastern influence of
the Ugarit type swords, which were also found near Miletus and on Samos. The Ring-Pommel knife
from Ialysos might be considered as an import, but also as a local product dealing with multiple
influences.
The Cretan long thin spearhead type is common in the Dodecanese, as well as some Mainland
particular spearhead types. In general, they are not significantly different from those from Crete or
the Greek Mainland, but the forms of some swords, knives, spearheads and razors could give us a
hint that they may not have come from those areas and were produced locally. Just two specimens
of razors can be distinguished by design.
The Lower Interface was under a strong Minoan-Mycenaean influence and the other one seems
to follow Anatolian features more. The Upper Interface also has fewer finds than the Lower part and
the finds basically originate only from settlements. In many cases we can presume that the Dodecanese are the main source of bronze finds. The scientific discourse on the Interface has principally
moved from the concept of Minoan and Mycenaean colonies towards the more independent local
communities emulating various trends in the Aegean, and actively approaching the incoming stimuli. The bronze material from the Interface shows features which set it apart from the surrounding
regions. The Minoan effect is obvious, such as the influence from Mainland Greece. During the Late
Bronze Age, various other cultural impacts from spatially closer or more distant regions influenced
the East Aegean-West Anatolia and triggered local production. To conclude, bronze items from
8
9
10

See for example Driessen and MacDonald 1984. They argue for the Mycenaean conquest and use graves as
proof.
For the most recent view on the topic see Georganas 2017.
For more about the issue of Mycenaean involvement in Anatolia, including military activity, e.g. Bryce
1989; Cline 1996; Mee 1998; Cline, Beckman and Bryce 2011, 267-281.
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this area show an interesting mixture of Aegean, Near-Eastern, Anatolian and lately also European
features.
We can assume that the Aegean society was composed of political entities fighting each other
for territorial expansion. From the assemblage of finds from a burial context, elite items could mean
a Mycenaean or “Mycenaeanized” warrior aristocracy. If Rhodes or the nearby Anatolian coast belonged to the Ahhiyawa kingdom (or even if not), local warrior elites could have been included in
that conflict. On the other hand, swords and weapons found in graves should not necessarily be
viewed as signs of military activity, as they could have equally been used as a social symbol and
not only for combat purposes. The artefacts could have been cast only for ceremonial purposes.
However, we cannot ignore the Hittite written texts informing about frequent times of war in the
area. Therefore, the individuals from graves with weapons can be assumed to have somehow been
involved in fighting on that territory, whether they actually took part in fighting with weapons or not.
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The Appearance of
Alabaster Alabastra
in Funerary Contexts
in Sicily and Magna
Graecia
Ida Torrisi
Abstract

This paper aims to examine the appearance of alabaster alabastra, focusing on the
burial contexts of Greek colonies in the southern peninsular Italy. The total absence
of these exotic objects before the mid-6th century BCE and the considerable frequency with which they appeared during the Late Archaic and Classical Periods reveal how
alabastra in alabaster became constitutive and representative elements of the burial
customs in Sicily and Magna Graecia thanks to the mediation of Greek culture.
Both of the above-mentioned contexts show that this class of artifacts used to be
placed inside the tombs as funerary equipment: in Greece, alabaster alabastra appeared
in funerary and non-funerary contexts; in the western Greek poleis these containers
for perfumes and oils held an autonomous semantic potential that was unencumbered by
age or gender, and additionally indicative of the high-status of the deceased individuals.
The high relevance of these vessels is confirmed by the fact that they were found in
combination with other precious objects used as grave goods. Strigils, bronze mirrors,
horse bits, agricultural tools, lyres, boxes made of ivory or bone, tweezers, rings,
fibulae and painted pottery are just some of the artifacts which can be interpreted
as elements of a dynamic process aimed to express the representational strategies of
the local élites.
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Introduction

The appearance of allogeneic vessels such as alabaster alabastra in Sicily and Magna Graecia
made the import of luxury goods during the Archaic and Classical periods a topic of great interest
and only recently studied in detail (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 11). Alabastra are usually described as
small vessels with a narrow body, splayed mouth and ear-shaped projections into which holes for
affixing were punched (Clark, Elston and Hart 2002, 65). They originated around the 11th century
BCE in ancient Egypt as containers carved from alabaster, hence the name, but spread via ancient
Greece to other parts of the classical world. From the beginning of their success, therefore, these
particular vessels combined an exotic origin with a high specialization of craft skills and a high
economic value, due to the stone used for their production1 and the preciousness of perfumed oils
contained within them2 (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 11).
Distribution of alabaster alabastra in funerary contexts of Greek colonies

Alabastra in alabaster became constitutive and representative elements of the burial customs
in Sicily and Magna Graecia thanks to the mediation of Greek culture; but unlike Greece, where
these containers occurred in funerary and non-funerary contexts such as ritual, agonistic and domestic occasions (D’Acunto 2012, 191), in the western Greek poleis they appeared only in funerary
contexts and held an autonomous semantic potential that was indicative of the high-status of deceased individuals and unencumbered by age or gender (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 15).
Context studies in the southern peninsular Italy have long been influenced by the early 20th century publications, mainly due to Paolo Orsi: except for the sites explored and timely edited by the
archaeologist of Rovereto, in fact, several burial areas are currently little known or totally unknown
(Pelagatti and Vallet 1980, 357-359). Therefore, any research aimed at analyzing the distribution of a
group of objects is limited by bibliographic data and information coming from museum exhibitions.
Sicily

The archaeological data of Sicilian necropoleis are more heterogeneous both as regards the number of burials and chronology. The spread of alabaster alabastra includes a period of about two
centuries, between the mid-6th century BCE3 and the second half of the 4th century BCE4, and involves a limited number of tombs, reflecting a framework also visible in Magna Graecia and in the
motherland (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 12). The largest group of finds dates to the 5th century BCE, but
at the end of the same century, the presence of these vessels is in decline and they are gradually
replaced by another kind of alabastra made of plaster (Colivicchi 2001, 268).
The concentration of alabaster containers seems to be localized along a well-defined trajectory
that runs along the island’s southern coast, from the polis of Siracusa to Agrigento (Orsi 1893; Cultrera 1943; Gentili 1956; Fallico 1971; De Miro 1989). The peak is recorded in the necropoleis of Gela
and Camarina (Orsi 1899; 1906; Adamesteanu and Orlandini 1956), while the spread profile along
the eastern and northern coasts is totally different and the number of findings turns out to be low.
With the exception of Lipari, where two alabastra have been noted, at Megara Hyblaea, Himera
and Lentini only one alabastron per site was found (Orsi and Cavallari 1890; Frasca 1982; Rastrelli
1985; Bernabò Brea and Cavalier 1991).
Given the widespread absence of significant associations with other artifacts, the alabastron
cannot be included in the recurrent associative scheme in Sicily (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 13). In
particular, the analysis of the grave goods does not seem to denote this small vessel as a gender
indicator of the deceased, even if the tombs connoted in these terms are attributable to female
1

2
3

4

In ancient Egypt, alabaster was considered a semiprecious stone, while in the classical world it was appreciated until the Roman imperial period for its conservative properties. Pliny, for instance, mentioned alabaster
as the best material for the conservation of ointments (Plin. Nat. 13.19). Moreover, the frequency with which
alabaster was used in the production of Egyptian canopies attests the widespread belief in ancient societies
about the incorruptible nature of this material (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 11).
The use of expensive and precious fragrances was part of the most common habits among aristocrats who led a
luxurious lifestyle, called habrosyne (Mazzarino 1947, 193; Kurke 1992).
The starting date is only indicative, since the oldest alabastra from Gela and Megara Hyblaea are made in
Ionic bucchero and therefore collocated between the end of the 7th century BCE and the beginning of the 6th
century BCE (Vallet and Villard 1964, 90; Moretti Sgubini 2001, 209-210).
The question concerning the final date is difficult to solve: with the appearance of alabastra made of plaster, in fact, scholars associate both stones under the definition of “alabaster”, making it impossible to
identify the two materials (Colivicchi 2001, 11).
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individuals and exhibit typical objects of the mundus muliebris (pots with lids, loom weights, boxes
made of ivory or bone, tweezers, earrings, pendants, pins, bracelets, rings and fibulae). Moreover,
there is no evidence of the combination between alabastron and strigil often observed in Greece
(Orsi 1906, 536; Frasca 1982, 43-44, 50; De Miro 1989, 24).5
The documentation, however, has highlighted the presence of alabastra within high-status burials,
in some cases related to restricted social groups. This phenomenon, for example, can be observed in
Tomb 3 of Contrada Mosè in Agrigento, in which the alabastron is associated with a bronze crater used
as funerary urn6; in Tomb 1131 in Camarina, where the bronze urn consists of a hydra, and within the
Capo Soprano Necropolis in Gela, in which the frequency of graves containing alabastra, metal objects and painted pottery stands at 27,9 %.7 This last context, in particular, has revealed the inhumation of a horse, allowing scholars to hypothesize the deposition of a privileged family (Orsi 1906, 424).
Funerary contexts described so far suggest some conclusions. First of all, alabastra were not
part of any recurrent scheme with other objects in Sicily; their circulation involved few social classes and their inclusion within burials was an indicator of a higher social status of the deceased.
Furthermore, there was a close correlation between the alabastron and the individual buried in
the grave: the vessel, in fact, was placed near the hands of the dead or in association with precious objects, often in bronze. Finally, alabastra held an autonomous semantic potential that was
evident especially when they constituted the only evidence of grave goods or characterized infant
tombs (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 15).8
Magna Graecia

Funerary contexts in Magna Graecia are more difficult to interpret from archaeological evidence,
because of the low number of necropoleis for which it is possible to follow a continuity of development between the 6th and 4th centuries BCE (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 16). As previously detected in
Sicily, the initial spread of alabastra occurs around the middle of the 6th century BCE and seems
to be anticipated by alabastra without nozzle9; the peak of the attestations lies in the 5th century
BCE, while in the first half of the 4th century BCE the production is interrupted and replaced by
plaster containers (Colivicchi 2001, 268; Elia and Cavallo 2002, 16). Although the largest group
of alabastra is located along the Tyrrhenian coast, especially in Poseidonia (Cipriani 1989; 2000),
the diffusion seems to mainly concern the necropoleis of Taranto (Lo Porto 1967; Maruggi 1982;
Moreschini 1988), Metaponto (Sestieri 1940; Lo Porto 1966; Scarano 1992; De Siena 1998) and Pantanello (Carter and Hall 1998). In other sites, the presence of the alabastron is entirely episodic. An
exceptional case, finally, is represented by Locri with 120 findings (Elia 2010).
Unlike Sicilian funerary contexts, alabastra found in Magna Graecia are placed only within inhumation graves10, near the hands of the individual deceased or in an isolated position.11 This
treatment, reserved for few other personal objects such as mirrors and strigils (Cipriani 1994, 174;
Elia and Cavallo 2002, 17), reveals the close link between the alabastron and the dead, and finds
iconographic correspondences with the Attic white-ground lekithoi12 or with the tombstones of
Paestum (Pontrandolfo and Rouveret 1992, 124, 300). With regard to the gender determination of
the grave goods13, in female tombs alabastra are often related to objects of the mundus muliebris,
5

6

7
8

9
10
11

12
13

In the Greek world, objects related to the practice of the toilette were typical of women, while
strigils were attributes of the gym and testified the athletic qualities or the suitability for the
military service of men (Valenza Mele 1990, 26).
The tomb, within which a woman was laid, displays the heroic ritual of the incineration. This treatment,
quite rare and unusual if compared to the sobriety of the necropoleis of the whole area, is a clear
manifestation of a power strategy carried out by the local aristocracy (Albanese Procelli 2000, 34).
The data refer to the tombs located in Predio Leopardi (Orsi 1906, 383).
The alabastron, in fact, could be a reflection of the social context in which the deceased would have lived
if he had not died prematurely. Such considerations can be extended to strigils in Pantanello’s infant
graves and to cosmetic containers in the infant tombs of Locri (Cerchiai 1982, 293; Carter 1998, 201).
See the alabastron found within the aristocratic Tomb 619 of Contrada Crucinia in Metaponto (Elia and
Cavallo 2002, 16).
The only incineration tomb with an alabastron is the no. 69 of Pithekoussai’s Necropolis, in which,
however, the grave goods are probably spurious (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 17).
At Pantanello, alabastra are collocated between the pelvis and the upper part of the skeleton and
they are always separated by ceramic findings, even when the number of objects inside the grave is
particularly high (Carter and Hall 1998, 380).
See, for instance, the lekithos inv. no. 1956 preserved in the National Museum of Athens, in which a
deceased woman holds a small alabastron (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 17).
For some necropoleis, such as the ones in Metaponto and Poseidonia, osteological analysis allowed to
determine the sex of the deceased individuals (Lo Porto 1967, 87-92; Carter and Hall 1998, 245).
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whereas in male tombs they can be found in association with strigils or buried alone (Sestieri 1940,
83-84; Lo Porto 1966, 227-230; Pianu 1990, 52-54; Carter and Hall 1998, 252-409; De Siena 1998,
141-170). The combination alabastron-strigil is particularly evident in Poseidonia14 and could be
related to the athletic activity exercised when the deceased was alive: the simultaneous deposition
of an alabastron and a strigil, in fact, could constitute a representative scheme in Magna Graecia
that makes the participation in civic life a distinctive sign of the aristocratic class (Elia and Cavallo
2002, 18). In support of this interpretation, several burials are characterized by the richness of the
grave goods. Tombs 238 and 608 in Metaponto, Tombs 292, 330, 350 and 354 at Pantanello, and
Tomb 81 in Taranto, for instance, are emblematic of the high social status of the deceased individuals as alabaster alabastra are associated with weapons, lydia15, klinai or imported pottery (Carter
and Hall 1998, 307, 355, 387, 390; De Siena 1999, 234).
Moreover, as previously observed in Sicily, alabastra can be the unique element of the grave
goods or characterize infant burials, holding an autonomous semantic potential related to the
function of exotic containers (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 18).
The exceptional case of Locri Epizefiri

