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A

is contribution focusses on the disputed dating of the Tiryns Treasure as well as on the social practices
into which its main components may have been integrated, the norms and values of the groups of people using
them, and the long-distance contacts of the Tirynthian community both at the time of the hoard s deposition
and the segment of the post-palatial period preceding it. e subphase LH I11C Late is proposed as the most
likely date of deposition of the hoard, and attention is drawn to the hitherto unrecognized presence of amber
beads of both the Tiryns and Allumiere type in the hoard, which con rms a deposition of the Tiryns Trea-
sure not earlier than Final Bronze Age 1 in Northern Italy. It is argued that the use and deposition of the ob-
jects of the hoard were closely related to elite ceremonial practices carried out in nearby Megaron W and its
courtyard. ese practices referred to the palatial period past as much as they contributed to the introduction
of novel objects and ideas. ey also helped fuse long-term local traditions with new material and immateri-
al features obtained through long-distance contacts. e deposition of valuable objects in the hoard as well as
their partial mutilation before deposition ensured their elimination from any future ritual use. It is therefore
concluded that, when Megaron W was abandoned towards the end of LH I11C, the objects that had been used
in and around it in the decades before may have been buried in some kind of closure-ritual.
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Il contributo t focalizzato sulla dibattuta cronologia del ‘“Tesoro di Tirinto, sulle pratiche sociali nelle quali
trova applicazione e integrazione la maggior parte dei materiali che compongono il deposito, sulle norme e sui
valori dei gruppi di individui che usavano tali materiali, e in ne sui rapporti a lunga distanza intrattenuti dalla
comunit insediata a Tirinto sia al tempo della deposizione del ripostiglio sia nel periodo post-palaziale imme-
diatamente precedente. La sottofase del TE 111C tardo £ proposta come data pig plausibile di deposizione del ri-
postiglio, mentre viene richiamata | attenzione sulla presenza, ad oggi non riconosciuta, di vaghi d ambra tanto
del tipo Tirinto quanto del tipo Allumiere , circostanza che conferma che la deposizione del Tesoro di Tirin-
to non avvenne prima del Bronzo Finale 1 in Italia settentrionale. Si sostiene inoltre che | uso e la deposizione
degli oggetti del ripostiglio furono strettamente legati alle pratiche cerimoniali elitarie svolte nel vicino Mega-
ron W e nel cortile dello stesso edi cio. ueste pratiche avevano come riferimento il passato palaziale e nel con-
tempo favorirono | introduzione di nuovi oggetti e nuove idee. Esse contribuirono anche a integrare tradizioni
locali di lungo termine con nuove caratteristiche materiali e immateriali derivate dai contatti a lunga distanza.
La deposizione di oggetti di valore nel ripostiglio e la loro mutilazione preventiva ne assicuravano | esclusione
da ogni futuro uso rituale. Si conclude pertanto proponendo che, quando il Megaron W venne abbandonato
verso la ne del TE IHIC, gli oggetti che erano stati usati nei decenni precedenti all interno e nell immediato
circondario dell edi cio sarebbero stati interrati in una sorta di rito di chiusura.
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e Tiryns Treasure asasource for understanding post-palatial long-distance contacts and ceremonial practices

1. Introduction

As is well-known, hoards of metal objects were a
common phenomenon in the nal third of the 2"
millennium BC in various regions of Central Europe,
including the Carpathian Basin.* In Greece, by con-
trast, hoards of this kind seem to have been far less
frequent in the Late Bronze Age.2 However, it is not
solely in the number of hoards that Greece deviates
from Central Europe. Another di erence is re ect-
ed in the sites of depositions. Whereas in Central
Europe hoards were deposited primarily outside
of settlements and in various landscapes,® in the
Mycenaean palatial polities of Eastern Central and
Southern Greece, at least, they are usually encoun-
tered within the boundaries of inhabited areas and,
above all, in political centers* e majority of these
Late Helladic hoards date to the late palatial and
post-palatial period (Late Helladic [LH] 111B 11IC)®
and can be distinguished by their pattern of deposi-
tion; in nearly all cases, the hoards are constituted of
acombination of bronze tools and occasionally weap-
ons.® Among Late Bronze Age hoards from Greece,
the Tiryns Treasure stands out’ because it does not
conform to this prevailing pattern, but instead con-
sists of gold, amber, ivory, and iron objects as well as
bronze vessels of various form and function, but only

1 For asynoptic analysis of such Central European Late
Bronze Age hoards see H 1994. | would like to thank
Elisabetta Borgna for inviting me to contribute to the on-
line-seminar Nature and function of Bronze deposition between
Europe and the Mediterranean: Hoards of the Late Bronze Age.

e article has bene tted from the help and information of
Paolo Bellintani, Reinhard Jung, Katerina Kostanti and an un-
known reviewer, for which I would like to thank them. Many
thanks go to the German Archaeological Institute Athens for
allowing me to reproduce the images used for Figures 2 4, and
to Eleni Tzimi for her help in ordering the images. | am grateful
to Maria Kostoula for the preparation and remastering of the
images used in the gures of the article. Special thanks go to
Irina Oryshkevich for the careful language-editing of the text.

