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Abstract  

Trade has always been an important indicator of contact between civilisations. By examining 

the Mycenaean pottery found at the sites of Amarna, Enkomi and Ugarit it is possible to 

conclude that there is strong evidence that an extensive trade network existed in the Aegean 

and Eastern Mediterranean in the Late Bronze Age. Particular focus on Mycenaean pottery 

allows this because the pottery has been found at all of the sites examined and in 

contemporary shipwrecks. The evidence suggests that Cyprus was a key staging post in the 

trade of Mycenaean pottery, initially as an intermediary, but later as a source of copies 

 

However there is a debate amongst scholars as to the role of the pottery as the evidence is 

not clear if it was traded as a container for goods such as perfumes and olive oil, or as an 

object in its own right. Further, evidence suggests that its use varied, although much of the 

pottery was found in funerary context, some was found in domestic context, but even here it 

is not clear if this pottery was imported for the purpose or was re-used following looting of 

earlier tombs.   
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Introduction 

 

This dissertation will examine Mycenaean pottery and its trade in the East 

Mediterranean and evidence will be drawn from an examination of pottery found in 

the ancient sites of Ugarit in the Levant, Enkomi on the island of Cyprus, and Tell el 

Amarna (Amarna) in Egypt. 

Ugarit can be considered the gateway to the Middle East as it was a major port; 

Enkomi was a key trading point as the island traded with multiple East 

Mediterranean civilizations, and the surrounding areas and the site are also 

considered the capital of Cyprus by some scholars;1 and Amarna has a short period 

of occupation, in Mycenean terms within LH IIIA2 and during the reign of 

Akhenaten, useful as it allows for close dating of the same types of pottery found in 

this period. (Appendix 1) 

The location of the sites is also important because the pottery would have had to 

travel vast distances from the central site of the Mycenaean civilisation to arrive at 

each of these final destinations. 

Trading networks between the sites will be considered, in order to ascertain whether 

the travel of Mycenaean pottery overseas was as a result of direct trading practices of 

the Mycenaeans, or whether exchange was indirect and the pottery travelled via 

other trading networks. There will also be an examination of imports and exports 

between Enkomi, Ugarit and Amarna, an important factor in the continuation of 

trade between these individual civilisations. Both contemporary textual and 

archaeological evidence shows close trading practices between the three 

civilisations, for example Cyprus, which contained vast copper reserves, had 

significant interaction with multiple civilisations including Egypt, who would often 

import copper and in return would export timber back to Cyprus. This exchange is 

referred to multiple times in the Amarna letters2.There is also textual evidence at 

Ugarit from the Linear B texts which provide significant information on  

Mycenaeans imports, particularly the perfumed oils and pots. Due to the lack of 

                                                           
1 Knapp 2013 437 
2 Moran 1992 107 
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information regarding who was responsible for theses imported luxuries, and the 

merchants who traded them on, there has been an assumption that the trade was state 

controlled.3  

This exchange of goods by sea can also provide an explanation as to how Mycenaean 

pottery was able to travel such vast distances, the shipwrecks of both Ulu Blrun and 

Cape Gelidonya,4Contain Mycenaean pottery, providing valuable insight into the 

practical aspects of how Mycenaean were transported, which is a part of trade which 

often gets ignored. 

Evidence from this research shows that Mediterranean civilisations were aware of 

each other, often formed political and economic ties, and occasionally waged war. It 

is possible to recognise trade exchanges, however it is difficult to clearly identify 

Mycenaean trade as the balance of evidence is disproportionate, and Mycenaeans 

appear infrequently within the Ugaritic or Egyptian records.5 The Mycenaeans 

records themselves are also unreliable due to their inconsistency. In addition, 

comparisons of Mycenaean pottery assemblages between Ugarit and the Aegean 

suggest two different pictures, as the high quantity of pottery displayed in Ugarit 

does not correlate with that found in the Aegean palaces. This could therefore 

suggest that the ceramics produced in the Aegean were made for a target audience in 

Ugarit.6 This distortion of balanced exchange can also be seen in the exchange of 

near eastern artefacts. In the Aegean there is little evidence of these products, and 

this could suggest a worldwide export trading system of products that could have 

been traded on, before ever reaching the Aegean. 7 

 

                                                           
3 Aspiots 12  
4 Aspiots 11 
5 Aspiots 12 
6 Aspiots 4 
7 Aspiots 12  
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Methodology  

Itinerary and biography of object 
 

Biographies of objects is an approach which originates with Kopytoff in 1986.8 

Kopytoff argues that objects should be examined as a whole (which includes 

production, exchange and consumption) rather than the point of time they were 

placed into the archaeological record.9 Furthered by Tringham’s theory on the 

change of meaning throughout the objects ‘life’10 the significance in meaning behind 

Mycenaean pottery can be examined. Hoskins approaches object biography slightly 

differently, in looking at how people use objects to create meaning or identify in 

their lives.11 The relevance of a biography of object approach for this dissertation is 

that although transactions and exchange are reliant on human agency, the only 

evidence available of it is what is there at face value in the archaeological record. 

Therefore, in examining the relationships that humans had with the pottery it is 

possible to consider relationships that people would have had with the objects, and 

thereby tease out information about what a civilisation’s cultural, religious and 

economic context may have been. 

According to Joyce and Gillespie, object biography relies upon the ideas of life and 

death that humans use to label the history of objects. This ideology has some 

shortcomings, due to objects not experiencing the same biographical states as 

humans. The approach also suggests that the objects would ‘die’ once they had lost 

contact with their original social context, which is not the case - some objects 

become heirlooms and continue their use beyond a single social context.  

Hence it may be more appropriate to include an object itinerary approach, because 

objects will enter multiple new contexts. It is possible to argue that once the object is 

entered into a ‘resting place’ they are in long periods of stasis, rather than ‘dead.’ 

The object itinerary approach, unlike object biography, can assume that the pottery is 

constantly moving.12 This often directs scholars to space, and during the 20th century 

                                                           
8 Gosden and Marshell 1999 170 
9 Gosden and Marshell 1999 170 
10 Gosden and Marshell 1999 170 
11 Gosden and Marshell 1999 174 
12 Joyce and Gillespie  2015 11 
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AD space was often associated to a ‘real existence’, shown by the feature of 

networks and pathways. This then developed into the idea that itinerary is the unique 

route of the journey that an object could take through space13. 

Objects such as pottery are often placed into collections or museum displays after 

excavations. When this happens the objects are often given a new identity and 

meaning. If an itinerary approach is applied the pottery can resist the imposition that 

would be placed on to it, meaning that we could also connect objects with 

scholarship forms such as translation and reconstruction.14 

Applying focus on the functional value characteristic of Mycenaean pottery can 

obscure other aspects to the pottery. This is easily done as value is an 

interchangeable concept, and therefore value can be both economic or personal to an 

individual. An example of this idea can be shown by an object being considered an 

everyday object at one point in its life and then becoming a piece of art at another 

point. 15 In addition, objects are not objective, they have value based on the 

perception of individuals, and this can cause issues when looking at objects and 

trying to work out their context. 16 

The accepted function of objects such as Mycenaean pottery must be questioned as  

in the East Mediterranean they become foreign objects and therefore have moved 

from their original context into a new one.17 This is different within the multiple 

societies I am focussing on as one form of object is used differently in different 

locations, for example the pottery carrying the perfumed oils in them have a funerary 

function in Cyprus18 and have been found in tombs whereas in Ugarit they seem to 

being used in a ritualistic context and are absent from the tombs.19 When applying 

this approach to Mycenaean pottery it is possible to suggest that the pottery develops 

a function at a symbolic level, which could explain the reasoning why the 

distribution of Mycenaean pottery changed throughout the late Bronze Age. It also 

explains the sudden influx of Mycenaean pottery into Egypt during the reign of 

                                                           
13 Joyce and Gillespie 2015 13 
14 Joyce and Gillespie 2015 12 
15 Aspiots 9  
16 Aspiots 8 
17 Aspiots 9 
18 Steel 2004 77 
19 Aspiots 6 
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Amenhotep III, as beforehand Mycenaean pottery was rare in Egypt. 20 This dual 

perspective can be used to argue that objects can be used to build up social 

relationships, identities or personal histories.21 

Also, function never reaches an end point. The object is always changing function, 

meaning individuals will react differently to the object. This is mostly due to the 

symbolic meaning which would be different between the person who created and the 

person who purchased it.22 For example, for the society (eg. Ugarit) that purchased 

the pottery, the purchase could indicate the power of the individual, as they would 

own on object which would socially be considered foreign and exotic. 

