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[bookmark: _Int_N79PRnAg][bookmark: _Int_keJDSr2K]The object shown above and analysed herein is a bronze rod tripod, categorised by the accession number “74.51.5684”[footnoteRef:25264], “a three-legged stand made to hold a round bowl”[footnoteRef:7218], estimated to originate between 1250-1050 BCE, thus falling chronologically into the last phase of the Bronze Age and its associated Collapse. Made from bronze, it is 37.5cm in height and 24.8cm as regards the diameter of its rim, and was excavated from Kourion, Cyprus, by the Italian-American soldier, diplomat, and amateur archaeologist Luigi Palma di Cesnola. It abided within the collection of the self-same individual until 1874, in which year it was purchased along with the remainder of the Cesnola Collection by the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York City on a basis of subscription (1874-1876). The Metropolitan Museum does not disclose any information on the precise date of its excavation on the part of di Cesnola, save that it took place “before [the year of purchase]”[footnoteRef:23542]. Given the last repairs to it are dated to Antiquity, it may be assumed it left possession, private or otherwise, in this period. [25264:  (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2022)]  [7218:  (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2022)
]  [23542:  (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2022)] 

[bookmark: _Int_G4cDx0F6][bookmark: _Int_rsKrxF7R][bookmark: _Int_8gxO0klj]The tripod, as implied by its etymology, has three “legs” supporting the main rim. Arching, vine-like struts connect one leg diagonally to the other – these are intact for three of these struts, but one appears partially snapped – and “connect” to similar vines that arch up to the main rim in front of two of the main legs. Each of these legs, as noted by the audio accompaniment on the Museum’s website, “ends in an animal’s hoof, a motif borrowed from near-Eastern art”[footnoteRef:27864]. Repairs have been fitted to the frieze on the interior of the upper ring, dated by the Metropolitan as being “cast in [A]ntiquity”[footnoteRef:7993] (between the 8th century BCE and the 5th century CE), indicating that the object likely remained in circulation or consistently high-status possession throughout the Late Bronze Age Collapse (1200-1150 BCE), the at once coterminous and subsequent Mycenaean Dark Age (1200 BCE-750 BCE), and into Antiquity (defined above). A frieze lines the rim, though what it depicts is not consistently described by sources. The relevant article on the website of the Metropolitan itself is lacking in this regard, though their Greece and Rome hazards a description of the piece as a whole as “Tripod with Hounds, Wild Goat, and Bull”[footnoteRef:1081], while Myres described the design as “decorated with lions pursuing stags”[footnoteRef:5077]. At any rate, the main symbolic component appears to be that of the hunt, with most interpretations including at least one symbol of sacral regal authority common across most Late Bronze Age cultures (especially that of the bull). [27864:  (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2022)]  [7993:  (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2022)]  [1081:  (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1987)]  [5077:  (Myres, 1914)] 

The tripod was, as with others of its type, cast in pieces and soldered together as a finished product, evidence of the Late Bronze Age’s “highly developed metallurgical technology”[footnoteRef:5709], and is described by the Metropolitan as representative of “some of the finest metalwork produced anywhere in the eastern Mediterranean at the end of the Late Bronze Age”[footnoteRef:21040]. These descriptions constitute, as it were, the three struts of the Platonic tripod as opposed to the “shadow[s] on the wall”[footnoteRef:23552] of the material object – its age or longevity, its situation within the context of the inter-connected Eastern Mediterranean, and its quality.  [5709:  (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2022)]  [21040:  (Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2022)]  [23552:  (Plato, 2013)] 

[bookmark: _Int_TQBFLMes][bookmark: _Int_zT5p7Kpv][bookmark: _Int_keT40ybZ][bookmark: _Int_jPWlwVEu][bookmark: _Int_Wo8cHcoD][bookmark: _Int_uDY0B30c]Examining the scholarship extant surrounding the tripod, within which this work is itself situated, these themes recur time and again. The tripod's earliest major appearance in scholarship pertinent to the period is found in the Handbook of the Cesnola Collection of Antiquities from Cyprus, wherein it is numbered “Centre Case 4704”[footnoteRef:5457]. In the text, Myres’ analysis is necessarily circumscribed by both the methodology of his era and the scope of the Handbook’s remit, covering as it did and does some 6000-odd individual objects. With this said, his scholarly analysis posits an origin “perhaps as early as 1200 B.C.; though the form reappears in tombs of the “Diplyon” period [mid-8th century BCE] in Greece”[footnoteRef:24411] (remarkably close to the modern Metropolitan’s dating of the tripod’s origins as within 1250-1050 BCE considering subsequent advances in methodology), remarks on the presence of ”the palm-frond design familiar to the Cretan ”Palace Style” (Late Minoan 11), but ingeniously rendered in thick twisted wire”[footnoteRef:13193], and begins its entry by describing it as ”[a] Tripod of late Cypro-Mycenaean workmanship”[footnoteRef:27852]. Here, at what might be deemed the starting gun of modern scholarship surrounding the tripod, three core elements are established: its quality (note the use of ”ingeniously”[footnoteRef:6978]), its cosmopolitanism of style (comparisons to the Diplyon and Cretan aesthetic grammars), and its temporal situation (in the definitional sense of the word). While it has been approximately a century and ten years since the publication of the Handbook, these throughlines remain constant, as they are expressive of the fundamental characteristics of the tripod, its situation in time (both at its time of construction and since), and its grammar of form. [5457:  (Myres, 1914)]  [24411:  (Myres, 1914)]  [13193:  (Myres, 1914)]  [27852:  (Myres, 1914)]  [6978:  (Myres, 1914)] 

