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[bookmark: _Toc530402263]Abstract 

This report attempts to discover when Mycenaean and Phoenician settlements occurred on Cyprus in the Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age by comparing burial tomb styles with ceramics. It conclude that this is very difficult to discover because whereas there is a lot of evidence for Mycenaean settlements the Phoenicians are archaeologically invisible because of their use of other cultures material culture.
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[bookmark: _Hlk530135866]When did Mycenaeans and Phoenicians settle on Cyprus? This report is about Mycenaean and Phoenician pottery in Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age in Cyprus in order to discover when the Mycenaeans and Phoenicians settled on Cyprus. The intention is to see whether the Phoenician influenced Mycenaean pottery in any way and if so, in what contexts it happened. The particular focus will be on pottery found in burial sites. This information is found from the first excavation in Cyprus in 1894 made by Sir John Myres (Myres.1897:134). Myres excavated five sites in Cyprus, three were from Late Bronze Age and two from Early Iron Age. It suggested that the Phoenicians had no influence or settlement in Cyprus until the Iron Age (Myres.1897:134)As the late bronze age and Early Iron Age was a period where people from Cyprus became organized and urbanized. In the Late Bronze Age, Knapp demonstrate in his research that Cyprus had a number of innovations such as urban centres with public and ceremonial architecture, distinctive practices of burial, writing, intensification of metallurgical production and export, extensive trade relations with the surrounding eastern Mediterranean cultures, fortifications, armament material culture in burial founds in sites on the Island (Knapp, A.B.1986:35) and (Myres.1897:157-159). During the Late Bronze Age, the Mycenaean Elite depart from a small town in mainland Greece, in order to find more protected and permanent places to settle; they moved through Crete and settle on Cyprus. The Phoenician were knowing as Nordic, adventurer, well traders, skilled in navigation and in Shipbuilder (Mark. 2018.Phoenicia). Their influences and consequences of their migration patterns will be looked at in this report through the pottery found in graveyards at the sites of Kalopsida and Larnaka.  This report will scope the influenced of people from Cyprus. This study is to see if we can distinguish when different peoples settled on Cyprus via an analysis of two datasets, as an example of burial tomb styles and pottery(Myre.1897:vol.17).


[bookmark: _Toc530402265][bookmark: _Hlk530318482]Methodology


 
The focus here is on the burial and the ceramics found in the tombs. Contra to Myres (1897) Boardman (1980) argues for earlier Phoenician influences that were in Middle Iron Age (Boardman.1980: 35).  This report is about Mycenaean settlements, their colonization in Cyprus and their influence in ceramics with the Cypriots and Phoenicians in Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age. Iacovou (2005) confirmed that the Mycenaean had established on the Island, maybe because the raw material was perfect to make artefact, as an example clay, for their needs as well. The location was right for trading as well as the safety the island provided (Iacovou 2005:127). It is the period when people became organized and urbanized. It has different stages of sites and building remains and burial remains as Sir Johns Myres described in his report (1897)
The main objective is to find out about Mycenaean and Phoenician pottery in Later Bronze age and Early Iron in Cyprus. Pots from these burials will be compared and the influences of the Mycenaean and Phoenician – if any - will be discussed. There is a particular focus here on the pottery found in burial sites that could express which civilization (if any) had been dominant in these both periods and this will be the focus. This information is found from the first excavation in Cyprus in 1894 made by Sir John Myres (Myres.1894:134). Myres excavated five sites in Cyprus, three were from the Late Bronze Age and two from Early Iron Age. The main focus has been in Kalopsida and Larnaka.  Myres report a few problems which will be discussed later in this report.
This analysis will show who had influence in Cyprus.  It will make clear whether burials can suggest it was Mycenaean or Phoenician hybridization or both. Whether the ceramics in the burial is related to identity or trade, also who did the trade ….and where the pottery went in Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age. It hopes to find who had the most influence, what the type of pottery ware was used for: a burial ceremonial or something else? They may have been used for large scale export to the Phoenician or Egyptian, as Myres suggests in his report (Myres.1894: 138). The Mycenaean and Phoenician influences in Cyprus in Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age needs to be looked at.