Biography of object theory can therefore be used alongside theories of gift exchange 

and what defines a ‘Gift’.23 According to Gosden and Marshell there is an issue with 

the labelling of certain types of objects, such as pottery, and a tension between what 

defines a commodity and what defines a gift. Commodities are supposed to be 

transacted without attachment between the recipient and the giver, whereas a gift 

creates a relationship between those involved in the exchange. 24However, when 

looking in the ancient records it is often difficult to apply the distinctions between 

these kinds of exchanges.  

Gift exchange  

 

The best evidence of gift exchange in the East Mediterranean is found in the Amarna 

letters in the archives at Amarna which have thorough and continuous records of the 

exchanges between the civilisations of Alashiya, Ugarit and Egypt.  Gift exchange 

may have been the preferred form of transaction25 which has been likened to the 

practise of potlatch put forward by Mauss, who argues that this form of exchange of 

gifts form the foundations of economic bonds.26 The exchange usually involved 

objects of high-status and the main purpose of this was for civilisations to form 

stronger ties to other states. The letters are written in a way which suggests a close 

                                                           
20 Kelder 2010 125 
21 Aspiots 10 
22 Aspiots 9 
23 Gosden and Marshell 1999 174 
24 Gosden and Marshell 1999 174 
25 Steel 2013 95 
26 Mauss 2003 6 
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correspondence between the leaders of the powers. Greetings contain terms such as 

‘my brother’ and suggest assumed familiar ties. 27 

There is, however, a problem with identifying gift exchange within the 

archaeological record which is that it can only be truly understood if there is 

accompanying text with the artefacts. Because this is unusual, it is risky to claim that 

all exotic goods were part of a gift exchange, as these objects are possibly simply 

limited, and rare. 28 

  

                                                           
27 Moran 1992 107 
28 Steel 2013 95 



13 

 Chapter 1: Background of the Mycenaean Civilisation  
 

The Mycenaean civilisation rose to power in the 15th Century BC and continued on 

until the 13th century BC.29 The civilisation originated in the Peloponnese in Southern 

Greece,30 in particular in the Argolid plain and at the site of Mycenae. 31 The 

Mycenaeans then spread their control across the sea to the islands of Crete and the 

Cyclades. Their most notable occupation of these islands is of the island of Crete, as 

it contained the pre-existing Minoan civilisation. 32 There is evidence to show that 

the Mycenaeans greatly influenced the Minoans,33 as can be seen in evidence such as 

similar symbols used in worship and cult practices.34  

The Mycenaean civilisation was considered lost and nearly forgotten as knowledge 

about the civilisation was lost throughout history. The key surviving information 

about the Mycenaeans, before its rediscovery, was in references to the site of 

Mycenae in Homer’s Iliad, in which Homer refers to it as ‘Agamemnon’s capital’ 

within the catalogue of ships. 35 It is also debatable on whether Homer actually 

referred to them as Mycenaeans. Scholars such as Taylour argue that Homer referred 

to the Mycenaeans as Achaeans.36 Further evidence to show that the Mycenaeans 

were not known by the name that modern scholars have coined for the civilisation 

can be shown in the Egyptian archives were the Mycenaean civilisation is referred as 

“tanaja” or “timay”.37  

After Homer, other ancient scholars from the 5th century BC refer to the site of 

Mycenae, including Euripides who refers to Mycenae in his tour of the Peloponnese 

in a way that suggests that he was not impressed.  38 However other writers of the 

period are captivated with the site in a way that implies that they accepted that this 

was the site of the great heroes. 39 There is then little reference to the Mycenae until 

the 15th century AD, when people start to explore the ruins of the site, and then again 

                                                           
29 Ancient encyclopaedia: Mycenaean Civilization 
30Ancient encyclopaedia: Mycenaean Civilization 
31 Ancient encyclopaedia: Mycenae  
32 Ancient encyclopaedia: Mycenaean Civilization  
33 Ancient encyclopaedia: Mycenaean Civilization 
34 Schofield 2007 144 
35 Haywood 2005 100 
36 Taylour 1983 9  
37 Kozoloff 2012 112 
38 Schofield 2007 12 
39 Schofield 2007 12  
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in 1876 Schliemann was excavating the shaft graves within Grave Circles.40 The 

discovery of the Grave Circles, in particular Grave Circle A, is what scholars and the 

public alike remember and know of the site. This is due to the considerable amount 

of artefacts found in the graves, all of which were made of precious materials such as 

gold or amber.41 The most infamous object from the site is the Death Mask of 

Agamemnon. This funerary mask, whilst  not unique to the site as a group funerary 

masks were found within the male burials in Grave Circle A, is however different in 

appearance to the others found at the site, and this therefore makes its authenticity a 

popular topic amongst scholars.42 

The Mycenaeans are very distinctive in their use of imagery, they would often use 

images of war as part of their identity as seen on a warrior vase found at Mycenae,43 

this can be shown through their burial practices, and often male burials would 

contain objects such as swords and spears.44 This ideology can also be reflected in 

their pottery, such as the pictorial vase pottery which has been found at places like 

Ugarit.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Not much is known about Mycenaean trade as much of the products have been lost 

or were not recorded. From what we do know, the Mycenaeans traded predominantly 

in pottery, which comes in many different forms and styles. With pottery as a focus 

                                                           
40 Schofield 2007 14  
41 Schofield 2007 40 
42 Dickinson 2005 299-308 
43 Schofield 2007 120 
44 Schofield 2007 41 

Figure 2: Mycenaean stirrup Jars after Schofield. 
2007, ill.58 
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it is possible to identify strong trading links through the assemblages found within 

the sites of Enkomi, Ugarit and Amarna. 
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Chapter 2: Trading  
The Mycenaeans were strong traders. Shipwrecks found off the coast of Turkey in 

the Eastern Mediterranean contained objects from locations such as Cyprus, Libya, 

Egypt, Anatolia, Sicily and Mycenae. 45 46 This will be discussed later in this 

chapter. The amount and geographical spread of Mycenaean pottery that has been 

found across the Mediterranean, from Sicily to the West to Mesopotamia in the 

central Middle East, is vast.  Multiple finds of Mycenaean ceramics, often merely 

shards, have been discovered across a geographical range of approximately 2,500 km 

(see Figure1). 

 

However, at the heart of the debate surrounding Mycenaean trade is the question of 

whether or not the trading was direct or indirect: whether individual traders sold 

directly to residents in Egypt, Levant, and Cyprus, traders sold amongst themselves, 

or to sailors who eventually transported Mycenaean products far from their origins. 