The Necropolis of Contrada Lucifero in Locri Epizefiri reveals some aspects of a peculiar funeral
rite. Although the excavations have not recovered traces of skeletal remains, alabaster alabastra
are associated with objects that clearly recall male and female worlds: 80% of the attestations, in
fact, are pertinent to grave goods markedly characterized in this way (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 20).
In addition, the number of alabastra recorded in Locri is very remarkable and exceeds the total of
findings in the whole Magna Graecia: document analysis allowed the identification of 120 alabastra,
partly referable to 58 burials16, and determined a quick and brief success of these vessels, whose
circulation started in the second quarter of the 5th century BCE and stopped before the end of the
same century (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 19).
Common in female tombs is the combination of the alabastron and a mirror, or the alabastron
and elements relating to the care of beauty, such as tweezers, shells, objects made of bone or amber, rings and pyxides for cosmetics17; male tombs, instead, show a lower number of objects and
alabastra are often associated with the strigil or the lyre. Infant burials, finally, are characterized by
the same objects, proving again that the alabastron was an indicative element of the high-status
of the deceased individuals (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 21).
Compared with the sobriety of the funeral rite in Locri, only 4,5% of total burials have shown
grave goods with a large number of objects (more than eight): this data reveals the phenomenon
of wealth accumulation typical of the 5th century BCE and guaranteed by the political stability of
Dionysius II (Orsi 1913, 51; 1917, 167; Musti 1976, 82). Three male aristocratic occupations seem to
be associated with alabastra: participation in athletic activities, witnessed by the deposition of
strigils; military activity and land ownership, considered one of the greatest riches of the upper
class of Locri and stressed by the presence of agricultural tools, horse bits and spears for hunting
(Musti 1976, 76-81; Allegro 2000, 40-41); activities related to luxury and refinement, performed by
musical instruments or mirrors with sculptured handles.18
Conclusions

Thanks to the mediation of Greek culture, alabastra in alabaster became constitutive and representative elements of the burial customs in the southern peninsular Italy. Albeit with some chronological differences between different poleis, these vessels had a huge success in Sicily and Magna
Graecia during the Archaic and Classical periods; in the 4th century BCE, however, they were gradually replaced by plaster alabastra. If the deposition of alabaster alabastra in Sicilian necrop14
15
16
17

18

Tombs 130, 147, 182, 195, 205, 264, 278, 320, 230, 309 account for 71,4% of male burials with
alabastra (Cipriani 1989, 82-84, table 5).
Together, alabastra and lydia underlined the importance of using exotic and precious ointments (Elia
and Cavallo 2002, 18).
This peculiar distribution corresponds to a rather high average of findings inside the burials, equal
to two alabaster vessels (Elia and Cavallo 2002, 20).
In Locri the relationship between the alabastron and the female world is further witnessed by the
pinakes of the Persephone’s Shrine in Contrada Mannella, where this container is depicted in several
scenes of kosmesis (Barra Bagnasco and Elia 1996, 86-87).
For the composition of grave goods and the determination of gender of individuals deceased see Elia
and Cavallo 2002, 24, pls. 1, 2, 3.
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oleis did not seem to be strictly related to the sex of the deceased, in Magna Graecia there was
certainly a close correlation between the alabastron and the dead: grave goods were markedly
characterized by objects of the mundus muliebris or peculiar tools of male activities. Both of the
above-mentioned contexts, however, revealed the autonomous semantic potential of alabastra in
determining the high social status of the buried individuals, whether they were adults or infants.
Combining an exotic origin with considerable economic value, the alabastron became an instrument to display the power strategy of the local élite and was collocated within privileged tombs
along with other symbolic objects.
Acknowledgements

I am grateful to the University of Zagreb for the invitation to speak at the conference Through the
Eyes of a Stranger in October 2016. The paper is an expanded and updated version of that presentation. I also owe special thanks to all organizing committee members for their hard work in making
the conference a great opportunity to pursue my studies.

34

Bibligraphy

1.

Adamesteanu, Dinu, and Pietro Orlan-

du Centre Jean Bérard XVIII. Naples:

dini. 1956. “Gela. Scavi e scoperte

Centre Jean Bérard.

1951-1956.” Notizie degli Scavi di An2.

tichità, Serie 8(10): 203-401.

Poseidonia nella seconda metà del

Albanese Procelli, Rosa M. 2000. “Ne-

V se-colo a.C. Nuove ricerche nel-

cropoli e società coloniali: pratiche

la necropoli del Gaudo.” In Paestum.

funerarie aristocratiche a Siracusa

Scavi, Studi, Ricerche, Bilancio di

in età arcaica.” In Damarato. Stu-

un decennio 1988- 1998, eds. E. Gre-

di di antichità classica offerti a

co, F.

P. Pelagatti, eds. I. Berlingò, P.
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The Notion of
Panhellenism
Through Athenian
and Syracusan
Dedications in
Apollo’s Sanctuary at
Delphi in the Early 5th
Century BCE
Eleni Krikona
Abstract

The paper addresses the Panhellenic sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi and several Greek
city-states’ dedications, gifted to the god. The offerings varied from small objects, such as vases, tripods, statues etc., to whole building constructions such
as the so-called treasuries. They constituted a special religious and above all
political symbol, and conveyed, given the time as well as the polis that made the
dedication, a special political message for the visitors of the sanctuary. By examining the dedications of Syracuse and Athens at the Delphic sanctuary in the early
5th century BCE1, the present study focuses on two different political claims in the
late Archaic and early Classical periods of Greece; “Panhellenism” and

“Imperial-

ism”, both supported by the concept of opposing to the hateful Other, especially
the Barbarian. On the one hand, Syracuse, a Corinthian colony, through its dedications to Apollo in the early 5th century, aimed at promoting the identity of a polis
that constituted a vital part of Greece, as the Syracusans managed to defeat the
barbarian Carthaginians and Etruscans in almost the same period during which the
united forces of mainland Greece defeated the barbarian Persians and made later on
the proper dedications at Delphi. On the other hand, Athens, from the last decade
of the 6th century to the 460’s, projected constantly, through its dedications, its
self-definition as the defender of the “Panhellenic” rights and interests, and specifically as the restorer of the military and political freedom to the still en1

All provided dates are BCE.
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slaved, by the Persians, Ionian city-states. This self-assertion was legitimated by
the fact that the Athenians were also Ionians and therefore responsible for their
syngeneis. Moreover, the Athenian self-definition as the most powerful defender
of the independence of the city-states that decided to participate in the Delian
Confederacy, the construction of which the Athenian citizens initiated after the
Persian wars, was mostly justified by their opposition against the Persian Empire
at Marathon and Salamis, and found its best representation in their dedications
to Apollo at Delphi during the first decades of the 5th century. On this ideological basis Athens would construct its naval “Empire” from the mid-5th century onwards, by converting gradually the ideal of protecting “Panhellenic” interests into
its desire for “Imperialism”, a political desire that would eventually lead to the
Athenian overrule upon several Greek city-states that once belonged to the Delian
League as equals to Athens.

Keywords

sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi
the Greeks

dedications

Syracuse

Athens

panhellenism

the Barbarians

Fig. 1.
2D map of the
Apollo’s sanctuary
at Delphi (after
V. Bommelaer
1991, 240-241.
Courtesy of EFA/D.
Laroche).
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Introduction

“Space is anything but a monolithic passive backdrop for the interaction of peoples. Its value –its
meaning- is actively constructed by its users and in turn exerts influence on those who build within
it. It exists as both a perceived and physical system of relationality in and through which permanent monuments both add and gain meaning, measured and negotiated by the bodies passing
through it.” (Scott 2008, 435)
The growing reputation of Apollo’s sanctuary at Delphi (Fig. 1) for dealing with public matters,
from the 7th century onwards, is due to its decisive role in the early stages of Greek colonization,2
which constituted for the Greeks a common way, among others,3 to resolve the agrarian problems
that they faced in the long 8th century.4 In the second half of the 7th century, the Delphic sanctuary
received its first (known) monumental dedications (Scott 2010, 41ff), and gradually became a socalled Panhellenic sanctuary, one of the four in the ancient Greek world.5
The early years of the 5th century at Delphi, on which the present paper focuses, saw a significant
increase in the celebration of military victory, which had been remarkably absent in the 6th century
(Jacquemin 1999a, 190).6 And yet, during and after the Persian wars, the Greeks made their dedications mainly to the Apollo of Delphi, perhaps because of the spreading rumors that Delphi had
medized.7 Admittedly, during the first decades of the 5th century, the Delphic sanctuary became
the perfect place for the Greek poleis to form and articulate their political identity (Dougherty 1996,
263). The most characteristic examples that explicitly confirm this phenomenon are those of Syracuse and Athens; two city-states that took advantage of the newly-constructed “ethnic” identity,
emerged mainly from the opposition of the unified Greek world against the Persians, in order to
be recognized, through their dedications, on the one hand as Greeks, as far as the Syracusans are
concerned, on the other hand as defenders of all Greeks, on the Athenian part.
Before examining in detail the dedications of Syracuse and Athens in the first decades of the 5th
century at Delphi, which not only displayed the political identity of their citizens, but most importantly contributed to the very shape of their self-definition, it is necessary to briefly describe the
historical framework of the early 5th century. More precisely, it is highly important that we examine
the great military victories of Greeks against the so-called barbarians, in order to understand the
political function of Athenian and Syracusan dedications within the Panhellenic context of the Delphic sanctuary.
2
3

4

5

6
7

For more on the colonization see in general Dunbabin 1948; Sakellariou 1958; Graham 1964; Mossé 1970;
Boardman 1980; Murray 1980, 100-119; Baurain 1997, 269-323; Osborne 1998, 251-269.
Other options for a Greek state that tried to resolve the agrarian crisis in the early Archaic period,
except from colonizing the area far beyond its borders, were to establish its very first laws (on the
first laws in the Greek city-states see in general Gagarin 1986; Hölkeskamp 1999; on the Draconian laws
in Athens e.g. Gagarin 2005, 119-126; on the laws of Lycurgus in Sparta Ruzé 1997, 143-240), and/or to
establish a tyranny (on the archaic tyranny see in general Berve 1967; Mossé 1969; Pleket 1969, 19-61;
Kinzl 1979; Morgan 2003).
For more on the archaic Greece see in general Jeffery 1976; Sealey 1976; Murray 1980; Snodgrass 1980;
Crawford and Whitehead 1983; Fornara 1983; Mitchell and Rhodes 2005. For the so-called agrarian or
aristocratic crisis of the long 8th century cf. Murray 1980, 120-131; for the aristocracy in the early
Greek polis see Arnheim 1977; Welwei 1981, 1-23.
The four Panhellenic or periodos sanctuaries of the antiquity are the following: the sanctuary of Zeus
in Olympia, Apollo’s in Delphi, Poseidon’s in Isthmia, Zeus’ in Nemea, which also had their Panhellenic
games. See in general Valavanis 2004; Scott 2010. There were also other important sanctuaries, such as
that of Athens, Eleusis, Delos, Samos and Naxos in Sicily, but they never succeeded to be recognized as
Panhellenic ones. It should be noticed though that in the case of Athens, even though its Panathenaic
festival did not make it into the periodos Panhellenic circuit, despite its efforts (IG I3 893), the
political role of Panathenaea (cult and games) had grown to such an extent, that their reputation
among the Greek states, and above all among the allies of the first Athenian League, had surpassed
even that of Olympia, at least from around the mid- until the late 5th century.
The sanctuary, which was traditionally associated with the military victories in the ancient Greek
world, was that of Olympia. See Scott 2010, 146-180.
These rumors were based upon the discouraging oracular responses to the Athenian questions on whether
they should fight the Persian invaders (see Hdt. 7.140). In addition, the Delphic oracles lacked
“enthusiasm” regarding the general opposition of Greeks, for example of the citizens of Argos or of
the Cretans, against the Persians (Hdt. 7.148, 169). Pythia, according to Pausanias (Paus. 10.14.5-6),
refused in addition to accept the Persian spoils, which Themistocles was willing to dedicate to the
sanctuary. And Gelon, it is said, had sent gifts to Delphi for Xerxes in anticipation of his victory
in the Greek territory (see Hdt. 7.161-163). See also Rougemont 1991, 157-159; Strauss 2004, 98. On
the other hand, Xerxes had sent in advance his gifts not to Delphi, but to the sanctuary of Ptoion;
see Parke 1967, 104. On the matter of Delphi’s medisation see also Parke and Wormell 1956, 171-176;
Fontenrose 1978, 134; Gillis 1979; Scott 2010, 81, fn. 30. On the arguments against its medisation see
Price 1985, 152-153.
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Athens and Syracuse in the early 5th century

In 499 Athens was called to support the cause of the Ionian revolt; the Athenians answered positively to Aristagoras’ call for military help to Miletus (Hdt. 5.38.2). Even though the Ionian revolt
failed (Huxley 1966, 144-153), Athens was the only Greek polis8 that doubted, for the first time ever,
the rule of the vast Persian Empire.9 Without hesitation the Persians soon declared war against a
small Greek polis somewhere in the West, as surely they would have perceived Athens at the time.10
The Athenians, in the military enterprises that followed during the decade 490-479 against the Persians in the battle of Marathon (490) and the naval battle of Salamis (480), according to the Athenian
political narrative of the 5th century, successfully opposed the “slavery” of the Persian monarchy by
defending their Democracy, founded in the late 6th century through the reforms of Kleisthenes the Alcmeonid,11 which was firmly associated with the notion of liberty.12 These battles, however, and especially that at Salamis, were part of a united Greek opposition against Persia,13 but Athens interpreted
this great collective victory as mostly its own achievement by underlining the importance and power
of its constitution. More precisely, according to the Athenian political propaganda,14 the Athenians,
thanks to their increased political self-awareness, chose to defend not only their state with its newly-established constitution, but above all the very fact that these democratic foundations had been
set by the sovereign decision of the Athenian citizen body as a whole. It was that political supremacy
that won these battles against the Persians, and it was therefore the critical moment for the Athenians to establish a marine confederacy with its center at Delos (478/7-454/3),15 which would have
as its main purpose to bring freedom over the enslaved Ionian city-states, their syngeneis, as well as
to protect the independence of all Greek states that took part in this League as allies. This political
role had been “assigned” to the Athenians by right, as they had undoubtedly proved themselves most
valuable in defending Greece in the time of need against the Persians.
By 483, on the other side of the Greek world, in the west colonies of Sicily (Fig. 2), the Syracusan-Acragantine bloc, forged by Gelon, the tyrant of Syracuse, and Theron, the tyrant of Acragas,
ruled over most of the Greek Sicily. There were only three remarkable exceptions; Rhegium and
Messana, ruled by Anaxilas, Himera, and Selinus. Anaxilas, in order to deal with the threat of the
united Syracusan-Acragantine front, allied with Terillus of Himera. Himera and Rhegium later became allies of Carthage, as Selinus did soon afterwards, as well. Since the west and the whole
northern coast lay outside Gelon’s bloc, Himera became a strategically crucial point. Keeping it in
the same pro-Punic bloc with Selinus, and at the loggerheads with Acragas, constitutes a vital aim
of the Carthaginians, who strive to prevent the creation of a united rival front across Sicily.16
In 480, the war broke out between the Carthaginian and the Syracusan bloc, which would later
become known as the battle of Himera. Gelon’s army advanced against the Carthaginians in battle
formation, and defeated them somewhere on the banks of Fiume Torto. The army of Hamilcar the
Magonid was almost completely destroyed.17 The battle of Himera was undoubtedly a major feat of
8
9

