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Introducing trading patterns, oil-based products and exchange vessels frequently used for their transport

“The production, transport and consumption of (…) bulk organic products is the unifying theme of the movement of goods and people throughout the Mediterranean…” (Knapp and Demesticha 2016).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Exploring the nature of oil exchange within the Eastern Mediterranean, evaluating both commodity and gift exchange in that respect, while determining the extend in which oil contributed to the interconnectivity of the whole of the Bronze age, particularly the second millennium B.C.,  Mediterranean, will be the aim and objective of this report. In order to achieve set objective, I will take a look at the different theories and definitions of both commodity and gift exchange, followed by a data collection of oil-based products being mentioned in textual sources and represented by ceramic material culture, as well as taking a look at the overall distribution of manufactured objects within the Eastern Mediterranean. Subsequently an analysis follows, applying set theories to set data in order to determine the significance of oil for the continuous interconnectivity in the eastern Mediterranean during the Bronze Age. 
 It is essential to understand that the Bronze Age differs from region to region, with the overall Bronze Age in the Mediterranean spanning approximately from ca. 3300 B.C. to 1100 B.C., while it should be mentioned that the approximate dates for each different region in the eastern Mediterranean differ slightly, with Cyprus experiencing its’ Bronze Age from ca.2500 to 1100 B.C (Ancient History Encyclopaedia, Bronze Age timeline). 
When looking at the overall trading patterns within the eastern Mediterranean during the Bronze Age, Cline (2009.27) mentions that particularly small objects resembled the bulk of manufactured object-trade, between the Aegean and Mesopotamia, as well as vice versa. The main focus of exchange however were raw products, a category both well suited for oil, but also not, given that oil is always transported and kept in a vessel, which was often just as significant as the product it contained (Wengrow 2008:8).
Especially literary sources show that an important Bronze Age trade route, also for the exchange of oil, reached from Minoan Crete to Mesopotamia, with another major trade route having been laid out from Babylon over Mari and Ugarit up to Crete, showing the significant distances the trade with oil could reach (Cline 2009:27).
When exploring the nature of oil exchange within the Bronze Age Mediterranean, certain problems arise; oil cannot be transported by itself but always requires a container, which makes it not always clear what sort of liquid was transported, if it was reused for a different function and even if the oil itself was the primary focus of the trade, or rather the possibly prestige vessel containing it (Wengrow 2008: 10). An example for this would have been the Koroni storage jar, allegedly often used for carrying Olive oil, but also currants (Knapp and Demesticha 2016), which makes it indispensable to carry out a chemical analysis for any possibly residue within the vessel. Further, archaeologists from different regions use different terminology for the same types of pottery, making the classification of any ceramic vessel more complicated (Knapp and Demesticha 2016). Inscriptions on storage jars such as stirrup jars found in the Aegean would only name their contents and sometimes their region of origin, but not the vessels destination (Knapp and Demesticha 2016). 
Different oil-based products exchanged within the eastern Mediterranean would have been unguents (Steel 2013:132), perfumed oils (Steel 2013:133), oils used to anoint garments, as well as simple olive oil being used in rituals and libations (Hamilakis 1996:19). 
According to Bevan (2007:146), oil was even celebrated in festivals. Being of so much value, olive oil had been plundered from docking ships by Egyptian soldiers when defeating the Hyksos at Avaris, already indicating its desirability within the Mediterranean world (Knapp and Demesticha 2016).
Jars once containing oil were also found in Egyptian tombs, such as the one of the architect Kha, while exotic oil containers and unguents were discovered in the so called tomb of the foreign wives (Bevan 2007:138). However, lower elite examples from Egypt exist as well, with travertine oil flasks having been buried with three provincial elite adults and a child (Bevan 2007:138). Levantine tribute made to the pharaohs of Egypt allegedly included olive oil, which would then have been offered in the Karnak temple (Bevan 2007: 136).
Pottery vessels possibly used for oil-based products, were the Cretan short necked amphorae, south-west Anatolian red-brown burnished jugs or Cypriot Pithoi when considering Oil being transported in larger containers (Knapp and Demesticha 2016). 
Alabastrons were especially designed to distinguish elite products such as oil mixtures from other products (Bevan 2007:135), while Canaanite jars functioned mainly for the transport of olive oil from the Levant onwards (Knapp and Demesticha 2016). The smaller Pyxis containers might have contained small and precious amounts of thicker oil-based substances (Steel 2013:133). 
Mycenaean Pottery especially seemed to have contained oil, examples found in Egypt were especially ring-handled jugs, stirrup jars and lentoid flasks (Bevan 2007:138), of which the third was mainly found in the Levant, Egypt and Cyprus (Steel 2013:132). Within Tutankhamun’s funerary display, a sacred oil set and elaborately inscribed oil jars were found (Bevan 2007:138), indicating the wide distribution of oil-based product exchange.  
 Koroni Type 1 jars were popular for olive oil trade as well, as the demand for olive oil rose within the Aegean and Crete (Knapp and Demesticha 2016). With originally Messinia being the main cultivator for olive oil, the Koroni port was the main port from which the filled vessels would have been shipped, until olive oil cultivation decreased in Messinia, and the ports of Patras and Corinth took over its shipment, showing how changing cultivation centres can affect the importance of certain trading centres, such as ports (Knapp abd Demesticha 2016). 