The notion of indirect and direct trade is significant in considerations of 

Mycenaeans’ skill as seafarers47 and when looking at archaeological evidence it is 

clear to see that there was Mycenaean trading happening in the East Mediterranean 

in the late Bronze Age.48  

Tartaron is critical of Cline’s belief that the Mycenaeans were able to travel long 

distances. He argues it would have been possible for the Mycenaeans to travel west 

as far as Scilly or Italy but they would not had the maritime capability or technology 

to get to beyond the Aegean and the south of Turkey as seen in the large amounts of 

shipwrecks found in the region. Cyprus and the East Mediterranean were therefore 

beyond the Mycenaean technological reach. Tartaron claims that an overlap of 

maritime networks with East Mediterranean traders who had knowledge of the 

techniques and equipment, allowed for Mycenaean products to be traded over these 

vast distances.49  

                                                           
45 Haywood 2005 100 
46 Schofield 2007 114 
47 Tartaron 2013 27  
48 Tartaron 2013 27 
49 Tartaron 2013 30 
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Indirect trade  

One of the key elements of maritime trade in the East Mediterranean focussed on by 

scholars such as Steel is the large-scale movement of pottery. Pottery is clearly 

identifiable within the archaeological record, also if the pottery is not native to the 

site where it is found then it can become evidence for trade. (See appendix 2 for 

more detail on pottery forms).Mycenaean pottery is distinct in style and finish from 

most other locally pottery, 50 and hence is appropriate to use as evidence for trade  

The theory of sailor trade holds some weight because while there are records of 

mercantile or state-sponsored trading, evidence of sailor trade is often absent from 

the records.51 The archaeological record only holds information about Mycenaean 

pottery’s origin and its final location, but there may have been other forms of 

unrecorded trade happening while the documented trade was occurring. 

Retrospective conclusions about sailor trade can be drawn from the later records of 

the 4th Century BC in Barudel’s examination of the phenomenon known as 

‘tramping’ on ships navigating the Mediterranean . Sailors would buy objects that 

would take their interest in one port and would then sell it on at another, thus 

spreading the commodities indirectly outside of the official trading records. 52 This 

can be reflected in the evidence found in shipwrecks in the Mediterranean Sea. 

The products of indirect trade can be identified under the term bulk commodity; 

pottery which is found in the wider context of use within the general community. 

The lack of pottery deemed as Mycenaean ‘high status pottery’ found within the 

general population suggests that it may niot have been available through indirect 

trade, and it is this type of pottery which would have appeared in the mercantile or 

state-sponsored trading records53. 

Mercantile or state sponsored trade is useful for archaeologists because of this 

documentation, which shows that it happened along the official trading routes across 

both land and sea.54 These pre-existing networks can also be shown in the record.  

Most East Mediterranean coastal cities have some form of Mycenaean pottery within 

                                                           
50 Steel 2013 128  
51 Steel 2013 128 
52 Steel 2013 138 
53 Steel 2013 138 
54 Steel 2013 130 
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their assemblages, the amount may differ but it provides some evidence.55 In 

addition the presence of some Mycenaean pottery in Anatolia also suggests that 

Mycenaean pottery was being added to other land based trade networks that had no 

connection to the Mycenaean sea based trade, and the pottery must have been passed 

along known trade routes that went through Syria to Mesopotamia56 Ugarit and other 

coastal cities can be perceived as gateway cities; connected to different trade 

networks which allowed for the free flow of trade between the networks.  

In examining these assemblages of Mycenaean pottery found in Cyprus, Levant and 

Egypt it is possible to further argue Cyprus’ role as an 

intermediary within the Mycenaean mercantile trading 

network.57 This is due to the assemblages in Cyprus being 

crafted to a higher specification than that which has been 

found in the other regions. This could suggest that Cyprus 

was selecting the best pottery available and trading the 

remainder on, which would have been possible. The Cyprus 

elites held significant control over trade on the island due to 

Cyprus owning copper reserves which was a highly sought 

after raw material in the late Bronze Age. 58 This theory of 

Cyprus position as a trading intermediary is supported by the evidence of Cypriot-

Minoan symbols found painted or inscribed onto pottery found at the site of Tell 

Abu Hawam in the Levant (see Figure 3). 59 

Differences in pottery throughout the period  

When examining the way the Mycenaean pottery trade changes throughout the late 

Bronze Age, it is possible to argue that the trade was based on the contents rather 

than pottery itself. The best evidence for this can be seen in the differences in trade 

between the 15th -14th and 13th centuries BC. During the 15th century BC Mycenaean 

pottery was seen as an exotic gift and was very rare, whereas in the later centuries 

the pottery is traded on a larger scale.60 One possible factor for this increase is that 

                                                           
55 Steel 2013 130 
56 Steel 2013 131 
57 Steel 2013 131 
58 Steel 2013 131 
59 Cline 2013 836 
60 Steel 2013 131 

Figure 3: example of Sign painted 
on Mycenaean pot: Steve 
Thomas©  
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this period correlates with perfume production in the Aegean most notably in the site 

of Mycenaean Pylos. In addition, the abrupt move to closed pottery forms supports 

the idea that the contents of the pottery was indeed the traded commodity. Scholarly 

emphasis on the perfumed oils should not discount trade in other forms of liquids 

such as olive oil, but the use of perfumes in the funerary sphere and the discovery of 

ingredient lists of the perfume at Pylos’ archives provides an abundance of 

possibilities for research. 61 

Copies/ imitations 

Most of the Mycenaean pottery that has been found in the East Mediterranean prior 

to the LH IIIB and the 13th century BC can be proved as genuine imports from the 

Argolid. But during the 13th century the distinction between authentic and copy 

becomes less clear, mainly due to the evidence that multiple craft production centres 

start emerge across the Mediterranean. Each civilisation can be seen to develop its 

own form of Mycenaean pottery with craftsmen most common way that the 

imitations are done is by the craftsmen using local material that they were familiar 

with, for example faience alabastra jars were copied62 and also found depicted in the 

inventory list of Ramesses II tomb.63  

 

The Cypriot copies are the closest to the Mycenaean pottery of all the imitations that 

were produced, however the pottery falls short in its finish and does not have the fine 

lustrous look that the Mycenaean ceramics are famous for, as the Cypriot clay has 

different components to the Argolid clay. However, to the craftsmen’s credit they 

were able to adapt the appearance with paint to approximate the look of the 

Mycenaean product.64 The Cypriot craftsmen also recreated the forms of Mycenaean 

pottery that in the ring base and white slipware styles that Cypriot pottery was 

known for.65 This supports the idea that the Cypriots had adopted the Mycenaean 

wares into their culture and practices due to local demand.  Another possible aspect 

                                                           
61 Shelmerdine 1985 11 
62 Steel 2013 136 
63 Steel 2013 132 
64 Steel 2013 136 
65 Steel 2013 136 
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to the discussion is that Cypriot copies were being created as part of a desire to 

compete within a known and stable market.  

The commitment to imitating Mycenaean pottery across the East Mediterranean 

suggests that these ceramics must have had considerable influence on other societies. 

It also can be argued that the pottery had an effect on the Egyptian material culture 

because faience copies of the pottery started to appear.66 

There is also evidence to suggest that the Mycenaean craftsmen were very good at 

adapting products for their target markets in Ugarit and Cyprus as can be seen with 

the sudden production of a range of tableware, found in the record of the sites. These 

pieces are very similar in appearance to those in the pre-existing market, however 

they have the iconic finish of Mycenaean products. This adaptation of tableware 

would only have been possible if the trade was mercantile and if Mycenaeans 

travelled and traded alongside traders of other civilisations. 67 

Shipwrecks  

As mentioned earlier in this chapter some of the best evidence of seafaring in the 

East Mediterranean is the examination of shipwrecks, often left abandoned with their 

contents still left intact. Two of the best examples of these shipwrecks are the Cape 

Gelidoniya and Ulu Burun. 

Both of these wrecks 

occurred within 

approximately a century of 

each other and analysis of 

the pottery and ingots from 

the vessel s confirms that 

they would have sunk during 

the 13th and 14th century 

BC.68 The Cape Gelidoniya 

was the first form of 

evidence to suggest that 

Mycenaean pottery was part 

                                                           
66 Steel 2013 136 
67 Steel 2013 138 
68 Cline 2013 869 

Figure 4:Map showing location of the two shipwrecks from Kyara Zen's 
De mystifying Onycha 
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of a dual trading system, reflected by the raw materials which were found in the ship. 