[bookmark: _Toc530402266]The Two Sites

The two datasets are from Excavations made in the beginning of 19th century by Myres at these two sites mentioned above. The two datasets state the ceramics and are demonstrated in table 1 and table 2 in the results.
[bookmark: _Toc530402267]Kalopsida 
Myres described Kalopsida as a Bronze Age site and Necropolis. He gave precise information about its location and how to get there.  Myres had written that Kalopsida is between Nicosia and Famagusta. He stated that Kalopsida was discovered as a settlement and pot factory, also a graveyard with two different period of Bronze Age. Perhaps, if he had the forensic techniques, he could to be more specific in dates.  Myres described likewise the type of pottery used such as colour, texture, ornaments, implements and he noted which ceramics were found more frequently in the burial.
[bookmark: _Toc530402268]Larnaka
Myres had described Larnaka as sites name, townland and county.  He also gave the street address. In both sites he described the type and approximate date, he first suggested it was a Graeco-Phoenicia and Hellenistic Tomb, then he suggested it being Early Iron Age. He had not mentioned the English national grid reference.  Later when he did, he wrote that the wall could be traced as continuous slope of 8-12 feet from Mohammedan shire and a quarter of mile distance (Myres:152).  Myres had not written any excavation licence number, therefore it seemed he had a consent possibly from The Committee of the Cyprus Exploration Fund, The British School of Archaeology in Athens and on behalf of British Museum, as Myres was a student in that time. The name and address of director of excavation and company was not evident in this report. Myres report also included dates that had started the settlement, again a few things are missing in his report which may be debated in the results later on.
Myers suggests that the tomb styles were from the Mycenaean or Phoenician or Cypriots.



[bookmark: _Toc530402269]Tomb Styles
[bookmark: _Toc530402270]Tomb Style 1 (The 'Beehive' tombs)
Beehive tombs were made between 1510 BC and 1220 BC. 
According to Visit Ancient Greece (Ancient Greece,2009-2018)  this type of beehive tomb, nine have been found in Mycenae, were typically found in Greece and the most famous tomb was made for Agamemnon. Some tombs are collapsed and not recognised easily, but usually they have corridors (dromos) with large doors that connect to round rooms (tholos) with domed roofs.

[bookmark: _Toc530402271]Tomb Style 2 (Caves)
Tomb Style 2 and 3 are Cypriots caves. They have a limestone cap, though not so thick as on the actual plateau eastwards. They are in good condition. The tombs are of the usual shaft-and-chamber type, fairly regular in form and at a depth 6-8ft from the floor to surface. They are an example of an underground burial (Myres:141-142)
They are possibly from the Bronze Age that is not important to be discussed in this report because it is an early period and might to be discussed for a new Report in the future.
[bookmark: _Toc530402272]Tomb Style 3 (Dromos)
As can be seen from table 1 in results, it was described by Myres as a dromos tomb from Kalopsida, According to Visit Ancient Greece (Ancient Greece, 2009-2018) Myres found two different objects in this tomb. The other object in the same tomb was a red polished ware with a brick shape and Myres was not sure because it had a division of four shallow panels.
Tombs 42,43, 47, 47a in Larnaka, It as a community Tombs as Myres described the possibility to be Cypriot tombs because it was not many potteries, weapons or anything they had found at the elite tombs such as the one’s mentioned above in this report. 



[bookmark: _Toc530402273]Pottery Styles

[bookmark: _Hlk530304439]Myres had not catalogued the pottery, he named some of them, but it not match with the others mentioned in books (Crewe 2007). Again Myres had name, size and gave descriptions, but did not match with this research and many scholars. He had associated these with pottery found in Al Mina and Egypt, therefore the contexts is very confusing in the report. He has detailed the illustration of the pottery found at the tombs, again there is a lot of confusion in the usage /types of pottery found. Myres included specialist reports to compare individual finds or categories of the finds, such as when he compared the imitation from Egypt. He had indicated the location of similar material culture as the example above found in Al Mine. (Myres.1894:138).


[bookmark: _Toc530402274]Pottery Style 1:  
Myres described Red polished ware as “fine texture and bright colour and when the bronze implements were, if not entirely absent, at all events so rare as not come to light at all during the excavation (Myres.1894:138).”  In the second analyse he described the red ware as a degenerative with a loose dark red pigment and unpolished with a left brown colour of the clay. Myres had found imitation of foreign pottery that possibly came from Egyptian ornaments. The last excavation from the necropolis, in his words he supposed were the fragments characteristic of Mycenaean ceramic (Myres.1894:138).

[bookmark: _Toc530402275]Pottery Style 2 and 3: 
White painted ware and plain white - Myres did not described the white painted pottery as he has done with the pottery style 1, he did not say in his report clearly a description of colour and material and clear that he was not a ceramic specialist unfortunately. Myres (1894:144) wrote that the white painted were frequently found in the sites mentioned. The quality were very poor, and he suggested they were made only by Cypriots and never had Mycenaean influence before.

“Meanwhile, and the unpainted Jug (4) of a type which is with this exception, invariably painted, make it clear that we have to do with a local factory, probably both of polished red ware, and of the painted white ware found in the tombs” (Myres.1894:140). 