Z H 2000, p. 365; B 2018, p. 518.

8 Cf.S 1995; B 2010; H ,
N Vv (eds.) 2012.

¢ K 2013, p. 63; B 2018, pp.
526-527.

> K 2013, pp. 53-65.

&S 1972; B 1995; K
2013;B 2018.

" B 1995, pp. 17-18 with footnote 27.
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a few bronze tools and weapons.2 Both this unusual
and seemingly heterogeneous assortment of objects
and the fact that some are much earlier than others
led Georg Karo to interpret this particular hoard as
a motley assemblage of loot buried by tomb robbers.
I have already dealt extensively with various aspects
of the Tiryns Treasure in several articles, where I have
discussed the history of its discovery, the reconstruc-
tion of its arrangement, the principal categories of its
contents, and the manifold interrelations both be-
tween certain groups of objects and between objects
and images within the hoard.”* I have rejected the of-
ten repeated claim that the hoard amounts to the loot
of tomb robbers and have proposed instead that it was
ameaningful deposition of ceremonial signi cance for
most of the objects involved. To avoid unnecessary
repetition, I will limit myself here to brief summaries
of my main conclusions on the aforementioned issues.
e focus of this contribution will fall on the disput-
ed dating of the hoard as well as what the hoard can
tell us about the social practices into which its main
components may have been integrated, the norms and
values of the groups of people who used them, and the
long-distance contacts of the Tirynthian community
both at the time of the hoard s deposition and the seg-
ment of the post-palatial period preceding it.
e Tiryns Treasure was discovered by chance
in the southeastern Lower Town of Tiryns ( g. 1)
several days before Christmas of 1915 by workers,
who were thereupon instructed by their foreman
to stop working.* Alexandros Philadelphevs, the
ephor of antiquities, and his sta had already le for
the holidays, and the only archaeologist in the re-
gion was Apostolos Arvanitopoulos, the head of the
essalian antiquity service, who, at the time, hap-

8 e Stamatakis Mycenae Hoard is another nd com-
plex deviating, due to its high number of precious metal objects,
from the regular kind of hoards from Late Bronze Age Greece:
K 2015; K -S 2021.

° K 1930, pp. 138-139.  ishypothesis, rstvoiced by
Karoin 1915 ina letter to the Central Directorate of the German
Archaeological Institute, was also accepted by Philadelphevs
(1916, p. 21) and remained highly in uential, as can be seen, for
instance, by the designation ‘grave robbers hoard’ usedbyB

S VA 1968. For a critical assessment of this hy-
pothesis see M 2006, p. 129 with footnote 9.
M 2006; M 2012; M 2013.

11 For the history of the discovery see A
1915, pp. 206-207.
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F 1
Tiryns. Plan of the Southeastern Lower Town with ndspot of the “Tiryns Treasure’ and the adjacent complex of Megaron

W and House O (Plan: Andreas Rieger and Werner B ser, with additions by Maria Kostoula, based on a template by
Joseph Maran).
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pened to be stationed as a reserve 0>cer of the Greek
army in the Argolid. A er the nomarchy noti ed
Arvanitopoulos of the discovery, he went to Tiryns
and oversaw the hoards excavation and recovery.
Unfortunately, he received no recognition for his
decisive role in retrieving and analyzing the Tiryns
Treasure. Indeed, upon returning from the holi-
days, Philadelphevs refused to present the ndsina
joint publication with Arvanitopoulos'? and reserved
the right to publish them for himself. As a result of
a lack of access to the nds and their photographic
documentation, Arvanitopoulos was unable to in-
clude any illustrations in his comprehensive article of
1915, which explains why it was virtually ignored by
later research. Instead, the article on the hoard pub-
lished by Philadelphevs in 1916 together with pho-
tographs of some of its objects is usually cited as the
rst presentation of the hoard, while Georg Karo s
article of 1930 is deemed the authoritative and nal
publication on the subject!® even though both articles
are full of errors regarding the context of the hoard s
discovery since their authors lacked rst-hand knowl-
edge of the nd circumstances of the hoard. What is
more, Karo failed to cite Arvanitopoulos ideas about
the interpretation of the hoard ~ that signi cantly
di ered from hisown ™ aswell as the valuable infor-
mation provided by the latter on the measurements
of the hoards pit and the arrangement of objects
within the pit and the cauldron. s is particularly
striking since the two scholars knew each other well
as re ected by the fact that Arvanitopoulos immedi-
ately noti ed Karo of the hoard s discovery and wait-
ed for him to arrive so that both could jointly inves-
tigate the retrieved cauldron, which was still sitting
half- lled with earth inside the building of the no-
marchy in Nafplion.t
In his article, Arvanitopoulos rejected the theory
that the hoard was the loot of tomb robbers and sug-
gested instead that it may have been the keimelia of
some ruler who had hid itat a time of imminent danger