Excavation of the ship’s cargo shows evidence of contributions from multiple 

civilisations.69 Including 34 copper ingots,70 which isotope identification confirms as 

being from Cyprus. Copper from Lavrion in Greece has also been identified. 

Whereas the Cape Gelidoniya provides evidence of small scale trade, the Ulu Burun 

provides a greater understanding of wider trading practices and has the richest and 

largest of assemblages of Bronze Age trade goods and raw materials. 71 This wreck is 

also valuable because unlike the Cape Gelidoniya, the Ulu Burun’s cargo has been 

protected from salvage or pillaging and the objects remained in approximately the 

same layout as in the voyage. This is an extremely rare occurrence in the Bronze Age 

archaeological record. The Ulu Burun wreck demonstrates the type of objects 

accessed by the Mediterranean elite, and contains a significant amount of Cypriot 

objects which further supports the role that the Cypriots played in trading in the East 

Mediterranean.72 Therefore, the examination of these wrecks is valuable because of 

the preservation of evidence, such as copper ingots, in the archaeological record 

which otherwise would have been lost. 73 

Cyprus’ role in Mycenaean trade. 

The argument in regarding Cyprus’ role in East Mediterranean trading can be shown 

the part Cyprus played in indirect trading of Mycenaean pottery, As suggested by the 

lack of direct communication between the sites of Amarna and Ugarit. This is a 

result of the influence that Cyprus had controlling the distribution of the pottery.74 

There is nothing to suggest that Cyprus was not the primary or dominant recipient of 

Mycenaean pottery, in fact of the vast amount of pottery which has been found on 

the island, most has been associated with the elite or funerary practises. This link is 

significant because the elites were the ones who controlled trade on the island, and as 

previously mentioned the Cyprus had tight links with trading with Ugarit. There is 

also evidence to suggest that the Enkomi and Ugarit also had close social ties75. It is 

therefore possible the two cities could have influenced each other in adopting similar 
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attitudes towards Mycenaean pottery as seen by the parallels in the types of pottery 

that the two sites contain.76   
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Chapter 3: Ugarit 

Introduction  

The site of Ugarit was located on the coast of the northern Levant ( see figure 1). 

Ugarit was considered a link between Egypt, the Hittites and Mesopotamia as it has 

strong trading ties with all three civilisations.77 It is notable that its location was in a 

region that often felt the pressure of the Egyptians and Hittites fighting for control of 

the land.78  This power struggle allowed for Ugarit to become a multicultural trading 

hub due to the introduction a hybrid of different objects and ideologies to the site, 

whilst these two superpowers were alternately in control. 79 This is evidenced in the 

archival records at Ugarit, which provide trading itineraries and possible origins of 

objects.80  

The kingdom of Ugarit encompasses multiple sites. This includes at least two ports 

and state capital. Evidence of an administrative system provides scholars with 

information about traders and trading itineraries. 81 These archives show two levels 

of trade both of which were controlled by the elite. The elite, or royal class, 

maintained their own trading market, and landowning peasants were permitted to 

trade under, and pay taxes to, elite control.  All foreign trade was therefore a royal 

monopoly, consolidated through land granted by the elite to peasants, thereby 

enabling them to trade.82  

Mycenaean pottery is a smaller section of the ceramics found at the site.83 Bell 

argues that both Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery only contributed to about 1% of 

ceramic finds in Ugarit.84 Nevertheless, it is possible to assume that Ugarit was the 

gateway for Mycenaean pottery into the Levant as it is the site contains the largest 

assemblage of Mycenaean pottery in the region.85  From the range of ceramics found 

at the site, the most common form was small stirrup jars,(see appendix 3) and other 

types of closed ceramics, this suggests that the primary purpose of this pottery was to 
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store and contain substances such as oils or ointments.86 These types of containers 

make up to 80% of the Mycenaean assemblage at the site, which furthers the idea 

that oils which were probably perfumed were the main trade of the Mycenaeans in 

the northern Levant. 87  

Bell asserts that the distribution patterns of Cypriot and Mycenaean pottery 

strengthens the argument that there was no direct trade between Ugarit and Mycenae, 

reflected by a larger selection of Cypriot pottery than Mycenaean found in the 

assemblages in Ugarit88. This can also be found in the lack of written records 

referring to the Mycenaeans in sites in the northern Levant. However Cyprus is 

referenced strongly in both civilisations. This could imply that Cyprus was a possible 

‘middle man’ between the two civilisations. 89   

This intermediary position is reflected by the significant differences between the 

amounts of pottery found at both Enkomi and Ugarit, showing evidence of strong 

trading contact with Enkomi but tenuous relations with Ugarit. 90 

Biography of ceramics found at Ugarit  

Pottery assemblages from the Middle Bronze Age suggest that the first regional 

evidence of trade between the Aegean and the Levant might have been an 

experimental venture by both Minoan-Mycenaean traders as both cultures are 

represented within the pottery. 91 An individual venture of Mycenaean pottery first 

appears in the Levant in LH IIIA, Mycenaean pottery trading then reaches a high 

point in LH IIIA2, and decreases by the LH/LM IIIB.92 The quantity of found 

Mycenaean pottery is always secondary to Cypriot pottery in the Levant, and 

particularly in Ugarit, so when examining pottery at the site of Ugarit it is clear that 

Mycenaean pottery was a minor companion to the pottery from Cyprus. 93 The 

LH/LM IIIB decrease in Aegean wares can be attributed to the emergence of 

imitations entering the Levant’s archaeological record thus indicating that the 

Aegean pottery must have had a significant influence on the society, but that the 
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desire to have the original products is low. 94 However, the decline of Mycenaean 

pottery in the Levant can be correlated to the decline of the Mycenaean ceramic 

production as the supply fell across sites in the Eastern Mediterranean. If there had 

been availability, the strength of the market as indicated by Mycenaean imports 

continuing to thrive in times of chaos and civil war, would have been unaffected and 

the Levant would have continued to import the goods. 95  

Locations of Mycenaean pottery assemblages in Ugarit show that the pottery only 

appears in the ‘palace’ and temples within Ugarit. Evidence in the archaeological 

record suggests that palaces and temples had good relationships with the elites that 

were within the settlements such as Ugarit. 96The strength of these relationships 

allowed for Mycenaean ware to be adopted by most levels of society. There also 

seem to be a correlation between the location of pottery found and nearby temples or 

shrines. This suggests that Mycenaean pottery in the Levant was used for religious 

purposes. 97 

There is conflict between scholars as to the number of the ceramic finds at Ugarit. 

According to Aspiots, Ugarit has produced 496 Mycenaean ceramic finds. This 

includes originals.98 Aspiots argues that this number does not include the 

‘Mycenaeanizing’ products within this total. Therefore it is possible to suggest that 

the number is only a quarter of the final total of Mycenaean ceramics that have been 

found at Ugarit.99 In contrast, Wijngaarden’s Catalogue II (see appendix 4) focusing 

on Ugarit, states that there are 554 ceramic vessel or shards, with undetermined 

authenticity, within the excavated areas.100 

Copies  

 Distinguishing between imitations and original Mycenaean ceramics found in the 

Levant is unproblematic as the Mycenaean products are crafted with fine materials 

such as clay, are hard fired, and the lustrous surface is often enhanced with 

decorative patterns.101 See appendix  However, defining what is considered as a 
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Mycenaean vessel in Ugarit is challenging as it is often difficult to determine if 

‘Mycenaean stirrup jars’ were produced in the Aegean by a Mycenaean potter or if 

Mycenaean potters were based in the Ugarit. Nevertheless, this 

question is effectively impossible to answer due to there being no 

surviving evidence. Scholars therefore often focus on the purpose 

of the pottery rather than the geographical location of its 

production.102 This has the term ‘Levanto-Helladic ‘being used to 

describe ‘Mycenaean’ pottery within the Levant. Scholars have 

also used this term to argue that this pottery was made 

specifically for markets within the Levant. 103 The ‘Levanto-

Helladic’ pottery mainly appears in Catalogue II. While they 

appear to be Mycenaean products, further examination of the 

objects suggests that they were locally produced, as shown by a 

conical Rhyton, used for religious practice. 104 

Clay analysis of ‘Mycenaean’ ware confirms that pre 13th century BC pottery 

originated in the Argolid region, showing that these ceramics were produced by the 

Mycenaeans, not the Cypriots. However, after the 13th 

century BC ‘Mycenean’ ceramics were produced from 

local Syro-Palestian clay, but all other evidence 

suggests that they are of Mycenaean production. 105This 

suggests that this pottery was made locally but it 

replicated the original designs and styles. 106One 

possible explanation is that Mycenaean pottery was a 

costly import, so copies were made to keep supply and 

demand stable. 