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Eretria sent a few ships as well, out of loyalty to their old friendship with Miletus.
The positive answer of Athens to Aristagoras’ call reflects the growing Athenian self-confidence
that derives from the new political order in Athens after the political reforms of Kleisthenes the
Alcmeonid. Fore more on the reforms see fn. 11 below. For the political and military self-confidence of
the Athenians in the late 6th century see Krikona 2016, 5-11.
Athens, until the late 6th century, does not belong by any means among the greatest city-states of the Greek
world (like Sparta, Corinth, Aegina). The greatest political and military power by that time is Sparta,
which leads the so-called Peloponnesian League from around the mid-6th century. But now Athens, after fifty
years, in sum, of tyrannical governance, which initiated a great building policy and permitted the Solonian
reforms and constitution to be stabilized in the city as well as the trade to be flourished, has become
a power to be reckoned with. For Athenian tyranny see in general Sancisi-Weerdenburg 2000. After tyranny,
the Kleisthenic reforms reorganized the political body in Athens as well as the way the Athenian citizens
would fight their battles from then on. But Persia could surely not have estimated the extent to which the
Athenians were willing to defend their polis and its constitution, in other words their political freedom.
On the Kleisthenic reforms see in general Lewis 1963, 22-40; Lévêque and Vidal-Naquet 1964; Bicknell
1972, 1-53; Pleket 1972, 63-81; Meier 1973, 115-159; 1980, 93-142; Ober 1989; Ruzé 1997, 369-387.
On the notion of freedom, associated with the new Athenian constitution and military force e.g. Hdt.
5.78. see also a commentary of the relevant passage Krikona 2016, 7-8.
On the Persian wars see in general Hignett 1963; Burn 1984; Boardman et al. 1988, 491-622.
On this political propaganda of Athens see also below in detail.
On the Delian League see Aristot. Const. Ath. 23.5; Plut. Arist. 24; Thuc. 1.96. See also Meiggs 1972,
42ff; Boardman et al. 1988, 461-490.
See in detail Boardman et al. 1988, 766-775.
On the battle of Himera see Pareti 1914, 113-172; Meier-Welcker 1980, 35-43. After the battle, the
Syracusans dedicated their treasury at Olympia with offerings (Paus. 6.19.7). They also constructed a
temple of Athena back at Syracuse and later the so-called “temple of Victory” at Himera.
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arms, as the naval battle of Cyme was too, where in 474 the Syracusan fleet, summoned by the city,
defeated the Etruscans (Diod. 11.51.1-2; Pind. P. 1.72).
The most striking point here is that very shortly after the battle of Himera, a myth spread, forged
at Gelon’s court. “For scarcely ten years had passed before Pindar (Pind. P. 1.72-80)18 could mention
in one breath Salamis, Plataea, Himera and Cyme, and equally sing the praise of Athens, Sparta and
Syracuse”, as David Asheri points out (Boardman et al. 1988, 773).19 Already in Herodotus’ time the idea
that the battles of Himera and Salamis were fought on the same day was current in Sicily, constituting a
vital aspect of the Syracusans’ Greek political identity.20 Undoubtedly, it is hardly a coincidence that the
Persians of Aeschylus (staged at Athens in 472), which stressed mainly the defeat of Xerxes at Salamis,21
were also performed at Syracuse one year later (Broadhead 1960; Dearden 1990, 231-232). This instance
gives us a slight idea of the Panhellenic propaganda that thrived after the second Persian war (480-479).
Panhellenism, the barbarians and the athenian ideology

It has long been recognized that the Persian wars were a decisive moment in the formation of
Greek self-identity;22 in other words, of the Hellenic “nationality”.23 As Simon Hornblower (1991, 11)
stresses: “Persia gave the Greeks their identity or the means for recognizing it”.24 The wars against
Persian invaders were responsible for the emergence of one of the most powerful Panhellenic ideals: the war against the barbarian, which is so vividly depicted on the collective Greek offerings,
mostly in the Apollo’s sanctuary at Delphi (Jacquemin 1999a, 251). Among them, we find a bronze
statue of Apollo standing 5.91m-high at the east temple terrace (Fig. 3),25 with a ship on his hand
(Panhellenic dedication for the victories at Artemision and Salamis; Paus. 10.14.5), and a golden tripod upon a 9m-high column of three bronze serpents (Fig. 4a),26 also standing at the east temple
terrace (Panhellenic dedication after the victory at Plataea).27
The Persian wars constituted the starting point of the Greek unification story, which both glorified
the past and aimed at the future by shaping the identity of a hateful Other28 or, in other words, of
the common barbarian foe,29 and especially in the 5th century literature the non-Greek in general.30
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Cf. fr. Bowra 1964, 64-65. On the political context of the first Pythian of Pindar cf. Gauthier 1966,
9-11. Morgan (1993, 36) finds in the odes of Pindar “perhaps the most powerful statement of the new
Pan-Hellenic ideology”.
On Gelon linking his victory at the battle of Himera to the battle of Salamis and/or Plataea see also
Jacquemin 1991, 195; Rougemont 1991, 160.
The Syracusans mainly belonged to the “ethnic” entity of Sikeliōtai (Thuc. 6.30.2), which could be
regarded as a “sub-Hellenic” entity, like the Achaeans. See in detail Antonaccio 2001, 113-157.
On the Aeschylus’ Persians and the role of Athens Salamis, as it was presented by Aeschylus e.g.
Podlecki 1966, 9-12; Hall 1989; Harrison 2000. Athens is mentioned in a number of crucial scenes in
the play: Aesch. Pers. 285-286, 355, 474, 716, 975-976. See also Gagarin 1976, 34.
E.g. Jüthner 1923, 3, 12; Perlman 1976, 19; Picard 1980, 115-127; Baslez 1986; Long 1986, 131-132; Nippel
1990, 36; Castriota 1992, 3; Cartledge 1995, 79; 1997, 13, 39; Flower 2000, 100; Konstan 2001, 29-50; Hall
2002, 171; Mitchell 2007, xvi. See also Morgan 1993, 18 who stresses that “it would be wrong to assume that a
Pan-Hellenic system of values had early origins”. For a contrary view see Weiler 1968, 25; Tuplin 1999, 55-56.
See below on what sense we use the certain term in the present paper.
See also Glotz 1948, 603; Scott 2010, 265, fn. 66.
“The east terrace in front of the temple became not just anti-Persian, but perceptibly Hellenic”
(Jacquemin 1999a, 250; Scott 2010, 82, fn. 35).
“The bronze serpents were conquered by Apollo’s tripod, just as Apollo had conquered Python, just as
this victory [at Plataea] meant domination over the Persians and just as this dedication conquered all
other before it” (Scott 2010, 85).
On the column of serpents the names of thirty-one Greek states were inscribed; see Meiggs and Lewis
1969, 57-60. The basis, upon which this column as well as the tripod stood, has not yet been found.
The basis that was until recently considered to belong to the Panhellenic dedication after the battle
of Plataea (see here fig. 4b) is now considered, according to new archaeological studies, to be a
part of a Tarantines’ dedication (see Valavanis 2018). A replica of the serpent column now stands on a
completely new basis at the sanctuary.
E.g. Saïd 1978, 1; Hall 1989, 70; Hall 1995, 91-92; 1997, 41-51; Cartledge 1997, 39; Nippel 2002, 278-310.
On the importance of the barbarian antitype to the Hellenic self-definition see Diller 1937, 22; Glotz
1948, 485-486; Hall 1989, 62; Georges 1994, 245; Hall 1995, 91-92; 1997, 47-48; 2002, 179ff.; Renfrew
1995, 9, 20-23; Cartledge 1997, 11; Gehrke 2001, 302-304; Mitchell 2007, ch. 17. See also Thucydides (Thuc.
1.3.3) who addresses the Greek self-definition as a result of comparison to the Barbarians, after the
time of Homer (“οὐ μήν οὐδέ βαρβάρους [Ὃμηρος] εἴρηκε διά τό μηδέ Ἕλληνάς πω, ὡς ἐμοί δοκεῖ, ἀντίπαλον ἐς ἓν
ὄνομα ἀποκεκρίσθαι”). Thucydides also stresses (Thuc. 1.6.1-6) that the Hellenic culture was a relatively
recent product, as the concepts of “Hellas” and “Hellenes” had not emerged by the end of 6th and the early
5th century, because no clear line yet divided the barbarian from the Greek. In other words, the Greeks had
not yet started to define themselves as a separate group; not at least until the Persian wars.
“In 5th century literature the label the Hellenes is customarily used to designate the whole Greek-speaking
world from Sicily to the Black Sea… It was then and only then that the barbarians could come to mean
the entire remainder of the human race” (Hall 1989, 11). On the social and physical contrast between the
Greeks and the barbarian Others, as it is attested in the classical historiography and drama see Hartog
1988; Hall 1989; Cartledge 1997.
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Fig. 2.
South Italy and Sicily
(after Hall 2002, 99,
map 4. Courtesy of The
University of Chicago
Press).

Fig. 3.
A 3D model of
the Apollo’s
east temple
terrace at Delphi,
depicting the
main Panhellenian
and Syracusan
dedications as
well as the
Athenian bronze
Palm tree after
Eurymedon (after
Scott 2010, 86,
fig. 4.4. Courtesy
of the author).
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Especially in the case of Syracuse, which propagated, as we saw, the connection between the battles of Salamis and Plataea with those of Himera and Cyme (a vital part of the Syracusan political
identity), this Panhellenic ideal supported perfectly their need to be perceived by all Greeks as a
powerful extension of the mainland Greece. In other words, the Syracusans took advantage of their
victories against the Carthaginians and the Etruscans, not only in order to articulate their self-image
as citizens of a polis that would, from then on, consist of a great military force to be reckoned with
as well as to conserve ties with mainland Greece (Scott 2013, 121-123), but most importantly in order
to self-assert their political identity as part of a newly-formed “National” identity, as Hellenes.31 This
Syracusan policy is attested, in the most explicit way, as the present paper addresses, in the Panhellenic sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi in the early 5th century.
On the other hand, the Athenians, who considered themselves as responsible for the vast defeat of the Persian Empire at Marathon and Salamis (Hdt. 7.139; Lys. 2 2; Thuc. 1.73.4-74.2),32 soon
changed the war with the Persians from defensive, protecting all free Greek states, to an offensive
one, conducted in Asia for the liberation of all Greeks who still suffered under the Persian monarchy.33 The war against the Persians was now a war of liberation, and the Athenians, through their
newly-established Democracy, were responsible for the defense of Greek freedom. The value of
freedom had become by now a political value (Sakellariou 2008, 328-331)4, as the fundamental pillar of the democratic constitution, along with the notion of political equality34 and later on with the
sovereignty of law, as well (Ostwald 1986). Through the emerging political demand for liberty against
tyranny, as it was dictated by the democratic ideology of the early 5th century, the Persian Empire,
from the Athenian perspective, now symbolized explicitly the Tyrant, the enemy of Democracy.
As it is already mentioned above, in 479 the Athenians initiated the construction of the Delian
League, in which they set themselves in command. Through its dedications in the Delphic sanctuary, mainly after the Persian wars, Athens emphasized and promoted its self-assertion as a Greek
state that served excellently the common Greek interests against the Persian invader, but most
importantly as the defender, from then on, of all Greeks. This military and political role, which
Athens was called to play, was dictated by the ideal of Panhellenic solidarity, cast, as we have already stressed, in terms of ethnic identity.35 But did the Athenians simply consider themselves as
defenders of Greek freedom against the Persian tyranny or did they maybe also aim at gradually
imposing themselves upon their allies as rulers of Greece, by constructing a naval “Empire”? If the
latter occurred, was this desire attested by their dedications in the Panhellenic political “stage” of
Delphi, hidden by the Panhellenic “vale”?
At this point it should be underlined that, by using the term Panhellenism here, which could
indicate the existence of an ethnic group or a common national identity that the Greeks would
share, we do not suggest by any means that there was an ethnic community during the Archaic and
Classical periods in the Greek world.36 The Greek city-states were above all sovereign states, which
had formed their own “national” identity,37 through founding myths of their polis, through festivals,
political worships etc. Admittedly, the political identity, during this period, which was supported by
the “national” one - within the borders of a polis, was stronger and was constantly promoted much
more than a Panhellenic ethnic identity. For instance, the citizens of Corinth in the archaic and
classical periods were above all “the Corinthians”, and secondly Greeks; or the citizens of Aegina
31
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On the notion of “Nationality” in the late archaic and classical periods of Greece see in general Saïd
1991; Hall 1997; 2002; Malkin 2001; Harrison 2002. See also below.
See also Mills 1997, ch. 2: “The Athenian image of Athens”.
This change could be explained in terms of self-definition by the transition, analyzed by Hall (1997,
47-51), from an aggregative identity to an oppositional one in the early classical period of Greece.
By the mid-470’s Kimon commanded the Delian League’s forces in the north Aegean and won his greatest,
double victory, in about 467/6 deep inside the Persian territory at the river Eurymedon.
Meaning Ἰσονομία, Ἰσηγορία, Ἰσοκρατία. On the meaning of the terms see Sakellariou 2008, 323-336. These
political notions constituted the basis of the so-called Kleisthenic constitution, after though its
further democratization during and after the Persian wars, and not before.
See also below on the peculiar case of Athens regarding Ethnicity.
This statement regarding the notion of Greek “Nationality” refers only to the archaic and classical
eras. By the time the Macedonians dominate over the states of southern Greece, and especially from the
Hellenistic era onwards, the notion changes. On the problem of ancient Greek Nationality see Walbank
1951, 41-60 with references. For the defining criteria of Hellenicity see Hdt. 8.144.2. See also Hall
2002, 176-177.
E.g. Hdt. 1.57.3; 5.77.4; 7.161.3 who refers to the Athenian and Attic ethnē, and the ethnos of the
Khalkidians. The term ethnos may also refer to a larger population which inhabits several states; see
for example the Boiotian ethnos (Hdt. 5.77.4) or that of Peloponnese (Hdt. 8.73.1-2).
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Fig. 4a.
A reconstruction by
drawing of the three
bronze serpents supporting
the golden tripod, the
Panhellenic dedication to
Apollo at Delphi after the
battle of Plataea (after
Valavanis 2004, 225, fig.
306. Courtesy of the Kapon
Editions).

Fig. 4b.
The reconstructed
basis that was
until recently
considered to
belong to the
Greek golden
tripod of Plataea,
on the temple
terrace of the
Delphic sanctuary
(after Valavanis
2004, 225, fig.
307. Courtesy
of the Kapon
Editions).