Presenting different views on the theories of gift exchange and commodity trade

According to Mauss (2002), one of the obligations of being part of a community, presents itself as having “to give, receive and reciprocate.” 
 Gouldner (1960) suggests that gifts are important in order to maintain and strengthen a relationship, and are always an indicator for an existing relationship. Also, gift exchange leads to the accumulation of wealth and social standing within a community (Steel 2013:92). However, often the giving itself does increase social standing, rather than the accumulation of its consequential wealth (Steel 2013:99). 
Further, the gift always reflects the givers individuality, while also having multiple values such as a social, functional and economic ones (Sherry 1983). Gift giving increasingly occured at occasions such as weddings, various kinds of ceremonies, as well as functioning as sign of an alliance celebration (Steel 2013: 92). Furher, Mauss (2002:6) argues that the obligation of exchange is not enforced by an individual, but always by groups. According to Weiner (1992), the gift itself is inviolable, inalienable, marking a spiritual link between receiver and donor. 
Food however, and if we want to define oil as foodstuffs in certain cases, is one of the most ineligible inalienable possessions, given its primary function as nutrition giver, it expires and gets consumed and therefore leaves little trace in the archaeological record (Weiner 1992: 38), same is true for unguents or perfume oils, as they are produced to be consumed, not stored for eternity. 
In order to archaeologically prove the presence of a gift, the discovery of regionally unique objects classified as exotic proved itself to be a useful method (Steel 2013:97). 
According to Steel (2013:98-99), the difference between gift exchange and barter are the consequential social structures evolving, whereby gift exchange encourages more intense, kin-like ties between the subjects involved.
One can define commodities as objects with an economic value after Simmels’ principle, whereas items difficult to acquire, have the highest value, therefore, value being a highly subjective term (Appadurai 1988:3-4). Items however low in value, are still a commodity after Simmel, with an economic value being created by societies, having to sacrifice something in order to obtain an item, therefore constructing the principle that demand is creating value (Appadurai 1988: 3-4). 
What defines a commodity can change, weather it is viewed through the lens of a socialist, economic historian or anthropologist (Appadurai 1988:5). 
With most of the commodity trade having been taking place between merchants (Sherratt and Sherratt 1991).
Commodities are supposed to be heavily embedded in a communities social life but perceived as alienable objects at the same time that can change their owners frequently without any obligations attached to them (Steel 2013:123). At the point of transitioning from one owner to the next, the commodity is an alienable object, however, detaching any social ties from commodity trade would assume that no commodity could have a noticeable effect on the social lives of the people involved in its exchange (Steel 2013:123).  It was Bourdieu (1972) who fundamentally changed the anthropological view on the impact a commodity would have on society, arguing that both commodity objects and the people associated with it always have been heavily intertwined in what is called the material culture, created through commodity exchange (Steel 2013:123).
However, the distinction between a gift and a commodity is not always that simple, such a differentiation in the Eastern Mediterranean 2nd Mil. B.C., is often blurred, as many raw materials were considered gifts (Steel 2013:96). Commodities can become gifts and vice versa, given that every object possesses a bibliography, as it goes through different stages throughout its existence, acquiring different value depending on its owner, the social context it is established in and how rare it is in itself compared to how easy it is to acquire (Steel 2013:93 and 134). 



























Presentation of Primary source material in chart and table chart form

Fig. 1. Chart direct copy from Cline (2009:28). 