Distribution and context of pottery. 

The distribution of Mycenaean pottery within Ugarit has no specific geographic 

location that correlates with context (unlike the sites like Amarna, see Chapter 5). 

Nevertheless, there is a correlation in concentration public locations such as, such as 
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temples and palaces. The distribution of the pottery within the palace area suggest 

that the pottery was in fact accessible to large sections of the population of Ugarit.107  

Reflecting the distribution patterns there is little Mycenaean pottery found in the area 

known as ‘Royal palace,’ the assemblage of 118 vases is than expected in a palace of 

this size.  This small assemblage my also disprove an assumption that the pottery 

was strongly controlled by the elites, as would be suggested by a larger 

assemblage.108   

The distribution of the pottery in Ugarit suggests that produced for a target market.109  

With focus on the ‘central Ville’ the pottery’s possible function was ritualistic.  This 

theory is supported by the drinking sets and libation storage vessels that have been 

found within the complex and in the ‘Sanctuaire aux Rhytons’ containing a large 

assemblage of Mycenaean products associated with religious practise. 33 fragments 

have been distinctly identified, and 11 of those have been identified as conical 

rythons.110 Rhytons are not solely native to Ugarit and have been found in Crete, 

Cyprus or Mycenae, suggesting that they were imported into Ugarit. There is 

evidence to suggest that Ugarit did imitated the imports, but these items are clearly 

different in appearance to Mycenaean rytons.111  

Mycenaean pottery clearly plays an important role in the religious sphere at Ugarit, 

however the archaeological evidence in the tombs is mostly unpublished and there is 

limited evidence to prove its significance in funerary practices. . 112 Wijngaarden 

argues that there are at least 200 unpublished tombs, however all but two of these 

tombs have been pillaged.113 Regardless of the lack of evidence, scholars still argue 

that the Mycenaean pottery was mostly used in a funerary context. Domestic use was 

ignored until Yon et al’s 2000 114publication changed approaches to domestic 

connotations of Mycenaean pottery’s use in Ugarit.  
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The distribution of evidence found at Ugarit shows use within the domestic sphere as 

the pottery found could be considered for storage. Mycenaean pottery found at the 

site includes stirrup jars, Amphoroid kraters, (see appendix 6) Ryhta, cups and 

piriform jars. (Appendix 7)115 Amphorid kraters have been found in the excavations 

of the tombs, and were possibly used for bulk transportation. 116  

Stirrup jars are the most common form of Mycenaean 

pottery found at Ugarit. , They also have been found in a 

wider range of social contexts, often for storage, 

suggesting that stirrup jars were more widely available 

to people of all classes. In contrast, the Amphoroid 

kraters and Ryhta seem to be limited to the wealthier 

elites, thus suggesting that there may have been a 

method of control placed on the distribution of 

Mycenaean pottery. 117 

Interactions with pottery as a luxury good can influence what was traded. Pictorial 

pottery would have had both a functional use as well as a symbolic meaning which 

could be related to a promotion of elite ideology, for example the highly desired 

chariots motif was an image that the elite wished to be associated with when 

purchasing the pottery.118This desire for motifs could explain why Mycenaeans chose 

to produce these items as it meant that they could have a strong and stable consumer 

market.119 This further suggests that production of Mycenaean ceramics was intended 

for a specialised target market in the Levant trading area. 120121 In fact Mycenaean 

pottery production was in standardized form and manufacture, and the evidence for 

ceramic production suggests that there was a high degree of craft specialism 

involved for all the different types of pottery. It is even possible to argue that the 

Mycenaeans had a monopoly on production. This can also be shown by the argument 

that pottery could be labelled one piece could have one function at its place of origin 
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but it could be used for different purposes at its point of use. 122It is also possible to 

suggest that the pottery was appreciated by the people of Ugarit for its contents and 

its fine appearance, and that the object was considered exotic by them. 123 

When considering possible explanations as to why the Ugarit elite brought 

Mycenaean pottery it is also important to examine what forms of pottery were traded 

in Ugarit. Close examination of the catalogue 124 (see appendix 4) for Ugarit reveals 

patterns in Mycenaean pottery importation and distribution. It is also possible to see 

that pottery would have been accessible to a wide range of people, and that different 

types of pottery were favoured by different levels of society. Furthermore, it can be 

argued that different classes used pottery for different functions, and this could be 

shown by the limitation of access to pictorial vases by the elites, as these items could 

display power and status. 125 
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Chapter 4: Cyprus and the site of Enkomi  

General background  

The site of Enkomi is located in the north east of the island of Cyprus (See appendix 

8) or as it is known in the records as Alashiya.126 The island was in a significant 

location for trading between the many powerful civilisations of the period. 127 In 

regards to distribution of the ceramics within the archaeological records, prior to the 

Late Bronze Age, the contact between the Aegean and Cyprus was sporadic and 

during this period and trade between the Levant for the Cypriots is more 

dominant.128  However, despite this it can be argued that there was indirect trade 

between Cyprus and the Aegean that would become stronger in later years.  

Despite the closer connectivity of the Levant and Cyprus there is evidence of some 

form of trade between Cyprus with the Aegean, as shown by small quantities of 

Cypriot imports found in the Greek mainland and the small finds in Cyprus. 129 This 

connection between the two civilisations can explain how the pottery of the 

Mycenaeans managed to get to sites where there was no clear trading ties. 130  

During the 16-15th Century BC, large scale trade with the Mycenaeans begins and 

then develops further in the 14th- early 13th Century BC. It is during the later periods 

that Mycenaean ceramic become a large part of the Cypriot culture. 131This can be 

seen in the evidence of copies of the pottery being made on sites in Cyprus, one 

example that has been examined is the possible potters shop in the site of Kition. 132 

There is a clear difference between the Cypriot pottery and the Mycenaeans 

pottery133 However, one explanation to why it is so difficult to understand the context 

of the pottery finds, is the possibility that the large population redistributions in the 

12th Century BC caused a large disruption to the island and introduced new 

ideologies resulting in confusion of the evidence. In regards to the pottery, there is 

evidence to suggest that native Cypriot pottery became less popular and the 

Mycenaean style of pottery started to become popular, this however didn’t mean that 
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the Cypriot pottery faded away, in fact the pottery then started to become a hybrid 

with Mycenaean pottery. It was the new pottery that became popular for export. This 

therefore means that evidence in the record of Cyprus for distinct Mycenaean pottery 

faded.134 

Distribution on the island  

The evidence in the archaeological record suggests that Mycenaean the pottery was 

only popular at the sites that were in coastal regions in Cyprus; the pottery is 

predominantly in the south eastern zone of the island.135 An example of this can be 

seen at the area of the Larcan Bay which is near to the site of Kition.136 The locations 

of the regions that contain Mycenaean Pottery also correlate to the island’s export of 

copper and the urban centres that would have processed the natural ore into objects 

of exotic nature or have made ingots of the metal. This suggests that the pottery may 

have been traded in exchange for the copper.137 Examination of the distribution of 

pottery finds shows that there is little evidence to suggest Mycenaean imports ever 

got into the hinterlands of Cyprus, the only place that Mycenaean pottery is seen in 

the sanctuaries.138 The lack of evidence suggests that the hinterland were not able to 

afford or had access to the exotica or luxuries that were available in the coastal 

regions. This lack of access to the exotica could illustrate the control that the elite, 

who controlled communication and distribution between the coastal plains and the 

hinterland, had on the society.139.  