Fig. 5.
The basis of the golden
tripod of Gelon, his
dedication to Apollo at
Delphi after the battle
of Himera on the temple
terrace of the Delphic
sanctuary. In front of
the basis stands a later
marble stele, depicting
a Taurus (after Valavanis
2004, 224, fig. 304.
Courtesy of the Kapon
Editions).
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were above all “the Aeginetians”. In addition, we should not forget that in the archaic and classical
Greece there were also genē as well as ethnē (Hall 1997, 34-37; Gehrke 2001, 296-297). On the other
hand, the fact that there were common feelings between the Greek poleis, whose inhabitants spoke
the same language, should not be overlooked. These feelings, however, were mainly of cultural and
religious characters. There were also common religious centers (also centers of Greek mythological unity), the Panhellenic sanctuaries with their festivals, in which only Greeks participated (Hdt.
5.22.1-2; Hall 2002, 154). However, these centers did not develop or promote the political unification of all Greeks (Walbank 1951; Scott 2010, esp. 256-260). On the contrary, as it is stressed in the
present paper through the example of Athens in the first half of the 5th century, the most politically
important Panhellenic sanctuary of the Greek world, Delphi, provided the best ground for some
powerful states to form, present and promote their political identity within this Panhellenic context,
serving mainly the political needs of their own state, and not of the Greek “Nation”. In fact “the
[Panhellenic] sanctuaries, in their overlapping and distinct ways, were witnesses to a great deal of
disunity during the archaic and classical periods”, as Michael Scott precisely stresses (2010, 256).38
As far now as ethnicity is concerned regarding Athens, we would say that this polis’s citizens,
mainly after the reforms of Kleisthenes, were self-asserted above all as “the Athenians”, because
this “national” identity constituted the foundation of their political identity; in other words, as their
political self-awareness dictated, they were all equal on this “national” basis (Krikona 2016, 6-7);
they were all Athenian citizens. Therefore, through this “national”-political concept, their new constitution could be reinforced and promoted. After the Persian wars, the Athenians took advantage
of the collective Greek opposition against the Persians, in order to justify their decision to construct
the Delian League, which would officially defend the rights of the Ionians, who were syngeneis to
them39, meaning that they belonged to the same genos (Thuc. 1.95.1). Therefore, the Athenians
were above all Athenians and then Ionians.40 However, the Ionians were Greeks41 who suffered by
the barbarian Persian tyranny. And as long as Athens had become “more Greek” than any other
Greek polis by proving itself valuable in the defense of Greece against the barbarians, thanks to its
democratic constitution, it had the obligation to defend the still enslaved Hellenes; in other words,
it had to put itself in command of all Greeks. In this sense, the Athenians were indeed Hellenes.
Therefore, when one attempts to prove that a Greek Nation (or Greekness in the present sense
of the term) actually existed since at least the late Archaic period, one should not overlook the
dominant collective identity within the borders of a polis, which constituted a state on its own until
the late Classical period.
Undoubtedly though it should be noted that during the second Persian war there was of course
a Panhellenic alliance (Hdt. 8.96, 122), and Herodotus as well as Pindar stress the term “Greeks” as
a nation (Konstan 2001, 32-34; Saïd 2001, 276-278). However, this “nation” existed only as far as
the opposition against the barbarians was concerned (Strauss 2004, 99-101).42 During the Persian
wars, the Greek poleis did construct the Other - the barbarian (Mitchell 2007), and especially
Athens added and emphasized, as we saw, the political side of this barbarian identity.43 The Other,
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It should be noted that Delphi in the Classical period becomes mainly a “battlefield” of political
conflict between Athens and Sparta; their weapons are their dedications as symbols of each state’s
political and military supremacy. On these rivalries on display at the Delphic sanctuary see Scott 2010.
Isocrates stresses that the Athenians did not permit “those states which sheared the same stock with them
to be destroyed… they conquered the islands which were occupied by the barbarians as well as the coast and
settled there those of the Greeks… who stood in greatest need of the necessities of life” (Isoc. 12 166).
The notion of autochthony (e.g. Shapiro 1998, 127-151), along with other political notions, cults and
festivals, was of great importance regarding the self-definition of the Athenian citizen, which supported
Athens’s constitution that in its turn supported the Athenian military supremacy. On the other hand, the
syngeneia of the Athenians with the Ionians supported their claims for ruling in the Aegean. On whether
the Athenians were Ionians or autochthons or both see in detail Hall 1997, 51-56.
To be more precise, the Ionian genos was an ethnos that was originally Pelasgian, but became more
Hellenic over time than the Dorian genos, which was a Hellenic ethnos. See Hdt. 1.56.2. Cf. Hdt. 1.57.3
on the Athenians, a formerly Pelasgian population, becoming Ionian (and thus eventually Hellenic) due
to the arrival of Ion at Athens.
The Greek Isthmian alliance, which consisted of states that disliked one another and had been barely
brought together at that time only (e.g. Athens and Aegina; Corinth and Corcyra etc.), dedicated at
Delphi, as we have mentioned above, the bronze statue of Apollo, after the naval battle of Salamis,
which represented this unique collective Panhellenic effort against the Persian enemy.
For example through the cult of the Tyrannicides, who embodied the democratic ideals against tyranny,
and were perceived, during and after the Persian wars, as a paradigm for all Athenian citizens against
the tyrannical Persians. “Within a year of the League’s founding, the Tyrannicides of Kritias and
Nesiotes went up in the Agora, now carrying the added symbolism of Panhellenic freedom in the face of
Persian tyranny” (Shapiro 1994, 126). See also Hall 2002, 188-189.
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mainly the Persian Empire, promoted tyranny, which was the exact opposite of the democratic
ideology that the Athenians defended. In the case of the Syracusans though, the very existence of
the Other was sufficient enough for them to visualize themselves as Greeks, who had opposed, on
their part, the barbarian Carthaginians and Etruscans.
Back to the sanctuary of Apollo, the dedications of Syracuse and Athens in the early 5th century
at Delphi embody, in the most explicit way, the political intentions of these two city-states, as these
derive from the way the states define their political Selves by using the newly-forged concept of
“Panhellenism”. In this sense, we see that these intentions, introduced in the “Panhellenic” Delphic
stage through public offerings, constitute the cornerstone of each state’s political identity.44
The Syracusan dedications

The Syracusan dedications, placed at the east temple terrace of Delphi (Fig. 3), were the first visible definitions of this Greek community, emerged after the Persian wars, in the sense we analyzed
above. The most important offering of Syracuse was the golden tripod of Gelon45 in 479, which
stood on top of a bronze column with a statue of Nike, acting as a caryatid for the tripod. On the
basis of the tripod (Fig. 5) the inscription reminds us until today of the following: “I, Gelon, the
son of Deinomenes, from Syracuse, dedicate to Apollo the Nike and the tripod, made by Bion of
Miletus, son of Diodorus” (Meiggs and Lewis 1969, 60-61, fn. 28). “The visual similarity in material, style, and message to the serpent column and tripod, celebrating Plataea, was unmistakable”
(Scott 2010, 88). Greek East and West were linked through their dedications at Delphi, after their
victories against common foreign foes, and upon the ideological basis this Panhellenic context
provided. Now Syracuse, a Corinthian colony, could be perceived, in a Panhellenic scale, not only
as a military power to be reckoned with, but most importantly as a vital part of Greece, in which the
“national” identity arose, after the appearance of the Barbarian Other in the Greek political scene.
In addition, Hieron, the successor of Gelon and winner of the naval battle of Cyme against the
Etruscans in 474, along with his court poets in Syracuse, also made the most of this Syracusan
victory. A part of the spoils from Cyme was promptly sent, as offerings, to Olympia and Delphi. At
Olympia, three bronze helmets were found, bearing inscriptions in the archaic Syracusan script:
“Hieron, the son of Deinomenes, and the Syracusans – to Zeus from [the spoils of] the Tyrrhenian
at Cyme” (Meiggs and Lewis 1969, 62, fn. 29). Hieron also dedicated a very similar tripod to that
of Gelon’s, which was placed next to his brother’s at Delphi, probably as a celebrating offering
after his victory at Cyme (Amandry 1987, 79-131; Bommelaer 1991, 188; Rougemont 1991, 157-192).
Around these two Syracusan tripods also stood smaller tripods, dated to 480 (Scott 2010, 89), but
most probably added later by Polyzalus, brother of Gelon and Hieron, and Thrasybulus, in further
glorification of their victories (Scholiast on Pind. P. 1.1; Bacchyl. Ep. 3.15-27; Jacquemin 1999a, 252).
Hieron’s tripod at the temple terrace was complemented by a statue of himself and a 3m-high base
in the southern half of the sanctuary (Scott 2010, 89). To the north, a charioteer bronze sculpture,
part of a larger group of chariot, rider and horses, was dedicated specifically as a mneia to Polyzalus’s deeds (Pouilloux 1976, 452; Jacquemin 1999a, 92), the tyrant of Gela, for his victory in the
chariot race in the Olympic Games of 474 (Paus. 6.12.1; 8.42.8).46
These Syracusan dedications attest to the emergence of the Panhellenic myth of Greeks fighting
the Barbarians, shaping the “national” common identity of Western Greeks with those of mainland
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It is often addressed that the Delphic sanctuary diffused the terms “Hellas” and “Hellenes” throughout
Greece more than Olympia. See Müller 1830, 512; Beloch 1912, 331; Wade-Gery 1924, 64, fn. 34; Forrest
1957, 167; Lévy 1991, 65-66. See also Morgan 1993, 18-44. See also Hall 2002, 134-135, who stresses
that: “the construction of an ethnic community of Hellenes probably had more to do with Olympia than
with Delphi, though the geographical conception of Hellas was indeed articulated through Delphi or,
to be more precise, through what Cicero (Cic. Inv. 2.69) termed “commune Graecae consiliumι-that is,
the Amphiktiony which administrated the sanctuary”. In the first decades of the 5th century though,
the great victories of all Greeks against the Barbarians were celebrated, through dedications, mostly
at Delphi and not at Olympia (on the few Panhellenic dedications from that period at Olympia see Hdt.
9.81.1; on the statue of Zeus at Olympia, dedication by the Greek alliance as well as their dedication
of captured triremes at Isthmia, Salamis and Sounion see Hdt. 8.122; Paus. 10.14.5). We will agree
with Scott (2010, 87-88), who stresses that: “the role and value of a dedication at Delphi were thus
expanded, especially in contrast to dedications at other sanctuaries like Olympia, which simply did not
witness the same degree of competition and representation as that seen at Delphi”.
Diodorus (Diod. 11.26.7) mentions that this offering weighed 16 talents (ca. 400 kilos); and we know
that its base exceeded one meter in height. The height of the whole offering would certainly have
competed, as Scott concludes (2010, 88, fn. 60), with the serpent column and tripod.
This offering of Polyzalus at Delphi may have been a copy of a similar statue of his at Olympia.
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Fig. 6.
A. Tournaire’s
reconstruction by
drawing of the
southern flank
of the Athenian
treasury at
Delphi, with the
Persian spoils
from the battle
of Marathon
(after Valavanis
2004, 221, fig.
298. Courtesy
of the Kapon
Editions).

Fig. 7.
Theseus fighting
the Amazon
Queen, Antiope.
Metope from
the Athenian
treasury at
Delphi (Photo
by G. Hellner.
Courtesy of the
DAI Athens).
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Greece (Finley 1979, 54). Simonides, in a well-known epigram of his (frag. 106 Diehl), representing
the sons of Deinomenes, Gelon and Hieron, as conquerors of “barbarian nations” who contributed
to the Greeks’ Agon for freedom, conveyed exactly this “Panhellenic” propaganda of Syracuse. It is
therefore obvious how the Syracusans commemorated their military victories of the early 5th century, through their dedications to Apollo, in order to present themselves as Greeks, and to further
support this political claim for being recognized, from then on, as a vital part of Greece.
The Athenian dedications

The Alcmeonids of Athens, according to Herodotus (Hdt. 2.180; 5.62), played a focal role in re-constructing the temple of Apollo at the Delphic sanctuary, which was destroyed by fire in 548/547
(Paus. 10.5.13).47 However, the Athenians, during or after the Persian wars, attempted to make the
special relationship between Athens and Delphi strikingly clear, by placing a victory inscription on
the temple façade (Flacelière 1954, 190; Amandry 1978, 585, fn. 46), as well as by hanging captured
shields on the temple’s metopes (Paus. 10.19.4; Aeschin. 3 116; Bommelaer 1991, 180). Their most
exquisite offering, however, was a new marble treasury on the southwest of Apollo’s temple. The
treasury has mainly been associated with the Athenian victory at Marathon against the vast Persian
Empire.48 On the treasury’s south flank, a statue-group dedication was constructed, mirroring the
Eponymous Heroes of Athens.49 On this flank, the Athenians also dedicated Persian spoils from the
battle of Marathon (Fig. 6), according to the inscription on the flank.50
However, the most interesting thing here are the metopes of the treasury, which express the
new political reality of Athens, after the establishment of Democracy in the polis, and are easily
associated with the later hegemonic claims of the Athenians after their victory at Marathon.51 It
was during this very period that the Athenians citizens turned their political attention to the figure
of Theseus.52 Athens had never before been a great power like Sparta, and Theseus had never been
a Panhellenic hero like Heracles; he had always been just an Attic hero. After the political reforms
of Kleisthenes however, and the establishment of democratic foundations in the Athenian state,53
Theseus progressively turned into the hero of Athens (HÖlscher 1998, 160). And just as Athens
would one day be the equal of Sparta, so Theseus became a hero capable of at least being equal to
the Dorian Heracles, if not of rivaling him. Therefore, it was then that Theseus first appeared in an
Athenian architectural sculpture, on the metopes of the Athenian treasury at Delphi.54
The nine metopes on the long southern side depicted the adventures of Theseus55 (Fig. 7) and
the corresponding metopes on the northern side the labors of Heracles. On the shorter sides of
the frieze, the eastern metopes of the treasury’s front with Theseus fighting against the Amazons
balanced the western metopes which showed Heracles and the cattle of Geryon.56 The coexistence
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On the new temple of Apollo at Delphi see e.g. Homolle 1902, 587-639; De la Coste-Messelière 1946, 271287; Childs 1993, 399-441.
On the chronology of the construction of the Athenian treasury see in detail a forthcoming study
of mine that supports the early date of this dedication, meaning in the late 6th century, as an
Athenian thanks-offering to Apollo after the political reforms of Kleisthenes. It is underlined that
the monument, after 490, changes “identity”, through the Athenian offering of the Persian spoils,
and becomes mainly a military dedication rather than a strictly political one. The change of this
monument’s symbolism at Delphi reflects the changed political perspective the Athenians had for
themselves after the Persian wars because of their demand for “Imperialism”, justified by their
political identity as protectors of the values of democratic collectivity against the Persian tyranny.
On the statue-groups of the Athenian Eponymous Heroes in Athens and Delphi see Shear 1970; Kron 1976,
215ff; Mattusch 1994, 73-81; Jacquemin 1999a, 186-187; Neer 2004, 82 with fn. 77.
“Ἀθεναῖοι τ[ō]ι Ἀπόλλον[ι ἀπό μέδ]ον ἀκροθίνια τε︢ς Μαραθ[ō]νι μ[άχες]”. On the inscription see Meiggs
and Lewis 1969, 35, fn. 19; Jacquemin, Mulliez and Rougemont 2012, 41-42.
The Delphic sanctuary allowed, as Giangiulio (2010, 123-124) stresses, “the communities to construct an
interpretation of the present circumstances”.
E.g. Boardman et al. 1988, 325; Shapiro 1994, 124-126; Anderson 2003, 139-146; Von den Hoff 2010, 161188. On the depiction of Theseus’ deeds continuously on one vase in Attic vase-panting, a technic that
was established in the decade 510/500 see Anderson 2003, 139-140 with fn. 39; Von den Hoff 2010, 170-171.
On the political reforms of Kleisthenes the Alcmeonid at Athens see fn.11.
On the metopes of the treasury see in general de La Coste-Messelière 1957; Boardman 1978, 159-160;
Gauer 1980, 127-136; Hoffelner 1988, 77-117; Froning 1992, 135-138; Neer 2004.
On the deeds of Theseus, as they are depicted on the frieze of the Athenian treasury at Delphi see de
La Coste-Messelière 1957, pls. 15-18; Von den Hoff 2009, 96-104.
On the position of the metopes and a different opinion on the matter (meaning Heracles on the eastern
side of the treasury and Theseus on the northern one) e.g. Hoffelner 1988, 78-116; Von den Hoff 2009,
96-104; 2010, 167-169.
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Fig. 8.
The columns and the
stylobate of the Athenian
Stoa at Delphi. To the
left the reconstructed
Athenian treasury (after
Valavanis 2004, 223, fig.
302. Courtesy of the Kapon
Editions).