oA 1915, p. 206.

B A 1915.

wop 1916.

5 K 1930.

¥ Cf.S 1972, p. 177.

7oA 1915, p. 206; K 1930, p. 119.
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andwasunabletoretrieveita erwards.® einforma-
tion o ered by Arvanitopoulos also indicates that the
pit in which the cauldron and other hoard constitu-
ents were deposited must have been dug from a much
higher topographical level than the walls into which
the pit was cut.”® In other words, Arvanitopoulos de-
scription makes clear that these walls signi cantly an-
tedate the hoard s deposition.?? Yet when Karo un-
dertook in 1916 an excavation to investigate the area
in the immediate vicinity of the hoards ndspot, he
attributed the exposed walls to a Schatzhaus ( House
of the Treasure ) and concluded that the hoard must
have been hidden in the ruins of that building.? e
term Schatzhaus was picked up by the later literature
despite its incorrectness, as is borne out by the facts
that the way the pit was dug shows that it was unre-
lated to the earlier architectural remains and that
the chronological range of pottery in Karos excava-
tion does not include pottery later than LH 111B.22
Arvanitopoulos observations enabled me to under-
take the rst reconstruction of the hoard and propose
that the bronze cauldron had been covered by a bronze
tripod cauldron turned upside down probably to let
the legs project beyond the surface so that they could
be used as some sort of sema.? It also occurred to me
that the Tiryns Treasure is notamotley mixture of ar-
bitrarily hoarded valuables, as Philadelphevs and Karo
claimed, but a deliberately structured and meaningful
deposition of objects that fall into two main catego-
ries2* e rstencompasses gold and amber items, all
placed inside the cauldron, including insignia of pow-
er and ceremonial objects; the second consists of feast-
ing equipment, found mostly in, but also outside the
cauldron, and encompassing bronze vessels of di erent
kindsand sizesaswell astwo redogs, and possibly two
bent cutting implements, one iron and one bronze.
Karo referred to the fragmented iron implement as a
Hackmesser (cleaver)? despite admitting that cleavers

18

1915, pp. 219-222.
2006, p. 140.
1980, p. 58.
1930, p. 120.
2006, p. 140 with footnote 29.
2006, p. 133, ¢.8.1.
2012, pp. 122-123.
1930, p. 135.
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of the Mycenaean period look di erent and that, un-
like other cleavers, the one here seems to have had a
cutting edge along its concave inner side. Karo must
have assumed that it was a cleaver due to its massive
blade, a feature atypical of regular cutting implements.

e object s morphology, however, suggests that the
iron blade functioned as a sickle or a knife. e same
applies to the second bronze bent cutting implement
found in the hoard. Only a few of the hoard s objects
~ all placed outside the cauldron — seem not to t
the two aforementioned categories. Among these are
two damaged ange-hilted swords?® one of them
un nished, as well as a brick-shaped bronze ingot.”
In addition, some of the ceremonial feasting equip-
ment appears to have been intentionally damaged or
deposited in an incomplete state so that it could not
be reused. e lower portion of one leg of a Cypriote
tripod must have been amputated by a blow, while
the two redogs are missing both their legs and a set
of bronze spits.® Another peculiarity of the Tiryns
Treasure lies in the fact that of all foreign connec-
tions inferable from its contents, the ones to Italy and
Cyprus are by far the strongest.