There is a large assemblage of Mycenaean ceramics found at a site Cyprus is at 

Enkomi 140 which is considered to be the capital of Alashiya141. Enkomi has largest 

amount of Mycenaean pottery that has been found during excavations, the site boasts 

large economic wealth and had close ties to the Kingdom of Ugarit which also was 

wealthy. Due to its vast amount of wealth, the site is the most extensively excavated 

in Cyprus which is why when looking at the archeologically record for evidence 

regarding Mycenaean trade, it is considered the key sit. Study of Enkomi can give an 
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insight to possible locations where pottery could be found in other sites, however the 

concentration on the one site risks skewing ideas on the trading of the Mycenaean 

ceramics.142 

Forms of pottery  

In Cyprus a wide range of Mycenaean ceramics have been found,  the archaeological 

record suggests  that the pottery fits into the following types; closed vase which 

would have been used as containers, open vases used as drinking sets, and 

ceremonial or cultic vases. The latter is the only type that has been143 found in both 

the hinterland and coastal region.  

The closed vessels are the dominant ones found in Cyprus. Within this type they can 

be classified into two subtypes known as the Piriform (see appendix 6) and Alabastra 

type, and the Stirrup Jar type. The Alabastra vases often appeared to have held some 

form of liquid in them as the top of the containers have wide mouth which are 

suitable for pouring slow moving liquids such as oils.144 The most likely explanation 

that scholars have agreed on is that the vases contained Mycenaean produced scented 

oils, this has been supported by the evidence found at the site of Pylos. At Pylos the 

archives contains written evidence in Linear B that alludes to a specialist who 

produces scented oils as a commodity and that oils are placed in vessels for 

transport145. This supports the argument that the trade of the pottery was for the 

contents rather than the ceramic itself.  

The examination of the Stirrup Jars, provides a different view as there was already a 

Cypriot counterpart when Stirrup Jars were first traded in Cyprus. These pre-existing 

jars were used in Cypriot olive oil production. The vessels used to transport the oil 

were in a similar style and size to the stirrup jars, so it interesting that the Mycenaean 

jar became popular. A possible suggestion is that the pre-existing system allowed for 

the Mycenaean pottery to be adapted and take over the role of containing olive oil, as 

well as becoming integrated into the system as a new variety of olive oil. 146 
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Context of the pottery on Cyprus –  

Funerary context  

Funerary use is the main context that Mycenaean pottery has been found in at the site 

of Enkomi. Most of the ceramics were found within tombs or in discrete deposits. 

However, there are other locations within the urban setting where the jars have been 

found suggesting that the movement of these vessels was due to them being looted 

from tombs in ancient times. 147 The reason funerary contexts are suggested is 

because the Mycenaean vessel were often found in association with religious and 

funerary rites. 148 Also the Mycenaean pottery seems a significant part of the burial 

rites of the site of Enkomi, as Cypriot versions of the pots were put into the tombs as 

replacement for unavailable Mycenaean pots. 149 

Regarding the burials in Enkomi, a collection of tombs are unusual for the region, 

these tombs definitely are not what would be normally expected on Cyprus, the 

tombs are made in ashlar style masonry , which is similar to the tombs found in 

Ugarit. Rather than the rock cut tombs favoured in Enkomi.150 Out of these tombs, 

Tomb 66 from the British Archaeological School survived in the best condition with 

regards to findings.151 This is significant because within this tomb there was a large 

quantity of Mycenaean pottery and imports. The uniqueness of the tomb has led to 

scholars dismissing it as a Cypriot royal tomb and say that it is more likely that it is a 

mercantile tomb. Thus proving evidence of mercantile trade as well supporting the 

evidence of close ties between Cyprus and Ugarit.152 

From Wijngaarden it is possible to pull together all the information from different 

excavation groups to get a get a clear understanding of the site. The site has 

unfortunately not be accessible since 1974 due to occupation by the Turkish 

military153, however there have been many publications on Mycenaean pottery found 

at the site, and from these publications it is possible to identify 1472 Mycenaean 

ceramic finds from a cross the site.154 There are many excavation catalogues (see 
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appendix 9) 155about the finds at the site, but Mycenaean pottery was recorded within 

Catalogue V. This catalogue identifies 1466 pots or sherd relating to the 

Mycenaeans, all of which appear to have been made in Greece156 it can be argued 

that this collection of pottery would be valuable evidence for trade, unfortunately 

due to the period of excavations it is inconstant and in complete therefore it is 

necessary to rely solely on the work of other Cypriot archaeologists whose records 

are more complete and accessible to scholars.157 Another problem with the 

excavations is that in they were conducted in the earlier days of archaeological 

practises, and were focused on the tombs, which may not have contained a lot of 

Mycenaean pottery within them. Until political circumstances allow further 

excavations archaeologists are stuck with the assumption t that the pottery was used 

in the funerary context. 158 

The main type of Mycenaean ceramic grave gift is the closed vessels such as the 

Piriform and Alabastra type and the Stirrup Jar, these are often found as singular 

vessels.  However there is evidence of there being two of these ceramic types being 

present.159 This widespread distribution suggests that these types of vessels were not 

considered a rare commodity and was available for a wide range of users.160  This is 

interesting because it goes against the idea that Mycenaean pottery was an exotic 

product.  

To counteract the idea that Mycenaean pottery was not a commodity, there is 

evidence to suggest other forms of Mycenaean pottery, known as red lustrous wear. 

The distribution of type of pottery was tightly controlled. More evidence to support 

the value of the Mycenaean pottery is that in wealthier tombs there is more of an 

assemblage of the pottery, this could suggest that while the pottery was relatively 

common and could be easily accessed, the amount of the pottery that one possessed 

was considered more significant.161 
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The examination of pottery within the tombs can be used as evidence to show the 

effect that Mycenaean ceramics had on the Cypriot ceramic repertoire, and how 

contact with the Aegean changed Cypriot society.162  

A possible reason why Mycenaean pottery was used in the funerary context, is 

because the pottery was suitable for the holding small amounts of balms or liquids 

that were often perfumed and made from Aegean herbs or flowers.163 These were 

prepared in the Mycenaean factories on the Aegean continent, which further supports 

the idea that Cyprus wanted the contents rather than the container. It is also possible 

to argue that the perfume was a commodity for the people of Enkomi as there is no 

evidence to suggest that they were a society with hygiene capabilities, such as soap 

or perfume.164 It also possible to suggest that the adoption of Mycenaean pottery into 

the funerary sphere was due to the elites already having similar vases in use before 

the introduction to the Mycenaean ones;165 Mycenaean pottery looked more 

prestigious with its lustrous finish than the local Cypriot ceramics.  