of a “Panhellenic” hero, Heracles and a local one, Theseus, on the metopes of the treasury, aimed
at minimalizing the distinction between them: “it ‘atticised’ Heracles and ‘panhellenised’ Theseus”
(Neer 2004, 77; Von den Hoff 2009, 100; Scott 2010, 80).57 And the obvious balance of Theseus
and Heracles forces, which was projected so vividly, corresponded precisely to the Athenian claims
to be considered, on a Panhellenic scale, as a force equal to Sparta,58 which by then had established its power in the Peloponnese through its Peloponnesian League (Boardman and Hammond
1982, 356-357).
After the Persian wars, by the mid-470’s, Kimon, son of Miltiades, was commanding the Delian
League’s forces in a series of surgical strikes on Persian strongholds in the north Aegean. During
these years, several Athenian dedications are attested at Delphi, standing as symbols of the importance of Greek freedom, the main purpose of the league. Athens in that period dedicated to Apollo
a Stoa of Ionian style (Fig. 8),59 which contained the Persian spoils, among others (Hansen 1989,
133-134), from the naval battle of Salamis and that of Eurymedon, the greatest, double victory of
Kimon at the river Eurymedon, around 467/466 (Badian 1987, 3-6). This Ionian Stoa offered to the
Athenians substantial domination at the center of the Delphic sanctuary.
At that time, on the temple terrace, the Athenians further emphasized their presence with the
dedication of a golden statue of Athena standing on a bronze palm tree at the northeast corner of
Apollo’s temple (Fig. 3). This dedication has also been linked to Athens’ success at the battle of
Eurymedon, and the choice of Athena astride a palm tree would have surely been perceived, according to Scott (2010, 96), as a symbol of the Athenian dominant power over the Eastern one, in
particular a Persian symbol (Miller 1997, 39).
As it is therefore noted, the Athenians’ military domination in the wide Greek world, after the
construction of the Delian League, was persistently reinforced through their symbolic artistic domination within the Panhellenic sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi.60 This domination was only further
strengthened by the Athenian dedication of ca. 460, created by Phidias, this time at the very south
of the sanctuary (Kron 1976, 215; Partida 2000, 51; Scott 2010, 97). It became the first dedication
to be seen by visitors arriving from the southeast, and linked itself to the Athenian treasury, by mirroring Miltiades, Athena and Apollo alongside the statues of Eponymous Heroes,61 also dedicated
on the treasury’s south flank.
57
58

59

60
61

See again Neer (2004, 76), who also mentions that the Athenian choice to depict on the treasury’s
metopes both Theseus and Heracles: “elevates Theseus to the level of a Panhellenic hero”.
As Von den Hoff (2009, 100) precisely points out: “The Athenians erected a marvelous marble treasury
to Apollo’s sanctuary in Delphi around 500… They thereby expressed their growing political selfconfidence by claiming visual presence in this panhellenic realm, laying claim to elevated panhellenic
status…Theseus, Athens’ polis-hero, was newly introduced to Delphi’s panhellenic audience as a restless
fighter under divine protection, as embodies proof of ideals and values that the Athenian claimed for
themselves. Herakles was presented as a comparably active hero, who was also related to Athens, thus
linking Athenian identity to traditional and common Panhellenic ideals”.
“Ἀθεναῖοι ἀνέθεσαν τέν στοάν καί τά hόπλ[α κ]αί τ ἀκροτέρια hελόντες τōν πολε[μίο]ν” (Jacquemin, Mulliez
and Rougemont 2012, 46-47). The date of this Athenian dedication is highly controversial; e.g. Walsh
1986, 319-336. On the Athenian Stoa see Scott 2010, 96.
As Scott (2014, 130) underlines: “Athens had created for itself an empire within the Greek world, and
had, almost mirror-like, created a similar hold over the microcosm of the Greek world that was Delphi”.
On the statue-groups of the Eponymous Heroes see above fn. 49.
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All in all, we would say that the Athenians in the early 5th century at the sanctuary of Delphi emphasized their military and political supremacy in a way that constituted a completely innovative
expression of their emerged political consciousness. The Athenian offerings expressed not only the
way the citizens of Athens visualized themselves after the great victories against the Persians, but
most importantly their dominant political role among other Greeks, as defenders of Panhellenic
freedom, a role that the Athenians would claim in the near future. Of course, this political claim of
Athens gradually became a demand for “Imperialism”, through the gradual conversion of the Delian League into a naval “Empire” by the mid-5th century (De Romilly 1951; Amit 1965; Ma, Papazarkadas and Parker 2009). On the other hand though, this claim of the Athenians, expressed and conveyed to all Greeks through the projection of their political and military Self-image at Delphi, was
completely legitimated and covered by the “vale” that Apollo provided to them, as his sanctuary
functioned as a stage of Panhellenic celebration for the victories against the Barbarians (Harrison
1989, 41-61).62 After all, no one would deny the ideological basis of this Athenian claim, meaning
that Athens had offered a magnificent service to all Greeks, achieving out of its own resources a
great victory at Marathon, and later on at Salamis, against the vast Persian Empire. Therefore, the
Athenians, after the Persian wars, cultivated and justified in this way their new political identity as
defenders of all Greeks.63 This self-assertion further strengthened their constitution and supported
the very reasoning of the Athenian rule in the Aegean during the 5th century.
Conclusion

During the first decades of the 5th century in the Delphic sanctuary of Apollo, the celebrating dedications of Syracuse and Athens, after their military victories against the barbarian Carthaginians
and Persians respectively, honored Panhellenism, satisfying different political purposes of each
one of these two city-states. On the one hand, the Syracusans presented and therefore promoted
their self-awareness as Greeks; on the other hand, the Athenians presented and promoted their
self-awareness as defenders of freedom of all Greeks, a role that would offer them the perfect
ideological foundation for establishing their naval “Empire” in the Aegean from the mid-5th century onwards. And the Delphic sanctuary’s administration, which permitted these different political
self-definitions to be articulated in a Panhellenic scale, proved that the sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi was the most flexible and “international” stage of political influence in the ancient Greek world
(De la Coste-Messelière 1936, 447-448; Vidal-Naquet 1981, 400, 407, fn. 115).
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On the use of the concept of “Panhellenism” as a tool of propaganda in order for the Athenians to
establish their hegemony over the other Greek states see Perlman 1976, 1-30; Flower 2000, 67-68, 77;
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as the raison d’être for the league and legitimated Athens’ demands for tribute from its nominal
allies”.
The Athenians soon justified this role also through their mythical past, and specifically through their
battles against the Amazons, the Centaurs, and the Barbarian Thracians. E.g. Castriota 1992, 5-6;
Gehrke 2001, 301-303; Hall 2002, 187-189.
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The Long-Heads –
Strangers of the East?
Artificial Cranial
Deformation in
Austria
Astrid Schmölzer
Abstract

As a phenomenon that occurs worldwide, artificially deformed skulls exist in different forms. The oldest evidence of an artificial deformation of the skull has
been found in the region of Tienshan in Central Asia. First performed by a group of
Indo-Iranian equestrian nomads, the custom was later adopted by the Hunnic tribes
heading west. The Hunnic invasion forced numerous Germanic tribes to escape and
leave their homeland. However, some of these tribes merged with the invaders. Confronted with the Hunnic dominion, they adopted the practice of artificial cranial deformation. To limit the broad topic of this paper, the focus is placed on
the findings in the region of present-day Austria. At 25 locations, a total of 56
skulls have been recorded, dating from the 4th to the 6th century CE. A lot of questions still remain: how many “real” strangers are there among the long heads? How
was the custom of deformed heads conveyed to other groups? Why should people adopt
this kind of fashion? To represent the Austrian deformed skulls in a larger context,
taking other European findings into consideration is crucial. Thus, the occurrence
of artificially deformed skulls in Central Europe can be determined according to
topographical and temporal criteria. The analysis of the origins of these individuals is difficult due to the absence of grave finds. With the help of natural sciences and anthropology, we can shed some light on the background of this phenomenon.
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Research history

People with deformed skulls (Fig. 1) are special – they are identified easily next to “normal-looking”
people. The change of one’s appearance can involve a tremendous amount of reasons. In our case,
individuals with the artificial cranial deformation are known since ancient times and have found
their way into the great historic and geographic texts of Greek authors. Later on, research concerning the phenomenon of deformation or malformation in human beings and animals brought
forward the formation of a scientific field.
The long-heads in ancient texts

“There is no other race at all with heads like theirs. Originally custom was chiefly responsible for the
length of the head, but now custom is reinforced by nature. Those that have the longest heads they
consider the noblest, and their custom is as follows. As soon as a child is born they remodel its head
with their hands, while it is still soft and the body tender, and force it to increase in length by applying
bandages and suitable appliances, which spoil the roundness of the head and increase its length.”
In this manner, Hippocrates (Hp. Aer. 14) describes the Long-Heads and the way in which the
deformation is carried out right after a child is born. According to Herrmann (1928a, 815; 1928b,
815), all the descriptions of ancient times identify a long-headed people of barbaric origins, considering the Greek and Roman understanding of civilization. The geographer Strabo describes the
μακροκέφαλοι as mythical creatures (Strab. 7.3.8). Long-headed men are also mentioned in
a fragment of Hesiod (Hes. Fr. 153), referenced by Strabo: “[…] Hesiod, when he speaks of ‘men
who are half-dog’, of ‘long-headed men’, and of ‘Pygmies’; […]”. Furthermore, Strabo also sees
them settling in the West of the Colchians, following the custom of lengthening their heads (Strab.
11.11.8). Pliny writes about the μακροκέφαλοι in his Natural History (Plin. Nat. 6.11). Another
word for people with elongated heads is μακρόνες, like Herodotus (Hdt. 2.104.3) calls them.
He also tells us that the μακρόνες are part of the 19th tax county under the rule of Darius I. (Hdt.
3.94.2) and Xenophon describes the μακρόνες in battle, “armed with wicker shields and lances
and hair tunics” (Xen. Anab. 4.8.3).
The first traces of long-heads in Austria and the beginning of research

The first step in exploring deformations of the body begins in the middle of the 18th century by investigating animal and human malformation. In the 19th century, the so-called “monstrous” reached
academic interest in the society. The terminus of teratology (the study of abnormalities of physical
development, often congenital abnormalities), used by the French naturalist E. G. Saint-Hilaire
and his son, the zoologist I. G. Saint-Hilaire since the year 1832, reinforced the scientific process of
reducing the mythical and magical view of malformation, and introducing a more medical investigation and explanation (see Zürcher 2004, 12-13).
The research history concerning the special phenomenon of artificial cranial deformation is directly bound to Austria. In 1820, the first artificially deformed skull in Europe was found near the
village of Feuersbrunn in Lower Austria (e.g. Fitzinger 1853, 21; Schliz 1905, 206; Kiszely 1978, 3-4).
In the 1840s, it was examined and described by anthropologists throughout Europe. The earliest
suggestions of identification of the long-headed individuals suspect Avars or immigrated Peruvians
(see Retzius 1844; 1845; von Tschudi 1845; Schliz 1905).
J. Blumenbach, known as the “father of craniology”, was the first to publish an investigation
about an artificially deformed skull in the year 1790, still thinking of a natural deformation (see
Teschler-Nicola and Mitteröcker 2007, 272). The first scientific attempt to embed the various deformed skulls into a system was accomplished by J. Virey in the year 1815 (Virey 1815). In 1855, L. A.
Gosse published the first discussion on the subject (Gosse 1855; see also Dally 1879). The artificial
aspect of the deformations was not recognized at first. In 1862, D. Wilson was the first to distinguish
between the deformation of the skull by illness (like hydrocephaly) and on purpose (Wilson 1862).
One year later R. Knox mistakenly described a Neanderthal skull as artificially deformed (Knox
1863). The next try in developing a classification of deformed skulls was established by Lunier, using the system by Gosse (Dingwall 1931, 4-5).
The research history of artificial cranial deformation is bound to the formation of numerous anthropological societies (e.g. Anthropologische Gesellschaft in Berlin). Next to Anthropology and Archaeology, the discipline of Ethnology has been doing detailed scientific research (see Melk-Koch 1999, 65-70).
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In 1931, E. Dingwall published his book about artificial cranial deformation – he put together a
list of findings, classified according to continents, and gave the first worldwide overview on this
topic (Dingwall 1931). In 1956, J. Werner published his book “Beiträge zur Archäologie des Attila-Reiches” – Contributions to the Archaeology of the Empire of Attila (Werner 1956; also Werner
1958). He was the first to combine artificial cranial deformation with the movement and archaeological finds of the Huns on their way to Europe (Werner 1956, 5-18; also see Neumayer 1999, 76).
The practice of cranial deformation was brought to Central Europe with the wandering of the
Huns, but appears to have been originally practiced by Iranian groups. I. Kiszely showed in his book
that we have no references that the “Huns” deformed their skulls. We can link the custom to steppe
nomadic people heading westwards, overruled by the Huns, assigning it to Germanic tribes, for example the Ostrogoths. Kiszely deals with the findings in Russia and Eastern Europe, giving detailed
information on archaeological sites unapproachable due to language difficulties (Kiszely 1978). Finally, J. Imbelloni’s publications provide a detailed research history and a complete overview of the
scientific research in the American region (Imbelloni 1930; 1934).
Anthropology of the human skull