	Region
	who
	The name of the document
	Further information
	content
	Reference

	Ugarit
	The Ugaritic king
	RS 16.238+254
	Ras Shamra excavations
	The king exempted the merchant Sinaranu from having to share  any tribute from his imported oil from Crete 
	(Knapp and Demesticha 2016)

	Knossos, Crete
	unknown
	Kn K 700
	Linear B tablet
	Listing 1800 stirrup jars having potentially contained oil
	(Knapp and Demesticha 2016)

	Egypt and Mittani
	King of Mitanni to Nimmureya king of Egypt
	Amarna letter, Inventory of gifts from Tusrata, EA 22, VAT 395, 29-36
	The kings in question were related, Nimmureya having been the brother and son-in law
	Listing wedding gifts of 6 different sorts of scented oils and one sweet oil mix, kept in scented containers 
	(Moran 1987: 55)

	Ugarit and Egypt
	The queen of Ugarit, Pudu Heba to the queen of Egypt
	Amarna letter, A jar of balsam for my lady, EA 48, VAT 1690
	A jar of aromatic balsam is requested for the queen of Egypt
	A jar of aromatic balsam
	(Moran 1987: 120)

	Pylos, Aegean,
Rooms: 20,23,24,32,38 and the courtyard 63
	Scribes: 
-H2,H44,S1217 Cii,S1219 Cii, H34,S1203 Cii,H4, H41 and Ua 1252 Cii
	Pylos archives 
	-
	Mention “oil”
	(Palaima and Wright 1985: 257)


Fig.2 Chart displays primary textual sources and their content regarding oil.

	Vessel
	Excavated in
	Time period
	Reference

	Transport stirrup Jar
	Episkopi Bamboula, Cyprus
	Late Minoan III
	(Knapp and Demesticha 2016)

	Transport stirrup Jars, no.KW 255
	Uluburun Shipwreck, point Iria wreck deposit 
	unknown
	(Knapp and Demesticha 2016)

	Small oil containers, deposit 213
	Minet el-Beida, Syria
	Amarna period
	(Bevan 2007: 148)


Fig.3 Chart shows various ceramic vessels, likely to have carried oil or olive oil (Knapp and Demesticha 2016). 














Evaluating the primary data and relating the evidence
Cline (2009:28) obviously shows us that the bulk of traded Mesopotamian objects was imported to the mainland Aegean, which might mean that in exchange, the Aegean had desirable products to be traded into Mesopotamia, given that the Aegean mainland increasingly played a major role in olive oil and perfumed oil production because of its increased export of oil-containing Mycenaean vessels (Steel 2013:133), leading to a possibility of Mycenaean oil-product containing vessels into Mesopotamia.
Excempting a merchant from having to pay a share of his traded oil to the Ugaritic king (Knapp and Demesticha 2016) , would make oil function as a commodity in this instance, confirming  Sherrat and Sherrats’ ( 1991) assumption that commodities were most frequently exchanged between merchants. Also suggesting that oil would have been a commodity in certain instances, are the findings from the Pylos archives (Palaima and Wright 1985: 257), as they solely mention “oil”, but no receiver or giver of said product as would have been expected if gift exchange would involve an already existing, close-kin like relationship (Steel 2013: 98-99). Also, 1800 stirrup jars having been stored at Knossos as mentioned by a linear B tablet (Knapp and Demesticha 2016), suggest that those were not a rarity, given their large number. However, gifts would have often been identified by having been luxurious and special (Steel 2013:97). Further, findings from the Uluburun shipwreck suggest that oil-based products were part of mercantile trade and possibly a commodity (Knapp and Demesticha 2016), as would possible oil contents having been within the storage stirrup jars on Cyprus suggest, given the size of the vessel and its contents’  consequential availability (Knapp and Demesticha 2016).
The Amarna letter, Inventory of gifts from Tusrata (Moran 1987: 55), show a kinship relationship between the people exchanging gifts, a confirmation of the theory that kin-like relationships are often involving gift exchange (Steel 2013:98-99). The assumption, that a relationship has to be already in existence before gift exchange can take place ( Goulder 1960), would find support in the letter of the queen of Ugarit to the Egyptian queen (Moran 1987: 120), as they have been addressing each other in a manner evoking familiarity. 
Given the size of the small oil containers found in Syria (Bevan 2007: 148), would suggest that the content must have been valuable and not easily available en masse, making it certainly either a highly valued commodity or a gift. 
To give further context, I will elaborate on the then contemporary developments regarding oil-product exchange within the Bronze Age Mediterranean. Mycenaean vessels tended to be rather seldom during the fifteenth century B.C., suggesting that they were a desired rarity with the Aegean and Levantine elite (Steel 2013:131). During the following two centuries, such vessels become more common (Steel 2013:131), which would lead to the conclusion that whatever was transported within said vessels was becoming widely available, not exclusively to the elite. Given that olive oil might have been exchanged within Mycenaean vessels such as stirrup jars (Bevan 2007:138), olive oil could have made the transition from a general rarity and gift, to a more inclusive commodity.  