[bookmark: _Int_122wS6BY][bookmark: _Int_CKWXLiNj][bookmark: _Int_qXn4QjMv][bookmark: _Int_dLoTyfN0][bookmark: _Int_U4quvaTF]Scholarship subsequent to that of Myers may, at the risk of oversimplification, be summed up as reiterations upon this theme. Numbered “1180”[footnoteRef:11985] by Richter in 1915 in Greek, Etruscan and Roman Bronzes, and ”(pl.10a)”[footnoteRef:18686] in Handbook of the Greek Collection in 1953, her notes across both texts stand in for the three legs of the Platonic tripod – in age/provenance, her estimate in 1915 was more generous than even Myers’ (”Its date therefore cannot well be later than about 1300-1200 B.C., for the old theory that the Mycenaean style lived on late in Cyprus has by now been exploded”[footnoteRef:31658]); in quality, there is a markedly partial and subjective note in favour of the aesthetic design of the relief-rim (”the relief on the rim of this tripod has all the freedom and élan of Mycenaean art, untainted as yet by geometric conventionalism”[footnoteRef:24911]), and in cultural pluralism, there is at once the quotation immediately previous for 1915 as well as a further description in 1953 of ”spirited reliefs in Late Mycenaean style (about 1200 B.C. or thereabouts)”[footnoteRef:32744]. In the Metropolitan Museum’s own Greece and Rome, the tripod’s entry (under ”Tripod with Hounds, Wild Goat, and Bull”) makes note that ”throughout its history, the island of Cyprus has been a meeting ground for the civilisations of Greece and Rome on the one hand, and the Near East on the other”[footnoteRef:22724], and implicitly acknowledges its quality through the observation that ”the three-legged design offered greater stability – with greater economy of valuable metal – than a four-legged stand would”[footnoteRef:18084]. Admittedly, the whole question of age and dating is left out entirely, with the tripod presented as simply one example of many in a collection centred on ’Greece’ - a rather anachronistic approach to say the least. [11985:  (Richter, 1915)]  [18686:  (Richter, 1953)]  [31658:  (Richter, 1915)]  [24911:  (Richter, 1915)]  [32744:  (Richter, 1953)]  [22724:  (Mertens, 1987)
]  [18084:  (Mertens, 1987)
] 

Having established these three pillars and both the situating and the situation of the tripod – both physical and Platonic - in this context, the question of theory arises in direct conjunction with the circumstances of the tripod’s less immediate history.
[bookmark: _Int_GHf3NPIw]The influence of the international style – that is, the common iconographic and symbolic lexicon of prestige increasingly shared across the world of the Eastern Mediterranean and Near East in the Late Bronze Age – if not the genuine article can be seen in the iconography of the hunt or chase upon the frieze. While interpretation has varied between sources, the impression of a stalking, chasing, pursuit or hunt is consistent, as is multiple evocations of animals with distinctly regal associations in this elite iconography. While the piece is principally characterised by the medium of bronze rather than that of gold – the former deemed by Greece and Rome a “basic metal for utilitarian objects ranging from razors to shields”[footnoteRef:26748], the prestige of the latter so ubiquitous across cultures it needs no evocation – its quality of both make and design is distinctive. [26748:  (Mertens, 1987)] 

[bookmark: _Int_oQ4Ur3nF]What truly sets the tripod aside, however, is the addition of repairs in the period of Antiquity. For an object to survive the vicissitudes of the Late Bronze Age, the Greek Dark Age, and the tumults of Antiquity and survive as intact as this tripod to the modern era suggests a high degree of prestige and worth associated with it. The evidence of repairs confirms it. Without them, the possibility of blind chance could not be discounted. In Antiquity – a period, even at its peaks, defined by the law of scarcity – this object was considered to be of sufficient status and self-evident value to merit the investment of repairs, a luxury only justifiable by the possession of elite status by both object and owner.
[bookmark: _Int_ObZ7RTFo]As it is, the tripod already seems through its very materiality to bespeak the nature of the society that produced it. Found by Cesnola on Cyprus in the 19th century, the combination of certain Mycenaean, possible Cretan and definite Near Eastern influences in its art and design are perfectly at home situated in the context of the cosmopolitan mercantile culture of Alašiya. When one considers the hints of the international style, the use of bronze instead of gold and the prestige of the esoteric and exotic across Bronze Age societies and pairs it with the commodifying instincts and mercantile connections of the Alašiyan household-society (in McGeough’s phrasing: “a network of households”[footnoteRef:9480]), the market for such a piece becomes self-evident.  [9480:  (McGeough, 2009)] 