Concerning anthropology, the human skull is composed of 22 bones – 21 of them fixed together
by the sutures and one loose part, the mandibula. Bone, as a natural material, is the strongest
biological structure we know and an essential part of the so-called musculoskeletal system, protecting and supporting soft parts, muscles and organs of the human body. Its features allow it to
grow, renew and rebuild itself if broken. So, the working plan of the growing skull can be influenced
by wrapping the head with long braces. If this takes place during babyhood, the loose skull plates
will fit together, considering the spatial changes forced on them. The brain is not damaged in the
process (Alt 2004, 571-572; White and Folkens 2005, 31-33).
In fact, the human skull needs to have a necessary physiological flexibility. Otherwise, the natal period would not be possible. The genetic program repairs the temporary deformation of the
newborn, but it can be interrupted by continuing deformation of the baby skull, e.g. done with
bandages wrapped around the head. The bone reacts to the slightest hint of deforming bindings,
so no pressure is needed. The natural mechanics of human growth can compensate the exerted
pressure, which is why brain damage can be avoided (Vyslozil and Slavicek 2001, 246).
The medical consequences of cranial deformation have been investigated by many researchers.
It has been shown that the process of deformation leads to a change in the network of the so-called
diploe (the central layer of spongy bone in between the layers of compact bone) and the diploe
veins. The veins have morphogenetical meaning, for the bones grow in their special form depending on the distribution of the veins. These can be diverted by slight but continuing pressure, so a
deformed skull is the outcome of a slow process of diverting blood flow in the cranial bones (Grupe
1982, 157-158).
Artificial cranial deformation in Austria

Austrian grave finds with individuals showing artificial cranial deformation have never before been
investigated as they are in this paper. B. Tobias, K. Wiltschke-Schrotta and M. Binder (2010) provide
the best and most recent compilation, dealing with most of the Austrian finds and giving a detailed
catalogue of artificially deformed skulls in the Carpathian Basin.
For the expansion of artificial cranial deformation in Europe we can mark the 5th century CE as
heyday. In the 6th century, there are only few finds noted. Special connections exist between the
appearance of the Huns in Middle Europe and the practice of skull deformation in the groups of
their overruled allies. The occurrence of finds decreases from east to west. For example, no proof
of artificial skull deformation is known in the Visigothic parts of Spain (see Alt 2004, 575).
The Finds

In Austria there is a concentration of finds in the north-eastern part, in the regions of Lower Austria,
Burgenland and Vienna (for the entire detailed list of finds see Schmölzer 2016, 13-45 and table 1).
Overall, there are 25 locations with a total of 53 artificially deformed skulls. In Lower Austria,
graves containing individuals with deformed skulls are known in Ladendorf, Sommerein, Laa an
der Thaya (Mitterhof and Ziegelgrube), Schletz, Gaweinstal/Kollnbrunn, Pellendorf, Hobersdorf,
Grafenwörth, Leobendorf, Mannersdorf, Schiltern and Schwarzenbach. In the 19th century, further
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individuals were discovered in Baden near Vienna, Feuersbrunn/Grafenegg and Bad Deutsch-Altenburg. In Vienna, individuals with artificial deformation are known in Atzgersdorf (Fig. 1), Mariahilfer Gürtel and Salvatorgasse. In the Austrian region of Burgenland, the graveyards of Nikitsch
and Steinbrunn (former Stinkenbrunn) hold burials with skull deformation. In Styria, Carinthia and
Eastern Tyrol, only one location of burials with deformed skulls is known (Schmölzer 2016, 46).
Fig. 1.
Drawing of the skull
of Vienna – Atzgersdorf
(after Mitscha-Märheim
1963, 35)

It is probable that artificially deformed skulls were not recognized during excavation. Sometimes
the deformation is very slight and can only be seen by an expert, e.g. at the Frauenberg in Styria,
where cranial deformation was detected during an anthropological investigation (Schweder 2002a,
532; 2002b, 488; Steinklauber 2002, 48).
On three individuals, the deformation could not be confirmed. They were either mistakenly classified as skulls with artificial cranial deformation or could not be found. One of these individuals is
the lost skull of Baden, near Vienna, said to be found sometime between the years 1823 and 1829,
but already missing in the year 1853, when L. J. Fitzinger was about to investigate it (see Kiszely
1978, 3-4). Two more skulls of a woman and a child were noted by Kiszely and sent to H. Mitscha-Märheim around 1970, but never found their way to the Museum of Natural History in Vienna
and remain lost (see Kiszely 1978, 33).
A skull mistakenly described and (still) quoted as “deformed” belongs to an individual found
in the Central Graveyard of Vienna in 1930. H. Mitscha-Märheim and I. Kiszely both published a
description of the individual lost during World War II (Mitscha-Märheim 1963, 37; Kiszely 1978, 33).
Concerning the anthropological investigation in the year 1932, the individual is described as
man of mature age and a height of 174 cm, probably of Mongolian origin, but no deformation is
mentioned (Geyer 1932, 262-264; see also Werner 1956, 14).
Statistic compilation of the Austrian individuals

The burials with artificial cranial deformation in Austria have been compiled following the questions of chronological order, geographic distribution, the distribution of age and sex, as well as the
orientation of burials and their closer finding circumstances, e.g. the existence of burial gifts (for
more information see Schmölzer 2016, 46-52).
The chronological distribution of the datable grave finds in Austria shows us that the majority of
the artificial deformations can be dated from the 4th to the 6th century CE (Fig. 2). In the following
figure (Fig. 3), the finds of Bad Deutsch-Altenburg, Baden, Feuersbrunn and Atzgersdorf are missing due to their lacking documentation and therefore they are missing a datable base.
In the 4th and the beginning of the 5th century, we have a moderate percentage of children and
only a few senile individuals with deformed skull. In the 6th century, we can find a greater number of
senile individuals and no infantile or juvenile individuals (Rammer 2014, 242). The practice of cranial deformation in the above-mentioned area vanishes towards the beginning of the 7th century.
The earliest finds of cranial deformation in Austria have been discovered at the Frauenberg, in
Schwarzenbach, Grafenwörth, and Leobendorf, all dated in the first half of the 5th century (Tobias,
Wiltschke-Schrotta and Binder 2010, 299). The latest datable individual in Austria with a deformed
skull was found in Aguntum (Dölsach, Eastern Tyrol). It is a man who died around 610 CE, shortly
after the Battle of Aguntum. All together, we have 25 locations with a total of 56 artificially deformed
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Fig. 2.
Datable
burials with
artificial
cranial
deformation
and their
chronological
distribution
(after
Schmölzer
2016, fig. 13).
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skulls in Austria (for further details see Table 1).
Overall, 40 burials have documented orientation, with 27 (66%) showing an orientation of the
head lying in the west and the feet pointing to the east, while 15% of burials show a slightly deviating orientation from southwest to northeast. Therefore, we can assume a predominant west-east
orientation.
Concerning the biological age (Fig. 4a), an amount of 49 individuals can be accounted for, 53%
or 26 individuals are grown-ups (adult, 19-40 years). In summary, there are nine children (Infans I
and II, 0-13 years) and five juveniles (13-18 years). Another five individuals can be termed mature
(41-60 years) and four are seniles (over 60 years).
Combining the dated burials with the distribution of biological age (Fig. 4b), we can notice that
the number of children and juveniles is greater in the 5th century, but decreasing at the end of the
5th and at the beginning of the 6th century.
This can also be noticed with the chronological and sexual distribution of Hungarian burials.
After the middle of the 5th century the number of infantile and juvenile burials is decreasing. It is
possible to assume an improvement of the general living conditions and a decrease in infant mortality (Tobias, Wiltschke-Schrotta and Binder 2010, 299-301).
Around two thirds of all sexually determinable skeletons in Austria are feminine. This fact corresponds to the pan-European investigations which show that most individuals with an artificial
deformation of the head are women. Nonetheless, a considerable amount of men with deformed
skulls exists in Austria. Out of 49 individuals, 26 are categorized as female and 14 as male. The nine
indefinite individuals are the infantile and juvenile skeletons. The skull of Baden cannot be considered in this compilation due to lacking information.
With the beginning of the 6th century, the number of male individuals with artificial cranial deformation decreases. During the 5th century both sexes are likewise affected by skull deformation,
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Fig. 4a.
Age distribution of
Austrian burials (after
Schmölzer 2016, fig. 15).

Fig. 4b.
Chronological
distribution of age
(after Schmölzer 2016,
fig. 16).

whereas from the beginning of the 6th century the number of men is extremely small. This gives the
first impetus to rethink the common argument that women are more frequently suffering from skull
deformation than men. Considering the decrease of the number of male individuals, we suggest a
more correct point of view: women have been subjected to skull deformation over a comparatively
longer amount of time than men.
In the end, the question remains whether burials with artificial cranial deformation can be distinguished from those without it. Burial gifts exist, as well as grave robbery, which affects burials
with and without skull deformation. There is no evidence that individuals with artificial deformation
have been separated in their own groups inside a graveyard or buried with another rite or with different burial gifts. The only distinguishing feature is the fact of an artificially deformed head.
The existing individual tombs (see Table 2) with artificial cranial deformation are special cases,
because there are no control samples within the graveyards. If we are lucky, there are up to 10 or
more individuals with deformed skulls, but the finding material is very poor or even lost, sometimes
due to a lack of proper documentation, damages during World War II or archive moves.
Peoples practicing artificial cranial deformation in Austria

Ethnic interpretations in archaeology face a lot of methodological problems, such as the identification of ethnic groups based exclusively on material traces, without further sources of information
(e.g. written sources) concerning these groups. Nowadays, we speak about “archaeological culture
groups”, to overcome the question of ethnicity, but the problems and dangers remain quite the
same (for more information Brather 2004).
The difficult part in the period of discussion known as the Great Migration period is the complicated evidence of actual wandering of different groups, families, “tribes” or whole peoples. It is
possible to define different “culture groups”, but the same culture does not automatically imply the
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same ethnicity. Still, the question of ethnicity should be considered, if the formulation of the problem adheres to rigid scientific rules (e.g. Bierbrauer 2008, 5-8; Tütken, Knipper and Alt 2008, 15).
Artificial cranial deformation is generally attributed to Germanic tribes, the so-called gentes,
overruled by the Huns. Austrian finds are partly ascribed to the Germanic tribes of the Ostrogoths,
the Lombards, the Rugii and Herulii, as well as the Suevi. Even Huns appear in this list, while some
individuals have been anthropologically classified as Asian or Mongolian type. Three case studies
will be discussed in this paper.
The Rugii

The Rugian territory can be found in the north-eastern part of Austria, in the second half of the 5th
century CE. The Rugii remained in this area until the year 488, and then they joined Theoderic the
Great on his way to Italy. The nearest ancient source in time and space is the Vita Sancti Severini
– St. Severin, also known as the Apostle of Noricum (Bierbrauer 2008, 12; Wolfram 2009, 260).
The Rugii-Empire was destroyed by Odoacer in 487/488. In the Origo gentis Langobardorum, we
can find the terminus Rugiland. After the vanishing of the Rugii, the empty land was conquered by
the Lombard groups (Jarnut 1996, 207).
The individuals of Grafenwörth (see Schmölzer 2016, 24-25) and Schiltern (see Schmölzer 2016,
34) belong to the environment of the Rugii. In the graves of Grafenwörth, late Roman grave goods
were found, so we can identify these tombs as an example of the relations between the Rugii and
the Romans at this time.
The Ostrogoths

Our second example are the Ostrogoths in Carinthia. In the 5th and 6th century this gens was very
mobile and very aggressive in warfare. After the battle of the Nedao in the year 454/455, which is
located by Jordan in Pannonia, the Ostrogoths could free themselves from being overruled by the
Huns (see Bierbrauer 2008, 11-12; also Wolfram 2009, 259-278).
The graveyard in Globasnitz (Fig. 5), Southern Carinthia (see Schmölzer 2016, 20-24) can be
seen as the perfect example of a combination of archaeological findings (nine individuals with deFig. 5.
Skull of Gr. 15/
Globasnitz, injury on the
right side, Pilgermuseum
Globasnitz (photo by A.
Schmölzer. Courtesy of the
Pilgermuseum Globasnitz).

64

formed skulls and burial gifts of Roman and Ostrogothic appearance), historical sources (the Goths
of Theoderic the Great passed through on their way to Italy and settled down) and ethnical interpretation (as a combination of archaeological remains of this area and the written sources). The
only critical point is the very small spatial extent within the short period of the second half of the 5th
century. This criteria is also valid in the case of the Rugii (Bierbrauer 2008, 15).
The Lombards

The third case are the Lombards in the north-eastern part of Austria. They filled up the vacuum left
by the Rugii. According to the dating of the grave goods and the localization of the Lombards in the
western part of the Pannonian Basin, the individuals of Hobersdorf, Mannersdorf, Nikitsch, Steinbrunn and Vienna (see Schmölzer 2016, 26-27, 31-33, 37-44) can be counted among them. After the
withdrawal of the Huns, the Lombards became foederati of the Roman Empire, even though there
is no evidence of an actual conclusion of a foedus with the Romans (Mitscha-Märheim 1963, 93;
also Jarnut 1996, 208-209).
Conclusion

Austrian finds give little insight into the practice of artificial cranial deformation, due to the small
spatial extent, measured on the spreading of cranial deformation in Europe. There are still a lot of
questions concerning the custom itself (how to do it and if there were different methods known),
the people using it (from their cultural environment to the observation of women suffering far longer from this practice than men), the expansion of the idea and the big question why people deformed the skulls of their children.
It is appropriate to end with a quote by E. J. Dingwall:
“It is probable that the curious and widespread custom of deforming artificially the head is the
least understood of all the ethnic mutilations which have been handed down from remote antiquity.” (Dingwall 1931, 1)
Wherever we find tombs with skull-deformed individuals, we can say that they were not isolated from the rest of the population. In fact, we can even prove cranial deformation to be a family
marker. For example, according to the anthropological investigation two girls with elongated skulls
found in a grave in Hobersdorf were sisters. However, the opposite finds also exist. In the graveyard
of the Frauenberg in Styria, we have one grown up man and four children. None of the individuals
were related. Here, we can ask how and why the custom was handed down to the four children
(Schmölzer 2016, 70-71).
The most important aspect in studying artificial cranial deformation is the awareness of the
importance of the parents’ role concerning this custom – it was their decision to start the bandaging of their children’s heads. Therefore, it is the cultural environment of the parents we have to be
interested in if we want to solve the mystery of the longheads. Hence, we might consider a pseudo-hunnic look, due to the elongated face and skull, to be found in the environment of the Huns
and their subordinate peoples (Schmölzer 2016, 69-70).
However, the question how to deal with this problem remains the same. Natural science can
help with new, but still very expensive ways of aDNA (ancient DNA) analysis and isotopic dating
methods, as can History and Philology with the written sources. Ethnology can deliver new methods of systemization. What remains is the ability to deal successfully with an interdisciplinary scientific topic and the certainty that research in this field of study is still going on.1
1

E.g. the project “Deformierte Schädel – Spuren weiblicher Mobilität und multikultureller Gemeinschaften
am Anfang Europas?” (Deformed skulls – Traces of female mobility and multicultural societies at the
beginning of Europe), sponsored by the Volkswagen Stiftung, dealing with female Bajuwar individuals
from the 4th to the 6th century CE in Southern Germany. For more information see http://www.ba-fim.de/.
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Table 1.
Catalogue of the
graves with artificial cranial
deformation in
Austria (after
Schmölzer 2016,
79-80).