[bookmark: _Toc530402276]Pottery style 4: 

Bichrome ware, Myres described as probably from Bronze Age. The wares were globular vessel, clay was greenish with black and the ornament on it were punctured areas confined by incised line (Myres.1894:146). He had compared the bichrome ware with pottery from Naqada, Lybia and Spain (Myres.1894:146).



[bookmark: _Toc530402277]Results  

The data collection was supported using two sites from Cyprus, Kalopsida and Larnaka. Therefore, the subject of this study is largely broad to discuss just in two sites only. The data presents here the tomb styles that were found in Greece mainland and from the Phoenicians. 
It was looking for data that could show patterns between ceramics that could show links and evidences that were found in Burial from Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age that shows how the Cypriots identify their cross-cultural tendencies. In Myres report, he had constantly called the figurine and metal work found in the tombs and sanctuary’s Greco-Phoenician. There is not much clarity with his find at the excavations. This could be because they had not yet forensic analytic methods, therefore was difficult to confirm the time line of the material culture. Possibly to them the only way was to compare with similar objects from different sites from different countries. They had not the technology and digital photographic privileges that we have today. It was remarkable work done by those pioneers.   





[bookmark: _Hlk529969559][bookmark: _Hlk530111664]Table 1. Ceramics styles in Kalopsida Burial through Late Bronze Age and Iron Age 
	[bookmark: _Hlk529969474]
	Red/black Ware slip (LBA)
	White painted Ware (LBA)
	Plain White Ware
(LBA)
	Plain white/Red
(LBA)
	Bichrome
(EIA)

	Tomb 1
(Beehive style)
	1 Possibly a base ring
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Tomb 2  
(Cave style)
	1 Kraters
   1 Bowls
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Tomb 3 (Cave style)
	1 Possible base ring
	1 Possibly base ring
	1 Possibly
bowl
	NA
	NA

	Tomb 4 (Beehive style)
	1 krater
	3bowl
4 base rings
	2 cups
2 kraters
1 jug with a lip
	NA
	3 kraters

	Tomb 5 style (Dromos style)
	1 possibly slab of polished red ware (possibly from Libya or Cyprus)?
	NA
	1 Possibly ring-vase
	NA
	NA



[bookmark: _Hlk530113752]Table 1 above shows that the results of the tombs 1-4 could possibly be of Mycenaean influence because the style had been found in Greek mainland and around the Greek islands. It seems that when they came to colonize Cyprus, they brought together the culture and the architecture design with them.  Tomb 5 Dromos cave could possibly be influenced again by the Mycenaean, also could be Cypriot identity as the Mycenaean have been in the island for more the two hundred years or more and Early Iron Age people became engaged with cross-culture and this identity became confusing for some people. Also, In Myres report he was not certain what the material culture were or were used for. He described as the Krater-like vessel and red polished brick found in this tomb. Today I believe it is more precise to identify because the techniques used and the specialist evaluation on the material.  (Myres.1897:142).
Graphic 1.  Kalopsida present a Variation of Style of Burial through Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age











Table 2.  Ceramics styles in Larnaka Burial through in Late Bronze Age and Iron Age 
	[bookmark: _Hlk530113503]
	Red Ware/black slip
	White painted Ware
	Plain White Ware
	Plain White Ware
	
	Bichrome

	Tombs Cypriot 42,43,47,47a
Communicate
To each other
 
	2 amphoras
	NA
	NA
	1 lamp
	NA

	Tomb 44(Long barrel-roofed chamber Mycenaean
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1 lamp 10inchs long with handle-plate
	NA

	Tomb 53 (small tomb style) Cypriot
	1 plate or saucer with black line
	NA
	1 jug with handle geom.design
	NA
	NA

	Tomb 60 (beehive   style) Mycenaean
	2 jugs flat-rimmed
	2 amphora type 1
	2 amphora type 2
	1 Bottle
2 lamps
	NA

	Tomb 56 Mycenaean/Phoenician separated with door-jambs of masonry 
	2 jugs
	NA
	3 amphoras
	2lamps
	NA

	 Graeco-Phoenician Sanctuary (Votive Terracotta Style)
	Pg.164
	
	
	19 figurine funnel-bodied
	NA



 Table 2 shows the results found in Larnaka excavation and is more confusing than Table 1. This site below to Turabi Teke, a Mohammedan Shrine. Its not certain but it is believed it is a Muslims temple. Myres was not particular if the pottery was Hellenistic or Graeco-Roman. The Tombs could be described as Mycenaean influenced and probably at the end of early Iron Age it became more influence by the Phoenicians trade, identity and expansion. Myres (1897:164) He discovered a Temple with Votive Terracotta, which he described again as Graeco-Phoenician Masonry. The Shaft was quite dipped under ground level maybe about five feet and two feet thick (1897:165-167). There were other figurines also found there.
Graphic 2. Larnaka present a Variation of Style of Burial through Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age