Another possible explanation for the presence of Mycenaean pottery on Cyprus is 

that the Cypriots thought the pottery as exotic or a novelty product. This can be 

supported by the presence of the pottery in the tombs of the Cypriot elite, the burial 

are defiantly Cypriot because the funerary equipment is not purely Mycenaean.166   

However, the idea that Mycenaean pottery was exclusively for the funerary context 

is not necessarily true because there is significant evidence to suggest that that 

Mycenaean pottery ware was often used in the domestic sphere and then reused in 

the funerary sphere. This can is supported by the evidence of abrasions wear or 

chipping on the vessel.167 Also because Mycenaean pottery has been found in a 

fragmented condition the context for its use is not always very clear. Many of the 

tombs were sacked and objects were taken out of the tombs, creating a problem for 

modern scholarship as the funerary assemblages have often been disrupted and 

disturbed so do not provide a full picture. 168 
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Domestic context  

As shown by the evidence found in the tombs, the pottery is dominantly used in a 

funerary context but there is some evidence to suggest that it is partly used in the 

domestic sphere.169 Whilst it is clear that the main form of the pottery that is used is 

vessel based pottery,170 its versatility means that it can be used in multiple contexts 

within the funerary sphere, and thus it is the most distributed pottery.171 Although the 

pottery found in the tombs, there is evidence of the vessel pottery being used in 

religious practises within the household, thus suggesting that the pottery held a 

religious purpose rather than purely funeral.172  However it can be counter argued as 

there is a lack of evidence regarding religious practise as no solid religious context 

has yet been found. There is one possible explanation to why that is the case - there 

were many social groups occupying the site at the same time.173 

In conclusion, although Mycenaean pottery has been found and accessed across 

many levels of inhabited areas in Cyprus that range from urban places such as 

Enkomi to the remote agricultural communities, it is not clear if the pottery got there 

through formal trade networks or informal networks174 
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Chapter 5: Tell el Amarna  

The relationship between the Aegean and Egypt has never been clear cut, this is due 

there being a lack of connective data found in the archaeological records175. The lack 

of clarity of evidence for the trade can also be put down to the inward facing 

ideology of the Egyptians,176 this is not necessarily a negative thing because it does 

allow for partial understanding in regards to some of the pottery found in Amarna 

Egypt.  

Amarna is famous for the Amarna letters, which were significantly important 

documents sent between the cities states of the Levant, Cyprus and Egypt. The letters 

are useful as they provide strong evidence of the economic situations of the other 

states outside of individual state governing bodies and records. 177 The site of 

Amarna is a useful site to examine relationship between the Mycenaean trade and 

Egyptians, as the occupation of the site revolves around one pharaoh, Akhenaten also 

known as Amenhotep IV,( who ruled 1335-1336 BC,)178 therefore the site gives a 

snapshot on the trade at one point in time.  

Amenhotep III and the Aegean  

Amenhotep III was a key player in international trade across the East Mediterranean, 

evidence of this can be seen in the Amarna letters, which contains information about 

trade in the areas of Cyprus and Levant and their connection with Egypt. 179 Another 

form of evidence that Amenhotep III left in regards to international trade, was at his 

mortuary temple at Kom El-Hetan. This temple contains the remains of statue bases 

upon which a list of names have been inscribed. Further examination of the list has 

been revealed that it could be alluding to the Aegean through words on the list 

possibly being Egyptian names for places in the Aegean. While this is still up for 

debate it is popular for amongst scholars such as Cline, hence this list has become 

known in the academic world as the ‘Aegean list’180. Thus it has been suggested that 

the lists on the statue base are itinerary lists of places where the Egyptians explored 

in the Aegean world,181 this can be seen in the style of text which contains typonyms, 
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as well as accompanying imagery showing bound captives, which is the stereotypical 

representation that the Egyptian used to depict foreign places. 182. Nonetheless 

scholars need to be wary on how much reliance being put on the ‘Aegean list’ as the 

origin of the list is not obvious, and it is possibly an idealistic worldview from the 

Egyptian perspective.183 Thus if the list is confirmed to contain Aegean names then 

the list can provide proof that the Egyptians did voyage and explore the wider 

Mediterranean. 184 

The connection between the two civilisations has also been supported by evidence 

found in an excavation at Mycenae which led to the discovery of a small number of 

objects relating to the pharaoh Amenhotep III and his wife Tiye, Although there is 

no other evidence to support this, 185 the objects, which are mostly faience plaques, 

were found in in what is believed to be a ‘cult centre’ suggesting that the objects 

were significant in a religious context 186 The evidence also suggests that some of the 

faience plaques were possibly part of a votive offering because a group of them was 

found near the entrance way to one of the cult rooms within a crumpled lead 

vessel.187 All of the objects bear the Cartouches of Amenhotep III and Queen Tyie 

which is how they have been related back to the royals as well as suggesting that 

they were important or significant in status. 188 The objects found also include 

fragments of plaques, at least 11 of which are fragments of finance plaques.  

When examining the evidence it is possible to suggest that two of these fragments 

belonged to the same plaque189. Examining the collection as a group also suggest that 

there was at least three initial plaques at the site. This is because three of the 

fragment found have the same hieroglyphs on them, and as no hieroglyphs on 

Amenhotep’s title is ever repeated it is possible to infer that there were three plaques. 

190 When examining these objects and the pottery found in Amarna and other parts of 

Amenhotep’s Egypt together it is reasonable to suggest that there was at least one 
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voyage where contact was established between the two civilisations met during the 

14th century BC. 191  

Indirect trade evidence  

The connection between Egypt and the Mycenaean world is often considered to be a 

form of indirect trade, and it was often thought that the two civilization traded 

together as a result of the mutual trading partners with the kingdoms in the Levant 

and Cyprus192. The evidence for this is that the Mycenaean world only appears in 

fragments within the Egyptian records,193 that are the most useful source when 

understand trading. The earliest record of the Mycenaean world can be found in the 

annuls of Tutmoses III (1479-1425 BC) within the record of his campaigns of Syria 

in 1437BC, the record suggests that Tutmoses III came across a group of diplomats 

form the land of Tnj (Tanaju).194 The annul refers to there being an exchange or 

presentation of wealth goods, however it does not geographically refer to the 

location of the land of Tanaju.  However one of the styles of items identified was the 

Keftiu –style, which is the known Egyptian term for Crete.  As it is known that Crete 

had close links to the Mycenaean culture it therefore is possible to suggest that the 

unknown land was in the Aegean and thus the later text of Amenhotep III known as 

the ‘Aegean list’ can be used to with this annul to confirm the possibility that Tanaju 

was located in the Aegean. 195 

Archaeological evidence  

The Evidence that suggesting Egyptian contact with the Mycenaeans is not only 

based on textual evidence, there is much evidence within the archaeological world, 

and for example, there is a large amount of pottery found at the site of Tell el 

Amarna.196 That is not the only evidence for contact found at Amarna, there are also 

fragments of papyrus with Mycenaean’s depicted in the Egyptian iconography.197 

Within the iconography there are some figures depicted wearing Boar tusk helmets, 

this is significant because these helmets are considered to be an iconic part of 

Mycenaean warrior culture. The clothing of the figures is also unusual and not in the 
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usual Egyptians depiction, suggesting that the figures that were depicted may be 

representations of real Mycenaean mercenaries that served the Pharaoh.198 We know 

that there were some Mycenaean warriors present in Egypt because, at another site, 

excavation uncovered the remains of a boar tusk helmet which consists of a tusk 

which had been modified so that they could be attached to the leather frame that was 

found with them. 199 

There is also a pottery assemblage found at Amarna; this collection is the largest 

collection of Mycenaean pottery found in Egypt, further this is not the only site 

containing Mycenaean pottery as there were sites in Egypt older than Amarna that 

contained Mycenaean pottery. The presence of the pottery in Amarna marks a 

turning point for Mycenaean pottery entering the Egyptian archaeological record, 

from that time onwards it is present in multiple sites across 

Egypt in the 12th century BC. 200 

However these assemblages are very small, the common 

explanation to why these occurred is that the pots were part 

of indirect trade through exchanges with the Levant or 

Cyprus. Nevertheless one thing is clear, the site of Amarna 

has something else that is causing the collection of the large 

amount of Mycenaeans pottery.201 At Amarna there is a 

collection of about 2000 sherds which is thought to form 

about 600 pots of the closed type of Mycenaean vessels (stirrup and pilgrim flasks)202  