2. econtroversy surrounding the
dating of the Tiryns Treasure

Karo was the rst to propose a post-Mycenaean
date for the hoard in what he called Submycenaean
times,® based, above all, on his assessment of the sin-
gle iron object, which he saw as su>cient proof for
dating all the items to the Iron Age. He also realized
“ correctly 7 that the ceremonial feasting equip-
ment in the hoard recalled that of the Geometric and
Archaic periods,® which led him to date the bronze
vessels to the transition to the Geometric period.®
What is important to bear in mind, however, is that

% Bettelli (2015, pp. 138-139) and Van den Berg
(2018, p. 100) have suggested that the swords may allude to
awarrior identity.

7 K 1930, p. 133 (no. 6227).
B M 2012, pp. 124-125.
® K 1930, p. 138.
% K 1930, p. 136; see also M 2012, p. 122;
E 2015.
%K 1930, p. 135.
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at the time Karo o ered his chronological assess-
ment, the existence of a post-palatial Mycenaean pe-
riod (LH I11C) was as unknown as was Tiryns spe-
cial signi cance precisely in that period. Karo set the
end of the Mycenaean period, which he equated with
the one of the palaces, to the twel h century BC, and
believed that it had been immediately followed by a
short, transitional Submycenaean phase, which, in
turn, had been superseded by the Geometric period
in around 1100 BC.®2 Consequently, his chronol-
ogy needs to be quali ed since his understanding of
Submycenaean isasdi erent from the way the term
is used today as is his entire view of the end of the
Mycenaean period and the transition to the Iron Age.

Based on what we now know, we can identify a
small number of the hoard s objects that were either
manufactured during the palatial period or even
earlier. Worth mentioning in this respect are the
two golden signet rings, most likely insignia of the
palatial period and possibly already manufactured
in Early Mycenaean times, some gold tubular beads
with granulation whose production may fall within
a similar chronological range® and a Near Eastern
hematite cylinder seal.** All the same, the hoard
cannot have been deposited before LH 111C* since
most of its objects are attributable to this phase.*®
We know today that even the iron sickle or knife®’
would not contradict a LH 111C date since the rst
iron tools with a single cutting edge started to cir-
culate in the eastern Mediterranean,® especially
in Cyprus, a particularly innovative region when
it came to iron metallurgy, in the twel h and ear-
ly eleventh century BC.* Conversely, iron weap-
ons, such as swords, daggers and spearheads, which
began appearing at the transition between the

2 K 1934, pp. 46-47.

® K 1930, pp. 125-126 (no. 6213); K
S 2021, p. 54.

# K 1930, p. 126 (no. 6214); V B
2018, p. 100.

% Pace M 2017, p. 90, who seems to suggest a
chronological assignment of the hoard to the palatial period.

%S 1972, pp. 177-190; M 1980,
pp. 56-58.

7 K 1930, pp. 135-136 (no. 6228a).

® M 1980, p. 57; S 1994, pp. 69-71;
L 2002, pp. 101-103.

®S 1982;E -S 2019, pp. 566-567.
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Submycenaean and the Protogeometric period® are
not included in the Tiryns Treasure . For all these
reasons | date the deposition of the hoard to LH
I11C* and reject Karo s arguments for a later one.
Reinhard Jung recently presented new argu-
ments in support of a Submycenaean date for
the Tiryns Treasure .*> His understanding of
Submycenaean di ers signi cantly from Karos
in that he regards it as a chronological horizon ex-
tending from the end of LH I1IC Late to the be-
ginning of the Protogeometric period. To prove
that the hoard dates to Submycenaean times, Jung
points to two groups of gold objects — small spi-
rals made out of gold wire with their ends bent into
loops ( g.2,3-4; 6-8)* and small barrel-shaped gold
beads* ~ that suggest to him a post-LH 111C date
for the hoard s deposition. For both types of objects,
Jung cites parallels from the Submycenaean graves
of the Kerameikos at Athens that are indeed closely
comparable, but nevertheless cannot serve as a ba-
sis for establishing a terminus ante quem non for the
Tiryns Treasure due to the following reasons.
First, as Ruppenstein points out,* it is by no
means certain that the entire Submycenaean hori-
zon at the Kerameikos post-dates the subphase LH
I11C Late that is represented, for instance, at the
chamber tomb necropolis of Perati in southern
Attica. It is precisely because the Submycenaean
phase is so well represented in Athens and usually
extremely di>cult to identify in funerary and espe-
cially settlement contexts elsewhere that the stylis-
tic peculiarities of the Submycenaean pottery style
may have emerged in Athens* and overlap to a cer-

0K -D 1993,
R 2007, pp. 202-204.

# For such a chronological attribution see already
M 1980, pp. 56-58.

2 2020; see also P 2006, pp. 543-
544, who has proposed to date the Tiryns Treasure immedi-
atelya er the end of the Mycenaean period.