[bookmark: _Int_UeZ5tldv][bookmark: _Int_soup6iIn]Agency, as defined by Hodder in the archaeological context - “[the automatic imbuing of an] object with a certain purpose that its creation aims to fulfill”[footnoteRef:14292] - is key to the analysis of the tripod. To specify, while Knappett's qualification that ”If an artifact holds any kind of psychological presence, it is only a secondary effect of its connection with human protagonists, the ‘real’ and primary agents”[footnoteRef:30698] bears an essential reminder of the primacy of scarcity over the metaphysical in the hard calculus of Maslowian hierarchies, the very primacy of the influence of these agents manifests in the conferral of Ahern’s ”socio-culturally mediated capacity to act”[footnoteRef:17755] upon the object created. In hard terms: if the object lacks agency in its own right, that does not prevent it from acting as an embodied well of sunk meaning by those that created it. A ”shadow[s] on the wall”[footnoteRef:1804]? Certainly. But, as an extension of a form of which its creators might be considered subsidiary shadows, it might be considered no less a form than they – indeed, given the implicit primacy given by Plato to the abstract over the immediate, it might be argued that, as an expression of the geist of the Late Bronze Age Cypriot community, it might be more real than its creators. [14292:  (Meskell, Preucel and Hodder, 2007)]  [30698:  (Knappett, 2005)]  [17755:  (Ahearn, 2001)]  [1804:  (Plato, 2013)] 

[bookmark: _Int_muS0twoa][bookmark: _Int_iX3vUJqm][bookmark: _Int_0mJKZaUd]In practical terms, this agency manifests as the aforementioned three legs of the Platonic tripod, which are both expressive of its origins and reasons for survival. Created in what can be termed the mid-point of the period of the Late Bronze Age and its associated collapse, the quality, the influences, and the provenance of the tripod support each other as surely the vine-like struts between each main leg. Had the tripod been created later than it had, it would not feature the unique blend of the Mycenaean, the near-Eastern, the ambiguously Cretan; had it been created later, it would not be made of bronze, let alone to a comparable quality for many centuries; had it been of lesser quality, it would be less likely to survive the vicissitudes of ages, and likelier to have been melted down, rather than lovingly preserved and repaired; and had it not been so exemplary of the vanished grandeur and sophistication of an age of commerce and affluence, trade and cosmopolitanism, embodying in its styling, quality of craftsmanship and very material the last burst of cultural efflorescence from an age mourned by the likes of popular epics such as the Iliad, it very likely would not have been there for Cesnola to excavate in the 19th century. Why did this object survive long enough to be analysed? For the same reason the Metropolitan Museum in New York houses it to this day. Its materiality, its agency, its very design and medium speaks of the last triumphs of an age of wealth and sophistication upon the eve of its extinction. Quality; age; cosmopolitanism – these are the three legs of the tripod Platonic, but also, it may be argued, the three legs of the tripod physical. It was preserved in Antiquity, through the Collapse and the Greek Dark Age, because of the same root impulse behind archaeology – the desire to understand that which is lost through that which abides. In that sense, this tripod may be understood as expressive not simply of the cultural anatomy of the Late Bronze Age, but also of the human psyche.

Bibliography
Metropolitan Museum of Art (2022). Bronze rod tripod. [online] Metmuseum.org. Available at: https://www.metmuseum.org/art/collection/search/244562.
[bookmark: _Int_RI0hGS2W]Myres, J.L. (1914). Handbook of the Cesnola Collection of antiquities from Cyprus. New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art.
Plato (2013). The Republic. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.
[bookmark: _Int_yXQ9ndXO]Richter, G.M.A. (1915). Greek, Etruscan and Roman bronzes. New York: The Gilliss Press.
Richter, G.M.A. (1953). Handbook of the Greek Collection. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press.
Mertens, J.R. (1987). Greece and Rome. New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art.
McGeough, K. (2007) Exchange relationships at Ugarit, Ancient Near Eastern Studies Supplement 26, Leuven, Peeters.
Meskell, L., Preucel, R.W. and Hodder, I. (2007). A companion to social archaeology. Oxford: Blackwell.
[bookmark: _Int_f3V1JwYA]Knappett, C. (2005). Thinking Through Material Culture An Interdisciplinary Perspective. University Of Pennsylvania Press.
Ahearn, L. M. (2001). Language and Agency. Annual Review of Anthropology, 30, 109–137. http://www.jstor.org/stable/3069211


image.jpg