Concluding thoughts on the significance of oil trade within the Bronze Age Mediterranean regarding Interconnectivity


In conclusion, oil-based products were first, during the fifteenth century B.C, more rare to obtain, given that the main centre of oil-based products has firstly been within the Mycenaean world (Steel 2013:133), and consequential not as distributed between the non-elite, but rather used for gift exchange. Continuing down the Bronze Age, oil cultivation seemingly increased and its products became more widely available, stored, shipped and distributed perhaps in Meopotamia (Cline 2009:28), on Cyprus (Knapp and Demesticha 2016), fell victim to the sea (Knapp and Demesticha 2016), indicating a wider demand for it, stored at Mycenaean palaces such as Pylos (Palaima and Wright 1985: 257), and being stored en masse at Knossos (Knapp and Demesticha 2016). However, still some products, such as the perfumed oils and unguents, more difficult to produce, were still more difficult to acquire and required an often kinship-like gift exchange relationship between elites (Bevan 2007: 148, Moran 1987: 55 and 120, and Knapp and Demesticha 2016). Overall making oil-based products crucial for the interconnectivity between elites from different regions within the eastern Mediterranean Bronze Age, as well as serving as raw en masse commodity within mercantile trade. 




















Reference List

Ancient History Encyclopaedia 2018. Bronze Timeline. https://www.ancient.eu/timeline/Bronze/         [Accessed 17th of march 2018]

Appadurai, A. 1988. The social Life of Things: Commodities in cultural perspective. Cambridge: Cambridge University press.

Bevan, A. 2007. Stone Vessels and Values in the Bronze Age Mediterranean. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bourdieu, P. 1977. Outline of a Theory of Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cline,E. 2009. Sailing the Wine-Dark Sea: International trade and the Late Bronze Age Aegean. Oxford: BAR S591.

Feldman, M. 2006. Diplomacy by Design: Luxury Arts and an “International Style” in the Ancient Near East, 1400-1200 BCE. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Gouldner, A. 1960. The Norm of Reciprocity: A preliminary statement. Bobbs-Merril.
Hamilakis, Y. 1996. Wine, Oil and the Dialectics of Power in Bronze Age Crete. Oxford Journal of Archaeology 15(1): 1-32.

Knapp, A. and Demesticha, S .2016. Mediterranean Connections: Maritime Transport Containers and Seaborne Trade in the Bronze Age and Early Iron Age. Routledge.

Mauss, M. 2002. The Gift. Psychology Press.

Moran, W. 1987. The Amarna Letters. London: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Palaima, T., and Wright, J. 1985. Ins and Outs of the archives rooms at Pylos: Form and Function in a Mycenaean palace. American Journal of Archaeology 89(2): 251-262.

Sherratt, S. and Sherratt, A. 1991. From luxuries to commodities: the nature of Mediterranean Bronze Age trading systems. Paul Astroms Forlag.

Sherry, J. 1983. Gift giving in Anthropological perspective. Journal of consumer research 157-168

Steel, L. 2013.Materiality and Consumption in the Bronze Age Mediterranean. New York: Routledge.

Weiner, A. 1992. Inalienable Possessions: the paradox of keeping while giving. Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Wengrow,D. 2008. Prehistories of Commodity Branding. Current Anthropology 49(1): 7-34.













Showing overall Mesopotamian objects distribution in the LM I-II Aegean 

Mainland	LM IA	LM IB	LM IIB	LM I-II (total)	15	5	0	20	Crete	LM IA	LM IB	LM IIB	LM I-II (total)	0	0	0	2.5	Islands	LM IA	LM IB	LM IIB	LM I-II (total)	0	0	0	1.8	