® Cf. K 1930, p. 128 (no. 6220); J 2020, pp.
178-180, g. 6. For the dating of such spirals see also E
J 2005, pp. 488-489; E 2015, p. 119 with footnote

pp. 105-126;

127,V B 2018, p.101; K -S
2021, pp. 54-55.
“ K 1930, p. 125 (no. 6212d); J 2020, p. 178
with footnote 19.
% R 2007, pp. 240-242.
% R 2007, pp. 199-200, 269.
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tain degree with what is called LH I11C Late in oth-
er parts of Attica and mainland Greece.*” Second,
in Greece all other small gold spirals with looped
ends, excluding those in the Tiryns Treasure, in-
deed date to the Submycenaean phase. However, in
Eastern Central Europe, as Jung rightly notes,* sim-
ilar gold spirals were already in circulation during
the advanced Tumulus Burial period (Reinecke
Bronze Age [Bz] C), and continued to be produced
into the Late Bronze Age (Reinecke Bz D) and the
early Urn eld period (Reinecke Hallstatt [Ha] Al
and A2), a span extending from the fourteenth to
the eleventh century.”® Since the technique that
was used to produce the two wheels ( gs. 3, 1-2; 4,
1-2)% of woven and wound gold wire of the Tiryns
Treasure thattooend in loops has its sole parallel in
goldwork of the early Urn eld period in Bohemia,*
the simple small gold spirals in the treasure may be
directly related to the Eastern Central European
examples and date considerably earlier than oth-
er such gold spirals found in Greece. ird, in the
case of the small barrel-shaped gold beads, the prob-
lem, in my opinion, is that it is extremely di>cult
to determine the time span within which they were
produced for the simple reason that in publications,
gold beads are usually photographed not in side
view, but from above 7 that is, with a focus on the
hole — making it di>cult to determine their mor-
phological traits and to decide whether beads of the
aforementioned type were already present in LH
I11C contexts. Since the Submycenaean period is
not known to be particularly innovative with regard
to gold and other metal objects, I nd it likely that
both kinds of gold jewelry at the Kerameikos were
either holdovers from LH 111C or modelled on ear-
lier such prototypes.

47 R

1978, L 2009; P )
D .M 2011.
%] 2020, p. 178; see also E =, J 2005, pp.
488-489.
© o A . (eds) 1997, pls. 5/ 103, 21/

618-619, 27/ 444-445, 28/ 468-469, 472-474; 29/ 470-
471,478-482, 484-485.

% K 1930, p. 127 (nos. 6217a-h).
siM 1960, pp. 151-157; B 1985,
p. 172; P 1993; L A . (eds) 1997, pls.

23/ 404.420-421, 24/ 422-424, 25/ 429-431,
442-443.

432,
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F 2

Tiryns, southeastern Lower Town. Spare amber beads (1), one possibly of the ‘Allumiere type’ enlarged (bronze spokes

modern), decorated double-conical core of wood (2), gold spirals with looped ends of di erent sizes (3-4, 6-8) decora-

ted cones of gold foil (5), and small ring of thick gold wire (9) from the “Tiryns Treasure’ (Photograph [before 1930]:

German Archaeological Institute Athens [D-DAI-ATH-NM 3498; Hermann Wagner], digitally remastered and modi-
ed by Maria Kostoula).
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F 3

Tiryns, southeastern Lower Town. Gold wheels with amber beads (1-2), one of the ‘Allumiere type’ enlarged, and spare
gold wire (3-4) from the ‘Tiryns Treasure’ (Photograph [before 1930]: German Archaeological Institute Athens [D-DAI-
ATH-Tiryns-0670], digitally remastered and modi ed by Maria Kostoula).

3. Late Helladic HIC Tiryns and
Northeastern Italy before and during
the Flourishing of Frattesina

Although | am inclined to date the deposition of
the Tiryns Treasure within LH 111C, Jung s com-
parisons do contribute signi cantly to the ne-dat-
ing of the hoard as they indicate that it could not
have been deposited before the second half of LH

West & East
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I11C (subphases LH 111C Advanced and I11C Late)
and the Final Bronze Age in Italy. Of decisive im-
portance here is his identi cation of the larger of
the hoard s two ange-hilted swords® as a North
Italian product of the Allerona type® with mor-

2 K 1930, p. 135 (no. 6228).
SN 2020, pp. 180-181; M b
P 2020, 190-193. For such Aegean Naue-swords of

Group I1C with pommel tang that correspond to the Allerona
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