Location

Year

Bad DeutschAltenburg
Baden bei Wien

Individuals

Sex

1

f

20—40

f

”not
advanced”

1823—
1829

1

FeuersbrunnGrafenegg

1820

1

FrauenbergSeggauberg

1993

5 (1?)

GaweinstalKollnbrunn

1975/76

Globasnitz

Grafenwörth

Hobersdorf

Laa/ThayaMitterhof

1999
2000
2001
2002
2005

(2)
(1)
(2)
(1)
(3)

6(1?)

9 (3?)

F
F
F
F
F

Age

125:
131:
132:
140:
162:

Sk
Sk
Sk
Sk
Sk
Sk

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:
6:

m
x
x
x
x
m
f
f
m?
m
f

45—55
9—11
2—3
6—7
6—7

Height

177
123
86 cm
116
104

cm
cm
p.k.
cm
cm

25—30
40—45
ca. 30
9—10
ca. 20
25—30

175
161
155
124
164
160

cm
cm
cm
cm
cm
cm

Gr. 15: m
Gr. 38: f
Gr. 58: m?
Gr. 105: m?
Gr. 124: m
Gr. 210: m
Gr. 292: f
Gr. 312: f
Gr. 313: m?

ca. 18
adult
adult
adult
adult
adult
adult
adult
juvenile

173
150
160
168
165
150
150
141
137

cm
cm
cm
cm
cm
cm
cm
cm
cm

Orientation

Datation

NW-SO
SW-NO
NNW-SSO
SSW-NNO
SO-NW

350—
450 CE

W-O

400—
450 CE

W-O

1937

1

Gr. 3: m

adult?

W-O

1950 (1)
1951 (1)
1952 (1)

3

Gr. 1: m
Gr. 4a: f
Gr. 4b: f

adult
14—18
20—25

W-O

1974—77

3

Gr. 3: f
Gr. 5: f
Gr. 11: m

13—14
20—30
30—50

W-O
WSW-ONO
W-O

493—
536 CE

first
half 5th
cent.
450—
470/80 CE

ca. 450 CE

Laa/ThayaZiegelgrube

1908

1

Gr. 1: f

adult

S-N

ca. 430—
460 CE

Ladendorf

1995

1

f

25—30

W-O (O-W?)

460—
500 CE

Leobendorf

1958

1

ca. 6—8

O-W (?)

400—
450 CE

Mannersdorf am
Leithagebirge

2003

1

m

25—30

1970er

2?

f
x

adult
infans

Nikitsch

1925

1

Gr. 2: f

40—60

Pellendorf

2005

1

Gr. 5: x

10—12

Schiltern

1939

1

f?

5—6

Schletz-Asparn/
Zaya

1996

1

Gr. 10: f

25—30

SchwarzenbachBurg

1998

1

Gr. 1: x

ca. 3—4

Sommerein

1985

1

Gr. 261: f

1949—
1964

3

Wien-Atzgersdorf

1845/46

Wien-Mariahilfer
Gürtel

Mödling

ca. 550—
600 CE

160 cm

skull
in SW?

ca. 550—
575 CE

W-O

5th cent.
450—
500 CE

SW-NO

470/80—
510 CE

W-O

380—
440 CE

18—20

SW-NO

430—
540 CE

Gr. 16: f
Gr. 17: f
Gr. 23: f

50—70
50—70
40—50

17: W-O
16+23
destroyed

500—
550 CE

1

f

ca. 20

1898

1

f

50—70

WienSalvatorgasse

1951

3

S1: f
S2: f
S3: f

ca. 55
60—65
ca. 25

Wien-Simmering

1930

1

m

mature

Steinbrunn (ehem.
Stinkenbrunn)

84—94 cm

W-O

180 cm

6th cent.

W-O
W-O
NW-SO

470/80—
510 CE

NO-SW

ca.400 CE
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Table 2.

Location

Compilation of
archaeological
circumstances

single
grave

burial
group

graveyard

burial
gifts

grave
robbery

ethnic
interpretation

Bad Deutsch-Altenburg
Baden bei Wien

and ethnic

Feuersbrunn/Grafenegg

“Avar”

assignment

Frauenberg

“Barbaric”

(after Schmölzer

Gaweinstal

Huns/East Germanic
tribes

Globasnitz

Ostrogoths

Grafenwörth

Herulii/Rugii

Hobersdorf

Lombards

Laa/Thaya-Mitterhof

Suevi

Laa/Thaya-Ziegelgrube

Suevi

2016, 82).

Ladendorf
Leobendorf
Lienz
Mannersdorf

Lombards

Mödling
Nikitsch

Lombards
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Schiltern

Rugii?

Schletz

Visigoths

Schwarzenbach-Burg
Sommerein
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The Place of Origin
and the Final
Destination:
Contacts Between
Baltic Tribes and the
Carpathian Basin
During the Migration
Period - Main Issues
Justyna Rosowska
Abstract

The area inhabited by the Baltic tribes during the Migration Period has experienced
many significant changes. It is assumed that one of the reasons for this were the
contacts which linked local communities to the Carpathian Basin. Recent studies start
to emphasize the role of social stratification, especially the significance of the
male social status and profound gender inequalities in a society geared for warfare.
As it is assumed, in various areas of the Baltic region the problem of the mentioned
contacts manifests itself in various manners. For instance, on the territory of Lithuania, elites of warriors existed from the second half of the 5th to the beginning of
the 7th century. Burial rituals were altered, inhumation was replaced with cremation
and the equipment changed - the elements typical of the Danubian region were deposited here in this period, both in the form of Middle Danube imports and their imitations. These artifacts are present in the Baltic territory in different ways and
they somewhat reflect the internal divisions visible within this cultural circle, by
appearing mostly on the territory of the Olsztyn group, Sudovian Culture and also in
the area of today’s Lithuania, where the East Lithuanian Barrow Culture should at
least be mentioned.
The problem was brought up by researchers already at the beginning of the 20th century. Newer studies provided further interesting data which highlight the importance
of the Baltic-Carpathian relations even more, and also indicate the need for a more
comprehensive study of this subject. The paper claims that the origins of the Car-
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pathian elements in the assemblages excavated in the Baltic region should be a subject of further and wider research, considering the whole area of the Baltic lands.
Keywords

origin

Balts

Carpathian Basin

Migration Period

foreign

Introduction

This paper is a small step towards developing an archaeological research on the contacts between
the Baltic lands and the residents of the Carpathian Basin during the Migration Period. I would like to
present example questions, which show some problems that the researcher encounters during such
studies. The problem of the presence of a foreign material culture is especially discussed here, on
the examples of items deriving from the Carpathian Basin which were found on the Balt land.
Before embarking on the problem proper, the area of interest needs to be explained. The Balt
lands were located in the South-Eastern Baltic coast. The name “Balts” refers to the peoples inhabiting the lands from the east of the Lower Vistula River up to the Daugava River basin. Their culture
was very distinct from the neighboring: Wielbark and Przeworsk Cultures in the west and south,
Stroked Ware Culture in the east and Tarand type Cemeteries’ Culture in the north. Nevertheless
this clearly distinguishable area was far from being a cultural monolith as well. Several groups
and cultures are enumerated by archaeologists within its borders (Nowakowski 1995, 74-78; Bitner-Wróblewska 2000, 153; 2006, fig. 1).
The presented issues have generally taken place during the Migration Period, but it is important
to point out that these phenomena have often continued even to the early medieval times. Everything is closed here for the period of the second half of the 5th to the beginning of the 7th century.
In that time, the Carpathian axis of contacts appears mostly on the territory of the Olsztyn Group,
Sudovian Culture and also in the area of today’s Lithuania, where, according to the context, the
East Lithuanian Barrow Culture should be mentioned. The first two units belonged to the Westbaltic cultural area, and the third to the territory inhabited by Eastbaltic tribes. That was the basic
division of the Baltic cultural circle (Nowakowski 1995, 75-80, with references; Bitner-Wróblewska
2008, fig. 2). The Carpathian Basin was in that time the area of residence for various German tribes:
Gepids, Ostrogoths, Rugii and Longobards, until the second part of the 6th century, when in 567 the
Avars took possession of this region conquering the last Germanic kingdom of Gepids. It is not easy
to describe the social, political and also ethnical situation there, because it was a great cultural
crucible (Müller 1987, fig. 1; Rudnicki 2010, 448, with references).
The aim of the further research is to investigate the nature of the contacts that might have occurred between these two described regions and also to examine the cultural changes that might
have effected the Baltic territory as a consequence of the aforementioned contacts. As researchers
assume, these phenomena can be seen in the archaeological material, mostly clothes fittings and
personal ornaments, both in the form of Middle Danube imports and their imitations (for further
reading e.g. Schulze-Dörrlamm 1986; Nagy 2002; Curta 2006; Rudnicki 2008; 2009; 2010; Hilberg
2009). These artifacts are present in the Baltic territory in different ways, which somewhat reflects
the cultural divisions that existed within the Baltic cultural circle, as it is possible that these contacts were not homogeneous and their character depended on internal cultural divisions in the
entire cultural circle.
The issue of possible interregional contacts of the Balt lands with (especially important here)
the inhabitants of the Carpathian Basin and the Middle Danube region has been mentioned before
by such scholars as Åberg (1919), Gaerte (1929), Kossina (1930), La Baume and Engel (1937), Petersen (1939) and Kühn (1956) already at the beginning of 20th century, and some newer voices of
researchers, such as Curta (2006; 2012), Hilberg (2009, 65-82), Rudnicki (2010). Newer studies
have brought about further interesting data which highlight the importance of the Baltic-Carpathian relations, and also indicate the need for a more comprehensive study of this subject (for further
reading e.g. Bitner-Wróblewska 2005; 2008; Bliujienė 2006; Butkus and Bliujienė 2009; Hilberg
2009; Rudnicki 2010; Bliujienė and Curta 2011; Banytė-Rowell, Bitner-Wróblewska and Reich 2012).
Presence of the foreign

During the Migration Period and the Early Middle Ages on the Balt lands significant changes have
been made in grave inventory and burial rites, which are visible especially on the East Lithuania
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territory and in the Masurian Lakeland. Moreover, in that time, we can observe some movements
of the population from the West Lithuania to its eastern and south-eastern parts. Also the Bogaczewo Culture was to disappear in the Masurian Lakeland and a new unit, the so-called Olsztyn
Group, crystallized in its place. So far, many researchers have interpreted those changes as partly
connected with the external influences from the Carpathian Basin, which supposedly were able to
reach even the south-eastern coast of the Baltic sea in that time. So far, there are many hypotheses
trying to explain the reason for these influences. Very much attention is paid to the possibility of the
existing contacts between the two cultural areas (for further reading: Tautavičius 1981; Nowakowski
1995; 2000; Kowalski 2000; Bliujienė 2006; 2013; Bitner-Wróblewska 2007; 2008; Hilberg 2009;
Bliujienė and Curta 2011).
Evidences of such contacts may be visible in the numerous archaeological items discovered on
the Balt lands, which represent forms typical for the Middle Danube assemblages, such as clothing
ornaments, various kinds of fibulae and belt buckles (Bliujienė and Curta 2011, with references).
The territory inhabited by the Baltic tribes is considered to be one with the most stable cultural
tradition, which was formed already in the Bronze Age. Cultural continuity there was still visible in
the Migration Period, when for most of Europe it was a turbulent time of various changes, resulting
from another arrival of the nomads from the Asian steppe and transfers of various barbarian peoples within the continent (Tejral 2007). The Balt lands in that time did not stay untouched by this
turmoil; it resulted in significant cultural changes on this territory as well. One of the interests is the
scale of these impulses, which were able to have an impact on these lands, spreading its influence
far north from other regions of Europe (Bitner-Wróblewska 2000, 157-165; 2008).
Much of the information about these turbulent times in the history of Europe is contained in
written sources. Their analysis supports the one carried on by material sources. When studying the
issue of contacts between the Balt lands and the inhabitants of the Middle Danube basin, Wars,
written by Procopius of Caesarea, is an important source which describes the conflicts going on
from the 5th to the 6th century (Brodka 2013). Very important in the mentioned studies are the
sources telling us about the political and ethnical changes which occurred in that period. In this
case, incomparably valuable information can be found in Getica (or De origine actibusque Getarum), written by Jordanes in or shortly after 551, and a summary of the relations, origin and history
of the Gothic people, written by Cassiodorus, but now lost (Wagner 1967; Zwolski 1984; Kozłowski
and Kaczanowski 1998, 247-253, 257-262).
It is believed that the socio-political changes from the first half of the 1st millennium were caused
mostly by the turbulent events resulting from the strong activity of Barbarian tribes close to the
Roman Empire borders, and consecutive invasions of nomadic peoples arriving from the Eurasian
steppe. In the first half of 5th century, one of the key roles in Europe was played by the Huns, featuring
in that time, together with subordinated tribes, a significant military force. Because of the threat of
incursions into its areas, the Roman Empire was forced to pay the Huns a high tribute. The collapse
of the Hunnic Empire occurred shortly after the death of Attila, in 453. Its final defeat occurred after
the Battle of the River Nedao in Pannonia, in 454 or 455, when numerous tribes under the leadership
of the Gepids ultimately defeated the Hunnic forces. In the Middle Danube basin, after the defeat
of the Hunnic Empire, the main force in the eastern part of the Carpathian Basin were Gepids, and
in Pannonia – the Ostrogoths. However, the ethnic map of this region, as it was mentioned before,
should be complemented by a few other Barbarian tribes, most of all: Rugii, Longobards, Heruli,
Suebi, and nomadic Sarmatians, who were later joined by another nomadic tribe of the Avars, which
wandered here from the Eurasian steppe (Kozłowski and Kaczanowski 1998, 243-246).
One of the most important problems on the way to explore these contacts is the cultural diversity of both areas. This results in the diversity of material interpreted as a trace of possible contacts.
It differs primarily due to the cultural region. Therefore, it should first be understood how the archaeological material in question is presented in particular cultural units.
The region of the north-eastern Poland is important because of the possible trade routes which
could run this way from Samland to the west and south of Europe. To point out the brightest examples of the discussed issue, it is important to note the still unclear genesis of the Olsztyn Group and
the question of Germanic tribes’ role in it. The presence of the Bügelfibel type, of Germanic origin, is
listed only in the later phases of its two main cemeteries, in Tumiany and Kielary. The Olsztyn Group
appeared on the Masurian Lakeland, as it is claimed, after the Bogaczewo Culture disappearance,
and lasted from the second half of the 5th probably to the beginning of the 8th century. Many re72