[bookmark: _Toc530402278]Discussion 
To find Phoenician evidence in Kalopsida and Larnaka was difficult, Perhaps, it is difficult, because the material evidence was not in Late Bronze age and Early Iron Age in these two sites. The ceramic evidence was found in middle to later Iron Age. The trade that Cyprus had with Al Mine and Egypt were not possible to compare when it was just one city to take the data. In contrast, the Mycenaean was easier because the type of tombs had on Cyprus, again not much ceramics because of the limitation of period that made it difficult to have data to compare. Also, Mycenaean pottery were found in Al Mine in large quantities. I took a long time to take a decision about the project question and title. It has been a good experience for the next project to not waste time and fiddling with the work.
What I would do differently in the future? Focus and plan my question better. It was hard and confusing to do a report in just four weeks. It was a lot of reading, I have no experience in writing an archaeological report. The archaic English language in Myres report was very confusing. Most of the books and articles are very repetitive and was around in circle with almost the same scholar’s contra to another scholar’s opinion.
This project and block did not work good for me. Again 4000 words in four weeks does not gave much time to read and research to have enough knowledge to write this report. Some examples that I looked in a few experienced sites and showed a lot of experience from a professional in the Archaeology field.
This report did not work as I thought. I found it difficult to gather data with a small sample.  This project could work well if was to be as a final dissertation project and could it be a broad number of examples to use to collect the data. As an example it could use maybe six sites and Cyprus and Palestine or Cyprus and Egypt.  Where I could look again at the trade, burial types collect data from ceramic and metal figurines to find identity or cross-culture. It might work better if it could be compared between two important cities in Bronze age and Iron Age.
Were all the sites not use for Ritual? As Coring (1989) said that the interpretation in Cyprus was very difficult because of natural disasters, occupation, human action. The mortuary practice are the most valuable to describe human movement. (Goring, E. 1989:96). 
“This level of information is hard to achieve in Cyprus, where so many tombs have been looted or otherwise disturbed. As a result of lack of good comparative data, we have no firm basis for statistical analysis and the establishment of norms. A second is the prevalent custom of re-using tombs (Goring, E. 1989 in Peltenburg, E.J. 1989. Part Two. Funerary Evidence:96)”.



[bookmark: _Toc530402279]Conclusion and recommendations

The data supports that the quantity of pottery found in these two sites is incomplete to affirm that the Phoenicians did not influenced the Mycenaean in Cyprus.
The Data tells us that regarding the pottery we can’t tell the difference between Phoenicians and Mycenaean because they use the same pottery. Phoenicians are traders. But we can tell the difference between Phoenician and Mycenae by the tomb styles. Therefore Mycenaeans are archaeological visible because they were more settled and they were very talented in made wonderful ceramics, therefore more material culture that is distinctively Mycenaean.
Phoenicians are archaeologically invisible they are trader’s itinerant, nomads, therefore no evidence found with ceramics in Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age.
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Kalopsida Site Burial through in Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age
R/BWS	Beehive 1	 Cave 2	Cave 3	Beehive 4	Dromos 5	1	15	1	1	1	WPW	Beehive 1	 Cave 2	Cave 3	Beehive 4	Dromos 5	0	0	13	0	0	PWW	Beehive 1	 Cave 2	Cave 3	Beehive 4	Dromos 5	0	0	0	5	1	b	Beehive 1	 Cave 2	Cave 3	Beehive 4	Dromos 5	0	0	0	3	0	PW	Beehive 1	 Cave 2	Cave 3	Beehive 4	Dromos 5	0	0	0	0	0	



Larnaka Site Burial through Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age 
R/BWS	community	Barrel-roof.	Beehive	Masonry 	D.Masonry	Sanctuary	2	0	1	2	2	WPW	community	Barrel-roof.	Beehive	Masonry 	D.Masonry	Sanctuary	0	0	0	0	0	PWW	community	Barrel-roof.	Beehive	Masonry 	D.Masonry	Sanctuary	0	0	1	3	3	B	community	Barrel-roof.	Beehive	Masonry 	D.Masonry	Sanctuary	0	0	0	0	0	PW	community	Barrel-roof.	Beehive	Masonry 	D.Masonry	Sanctuary	1	2	0	0	2	19	



image2.png
PRIFYSGOL Crhy——————
Y Drindod Dewi Sant

unveRSITY OF WALES
Trinity Saint David




image1.png
PRIFYSGOL Crhy——————
Y Drindod Dewi Sant

unveRSITY OF WALES
Trinity Saint David