Location of pottery  

 Mycenaean pottery is found all over the site in Amarna. However the bulk of the 

pottery (over 1300 fragments) were found in the central area of the city within the 

rubbish heaps near the eastern section of the royal barracks, this area was where the 

royal scribes were located so could indicate that the waste came from the royal 

scribes. This is important because the scribes would have been in control of the 

examination of exports and imports in the Egyptian world. 203 Theoretically the 
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centralised location of the pots could also indicate, that they originally were from 

nearby locations on site and were used by others however it more likely that there 

pottery came from the scribes due to the location.204  

Mycenaean pottery has been found all over this site but surprisingly none has found 

in the religious locations such as the Aton temples, this therefore suggests that the 

pottery was not brought into the city for religious purposes. 205 Similarly the southern 

suburbs of Amarna only contains a small amount - about 15 fragments, there are also 

small quantities of pottery found in places like the royal palaces and the military 

barracks.206 The distribution of Mycenaean pottery assemblages suggests that the 

pottery was only used by elites in Amarna, as a more dispersed layout of 

assemblages would occur if a wider segment of Ancient Egyptian society had access 

to the pottery. 207  

The assemblage distribution further suggests that the pottery was only used in the 

administrative areas of the site, this can be further backed up by the small amount of 

pottery found in the palace area.  

However it can be also be argued that the limited distribution of Mycenaean pottery 

outside of Amarna suggests that the pottery had possible associated with court 

display. The nearby site of Der el Menda, also contains an assemblage of Mycenaean 

pottery, if not as large as Amarna’s assemblage.208 The assemblages at Der el Menda 

supports the idea that Mycenaean pottery was associated with the court (mainly in a 

funerary context) because it is the site where the workers who built the tombs in the 

Valley of the Kings and Valley of the Queens lived. 209 Scholars have argued that 

Mycenaean pottery in Amarna is for those of high status or in the official context 

however there is evidence to suggest that the pottery may have had some funerary 

context.210  

Within the records, there is also evidence trade in other goods between Egyptian and 

East Mediterranean. There is evidence of the trade of perfume oils from the 
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Mycenaeans. This is shown by inventory records recording these oils as gifts, often 

from sites that have no evidence for the production of scented oils.211 The distribution 

of olive oil in containers from the Aegean is also evidence of trade with Mycenaean 

civilisation.  Aegean olive oil has little reference in Egyptian records prior to the 

large importation of the Mycenaean pottery.212 When examining the dominance of 

olives within the iconography it can also be shown that it was during the Amarna 

period that the olive become significant in Egyptian culture, at the same time as the 

emergence of imported Mycenaean pottery213. It is even possible to suggest that the 

contact the Egyptians had with the Mycenaean world provided the incentive for the 

Egyptians to start growing olive groves themselves.214 The import of olive oil would 

therefore support the idea that Mycenaean pottery was traded more for its contents 

rather than the pottery itself.  

                                                           
211 Steel 2013 132 
212 Kelder 2010 131 
213 Kelder 2010 131 
214 Kelder 2010 131 



43 

Conclusion 
To conclude there is much evidence to prove that Mycenaean pottery had a huge 

impact on contemporary Late Bronze Age civilizations within the East 

Mediterranean. The evidence at the sites of Ugarit, Enkomi and Amarna allows for 

an understanding of how the Mycenaean pottery was used by the different 

civilisations.  

 

However the archaeological evidence of trade in the pottery is often inconclusive, 

and it must be remembered that the pottery would have been traded both as an item 

of exchange and as a container for goods such as perfumes and other oil based 

goods. Therefore it is important to also consider other evidence such as the archival 

records in the Levant and Egypt as well as shipwrecks. Finally itis also important to 

consider the Aegean and sites such as Ugarit, Enkomi and Amarna as an 

interconnecting network which all played a role in the transport and trade of 

Mycenaean pottery.  

 

This network can be seen in the by evidence suggesting that trade between the 

Aegean and the Levant and Egypt was not direct but through Cyprus as an 

intermediate. Cyprus’s role within the trade of Mycenaean products was significant 

to both the Cypriots and to the Mycenaeans. For the Mycenaeans, Cyprus was the 

gateway that allowed for trade to expand beyond restrictions that their capabilities 

would allow. For the Cypriots, the interaction with the Mycenaeans allowed for them 

to develop their pottery exports because they were able to improve their pot quality 

by copying Mycenaean techniques and design. By the end of the period of contact 

with the Mycenaeans, much of the ‘Mycenaean’ pottery exported to the Levant and 

Egypt were probably copies being made in Cyprus  

 

The evidence for the time scale of use of Mycenaean pottery is not clear-cut as there 

is much evidence that the pottery was reused by later generations probably as a result 

of tomb robbing or imitation copies being produced. 
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The focus on Amarna as a site, whilst important as it gives a time frame for the trade, 

only demonstrates the role the pottery played at one site in Egypt. Therefore it must 

be combine with evidence from across Egypt to fully understand, for example, the 

role that Mycenaean pottery played in the introduction of the olive into Egypt.  

 

When examining the evidence from Ugarit it is possible to suggest that the close 

trading and social ties between Ugarit and Enkomi played a key role in the 

introduction of Mycenaean pottery into the Levant. Once connections were 

established it is possible to argue that Ugarit played an important role in the 

continuation of the Mycenaean pottery trade as it created a target market for those 

producing the Mycenaean style pottery.  

 

Finally examination of the evidence from shipwrecks such as at Cape Gelidoniya and 

Ulu Burun provide valuable insight to the variety of the trade occurring across the 

East Mediterranean during the Late Bronze Age. But as not many of the wrecks have 

survived to the present, there is not enough comparative evidence to provide the full 

picture.  

 

Unfortunately many remaining questions about Mycenaean trade with the Eastern 

Mediterranean in the Late Bronze Age are unanswerable because of the current 

political situation in Cyprus. But hopefully this will improve in the not too distant 

future. When this happens new evidence may be found that gives scholars a better 

understanding the significance of the role that Cyprus played in the Mycenaean 

pottery trade in the East Mediterranean 
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Appendix 1: Table of Aegean relative and absolute chronology 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Table of Aegean relative and absolute chronology by Dan 
Davis. after Schelmerdine 2008,ill.1. 
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Appendix 2: Pottery explanation  

There is a large section of Mycenaean pottery,[often in terracotta] found in the 

context of tombs.215 The fact that the pottery was found in this context it means that it 

is often found intact or in a condition that means that it can be restored easily.216 This 

allows archaeologists to form a development typology range which shows that the 

pottery was in use for a long time period as well as a possible chronology. The 

development typology is a complex system as it includes a group of components 

which includes the taxonology and decorative aspects of the pottery. 217 The 

difference of even a minute detail leads to the pottery being classified into different 

sections. This system was designed by Swedish scholar Arne Furumark, and it 

means that Mycenaean pottery can be separated into different groups, and includes 

103 different forms and 336 different shapes.218 This focus on the small differences is 

significant as it can be used to date the period of trade as some of the pottery styles 

have been found in different places such as Egypt and the Levant which contained 

known chronological dates. 219 
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Appendix 3: Example of Stirrup Jar  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10: An example of a Stirrup Jar: 
Steve Thomas© 
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Appendix 4: Catalogue II: sourced from Wijngaarden. 2002 
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Appendix 5: Simple style imitation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 6: Chariot krater from Kalavasos 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Chariot krater from Kalavasos: UWTSD lecture 

by Steel,L 

Figure 11: Example of simple style (imitation) 
from the Levant: UWTSD lecture by Steel, L 
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Appendix 7: Piriform Jar from Kalavasos 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 13: a Piriform Jar from Kalavasos: UWTSD 
lecture by Steel, L 
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Appendix 8:  Map of Bronze Age Cyprus  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 14: Map of Major Bronze Age sites in Cyprus after Cline 2010, ill.60.1 
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Appendix 9 Catalogue V:sourced from Wijngaarden. 2002 
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