searchers interpret this fact as a result of a return migration of the Galindi tribe (Bitner-Wróblewska
2000, 155-165; 2007, 69-92; Kowalski 2000, 203-266; Nowakowski 2000, 168-180; Jakobson 2009,
411-412, 415-419). It is considered that they migrated to the area of the south-eastern Europe earlier,
along with the Goths. It is interesting how the presence of the Galindi could have been marked in
the Middle Danube basin. The finds of the Bügelfibel type discovered on the Masurian Lakeland (e.g.
Tumiany, Kielary) are elements associated with the area of the middle reaches of the Danube river.
The question about the Olsztyn Group relates inter alia to its ethnic composition. In its origins the
role of the Germanic component is often pointed out. Nevertheless, the lack of elements related
with the Middle Danube basin in the early stages of use of the mentioned cemeteries may deny the
role of the foreign component in creating this cultural unit. The analysis of the inventory from the
grave 368 from Kosewo, such as a buckle in Adlerschnalle type, which originates from the Tisha basin, is one of those discoveries which still forces us to question the character of contacts between
this southern region and the Masurian Lakeland. It should be noted that the inventory from Kosewo
is one of those which come from archival queries. Further exploration of archive magazines may lead
to similar discoveries of this type (Jakobson 2009, 397-412, 415-419; Rudnicki 2010).
Another issue, somehow linking the whole Balt lands, are the possible contacts between the
tribes from the territory of modern-day Lithuania and the inhabitants of the Carpathian Basin,
which could have occurred during the 6th and at the beginning of the 7th century, probably also
through the Olsztyn Group. As it is claimed, those cultural influences have not reached any further
territories such as Latvia or Belarus (Bliujienė and Curta 2011, 54).
Other connections between Masuria and the Carpathian Basin are indicated by Curta’s (2006;
2012, figs. 3-6) analysis of the “Slavic” bow fibulae, already classified by Werner (e.g. 1950; 1960;
1984; Curta 2012 cf. Werner’s early literature there). Nonetheless, criticism by Rudnicki (2009,
610), which refers to Curta’s research, is valuable. Many researchers indicated this association with
the mentioned context of interregional contacts very early (as before mentioned: Åberg, Gaerte,
Kossina, La Baume, Engel, Petersen and Kühn). According to Curta (2012, 6ff), Masuria is one of the
four clusters in Europe where those kind of fibulae are present, next to the Crimea, the Lower Danube region, and the Middle Dnieper region. The chronology of assemblages including the “Slavic”
bow fibulae strongly suggests that the contacts between the north and the south, or the east and
the west signaled by the linked fibulae took place at approximately the same time. That points to
the existence of an exchange network between the communities inhabiting those regions. Werner
has proposed that since the presence of the “Slavic” bow fibulae in Masuria cannot be explained
by means of migration, it should be attributed to long-distance trade relations between that region
and the Lower Danube basin, along the Amber Trail (Curta 2006, 425-426; 2007, map 4.1; Rudnicki
2009, 610, with references). The dissemination of brooch forms and ornamental patterns seems
to have worked by great leaps, focusing only on a few regions – inter alia Masuria and the Lower
Danube region. The cluster of finds of the “Slavic” bow fibulae in those regions may be connected
with the local conditions, as all four mentioned regions were characterized by forms of society in
which valuables of foreign origin (or imitations) played a major role in defining social hierarchies.
The “Slavic” bow fibulae seem to have been in fashion in areas with particularly marked social differentiation, which suggests that a number of regions with similar social systems depending upon
the supply and consumption of prestige goods only available (at least initially) through contact
with elites elsewhere came to be connected by means of a network of an inter-elite exchange. According to Curta (2006, 425-426), this was most likely a form of gift exchange, which had already
been established in the late 5th or the early 6th century, as indicated by the artifacts produced in the
Carpathian Basin that appear in burial assemblages as far to the north as eastern Lithuania. The
gifts may have been exchanged as part of matrimonial alliances which were intended to bolster the
newly established position of the local elites in each region (Curta 2006, 425-426).
The area of the Sudovian Culture, that functioned from the 2nd to the 13th century, clearly stayed with
some connections with the Eastbaltic zone (Kaczyński 1976, 266, 285-286; Bitner-Wróblewska 1998,
307-309; Engel, Iwanicki and Rzeszotarska-Nowakiewicz 2006, 200, 202, fig. 2). Both the Sudovian
Culture and the East Lithuanian Barrow Culture belonged to the so-called “barrow zone”. Nowakowski
(1995, 76-80) claims that there are some serious arguments that these regions, in some sense, could
be considered as a whole. For instance, both cultures were formed more or less in a similar way. Both
units were created on the peripheral territories of the Stroked Ware Culture. According to research,
in the further development of both units, the “barrow zone” could be a link between the Western cul73

tures of the coastal area and the Stroked Ware Culture associated with the Dnieper Balts. Especially
through these areas, cultural impulses could reach here from the Middle Dnieper basin. Based on the
suggestions about the contacts between both mentioned units, it is probable that these contacts
could be bidirectional (Nowakowski 1995, 75-80; Bliujienė 2006, 131-133).
Another significant issue is the presence of the Prague type fibulae in the Sudovian Culture. This
is the area of concentration of the Prague fibulae, next to the their concentration on the East Lithuanian Barrow Culture and the Central Lithuania areas. In Central Europe and also on the territory
of the Sudovian Culture, this type of fibula was worn by women and men, while in the burials of the
East Lithuanian Barrow Culture, it has been found only in warriors’ cremation graves. This strongly
suggests that instead of being an index-fossil for a presumed migration from the south-west, the
crossbow fibula was a cultural element adopted, most likely through the Sudovian intermediary of
communities in the north-eastern Poland, by the local communities in eastern Lithuania, where its
meaning was changed (Bliujienė and Curta 2011, 47-48). The fibulae of the Prague type in the Baltic
lands should be dated from the middle of the 5th to the beginning of the 6th century. In the basin of
the rivers Dniester and Danube, the Prague type fibulae appeared early in the 5th century (Schulze-Dörrlamm 1986, 600–605, cat. no. 7–9, 11; Bliujienė 2006, 132-133, fig. 5, 139, app. 1).
The East Lithuanian Barrow Culture experienced profound cultural changes at the beginning
of the Migration Period (Bliujienė 2013, fig. 1; for further reading: Tautavičius 1981; Bliujienė 1992;
2006; 2013; Michelbertas 1992; Vaitkevičius 2005; Madyda-Legutko 2006; Kurila 2007; 2009a;
2009b; Butkus and Bliujienė 2009; Steponaitis and Bliujienė 2009; Vengalis 2009; Bliujienė and
Curta 2011). This culture unit functioned from the 2nd/3rd to the 12th century. From the middle of the
5th century, according to Vaitkevičius (2005, 73-79), its second phase begun, characterized primarily by the emergence of a new type of assemblages and basic changes in the funeral rite. From
the middle of the 5th century on, cremation permanently replaced inhumation. In the area of this
culture from that period, female graves were equipped poorer than before, and at the same time a
bigger number of rich equipped male graves appeared, where the leading position of weapons was
also indicated in the inventory (Bliujienė and Curta 2011, 36-44, 46-52). New elements of inventory
of non-local origins appeared as well, for instance those derived from the Middle Danube basin,
such as the Prague type fibulae and belt buckles of the Adlerschnalle type, also considered to be
a product of Gepids (Åberg 1919, 116-119; Csallány 1961, 15, 328, 333; Nagy 2002, 369). In eastern
Lithuania, the disappearance of the richly furnished female graves began from the middle of the
4th to the middle of the 5th century, which also happened at that time in the Carpathian Basin (it
remains a question whether the connections of these phenomena can be justified). Also very important is the interpretation of the presence of items (mostly imitations) produced in the area of
the Carpathian Basin in the Lithuanian grave inventory, and the relatively short period of existence
of warrior elites on the Lithuanian territory – till the beginning of the 7th century, which includes a
lifetime of maximum four generations (Bliujienė and Curta 2011, 33, 44, 51-55).
Kurila’s research (2009a) on social status and gender during the mentioned timespan in eastern
Lithuania can be very helpful in the interpretation of the burials of male warriors, which probably
switched positions with the earlier female richly furnished graves (Kurila 2009a, 153-192). On the
basis of grave record, he discussed the social organization of the East Lithuanian population. As a
result, he found that the status of males and females, their importance in the social organization
and social role, and also the changes in all these over the entire period of the culture’s existence,
especially the warrior status, depended most of all on gender and social role. Those graves, in
which poorer inventory was discovered, could probably be associated with individuals without a
full warrior status. The richer furnished male graves could belong to younger males, but this rule
gradually declined during the entire period of the culture’s existence. The burials of young males
from around the 5th century are distinctly richer than those of elderly males and, it must be noted,
the predominant element in the male burial is the weapon, which was a message of importance,
related to identity. The weapons may have been symbols of warfare and the associated powers
of the military, but they also may have corresponded to the self-empowerment of outsiders or
minorities within a majority culture (Kurila 2009a, 153-192; Linduff and Jianhua 2012, 173-187). It is
palpable that the social status changed also with the age, and one’s position in the society gradually declined in the late age of the 30s or the 40s, but it is also noticeable, that this rule somehow
changed after the 5th century, when a gradually increasing dependence of status on gender can
be observed. Most of all, the position of females in the society became lower. Around the 5th cen74

tury, the tradition related to the placement of grave goods changed - younger males were from
then on buried with considerably richer grave goods than elderly males. This phenomenon corresponds with the mentioned changes in the funerary rite and the type of grave inventory, which also
changed during the 5th century. In the standardization of the grave inventory, a special emphasis
was placed on the growth of the significance of the warrior attributes in them. The male status was
connected with the intensity of the community’s military activities and the ideology created by it.
This can suggest a possible intensification in war, possibly a growing threat (Kurila 2009a, 191).
Probably in a similar relation was the situation from the middle of the 5th century, as Kurila claims
the number of symbolic burials in the East Lithuania at that time increased. Those were especially
male graves, in which the warrior status was emphasized. The increase in the number of symbolic
warrior burials in the middle of the 1st millennium should be considered as a consequence of the
frequency and the prevalence of war at that time. According to Kurila (2007, 299-300), it resulted
in a larger number of deaths of warriors, and also changed the ideology as well as the mortuary
treatment of the dead warrior.
Conclusion

Among possible interpretations of the described phenomena, which occurred on the Balt lands in
the period from the middle of the 5th to the 7th century, researchers interested in those issues hint,
for instance, at long distance and interregional contacts (Wielowiejski 2000), contacts within the
Balt territory (Juga-Szymańska 2006), certain kinds of trade or diplomatic exchange, as well as
political alliances and exogamy (Curta 2007, 61-79), and last but not least migrations (Curta 2007,
29-65). The problem is still waiting for the solution. What should be most striking is the nature of
the exchange system and the interactions related to it, also involving the conflict as a factor. The
nature of contacts between the Balt lands and the Carpathian Basin, if such contacts existed, was
most probably very complex. Socio-political changes in these turbulent times in Europe - wars,
invasions of nomadic tribes, especially the Huns, and migrations of many tribes throughout the
whole continent could have had a huge impact on their character.
Previous analyses focus mostly on the existence of a relationship between the discussed issues
and the collapse of the Hun Empire, with its center located in the Carpathian Basin (Tejral 2007;
Bliujienė and Curta 2011, 39-52). Opinions among scholars are still divided. Part of the researchers
interpret the mentioned changes as a consequence of fights that would have occurred within the
Balt territory between individual tribes, as well as a result of conflicts between local elites, but in
such situation it is necessary to answer the question about the presence of foreign elements in this
context, especially of the Middle Danube origin. Was it a trace of the return migration of warriors,
who came back after their service in the so-called Hunnic state, or is it the return migration of the
Heruli and the Gepids (Jakobson 2009, 411-412, 415-419)? Many of the researchers indicate analogies between the Carpathian and the Balt grave inventories (especially the crossbow fibulae of the
Bügelfibel type and the fibulae of the Prague type) underlining at the same time the militant aspect
in the grave assemblages (Bliujienė and Curta 2011, 44-48, fig. 13, 54-57). Another possibility for the
presence of these elements in the Baltic environment is the Amber Trail, running through the Balt
lands or in general trade routes that linked these two areas. Also possible is a gift exchange economy between the inhabitants of the Carpathian Basin and the Balt lands. The character of contacts
remains unsolved, but it should be noted that not only one explanation is possible. It is important
to ask whether the “barrow zone” on the Balt lands, including the Sudovian Culture and the East
Lithuanian Barrow Culture, stayed on the periphery of the discussed contacts, for instance the
trade routes. Today, this territory seems to be an undiscovered space in studies on interregional
contacts in the 5th and 6th centuries Europe.
When examining this issue one should remember its greatest problem, which is the internal cultural diversity of both regions. So far, studies have been conducted on individual regions, including
singular cultures of the Balt lands or individual archaeological sites and one type of inventory. It is interesting how the relations with the South could have connected the entire circle of the Baltic cultures.
Studies on long distance contacts between the Balt lands in the north and the Middle Danube
basin could give a better recognition of the territory inhabited by the Baltic tribes which is still being
explored, and would even help to better recognize the situation of other areas in Europe. The explanation of the socio-political changes on the Balt lands during the discussed period can be solved only
through a careful collection of archaeological, historical, and anthropological data.
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