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The Tombs at the Argive Heraion


Argos, in the south of the Argive valley, or Argolis, was, according to Greek tradition, a very ancient city. It stood four miles from the sea at the foot of a steep hill, which formed its acropolis. In the days of the Trojan war it was reputedly ruled by Diomedes, one of the heroes of that war. In historic times, during the reign of King Pheidon, in the first half of the seventh century, Argos was the leading city in the Peloponnesos; but later it surrendered its supremacy to Sparta.

To the north of the city stood a temple dedicated to Hera: legend has it that it was at this Heraion in the Argive plain that the leaders of the Trojan War assembled and took an oath of loyalty to their cause.1 Legend has it also that this center of worship of Hera was founded at least thirteen Generations before Agamemnon and the Trojan expedition.

Close to the Heraion a cemetery of Mycenaean Age was excavated by Carl Blegen early in his distinguished archaeological career.2 We shall follow him through a series of tombs and see whether Furtwängler’s scheme did insure the archaeologist against any conflicting evidence. We can say at the start that this journey along the graves will not be as problem-free as it should be if the accepted scheme is all true and if the centuries between the Mycenaean and Ionic ages are real and not fictitious.

The cemetery was ascribed by Blegen to the Mycenaean Age, in round numbers, from -1600 to -1200. The only object “definitely datable through foreign analogies was the Egyptian scarab found in Tomb XIV, which may be attributed to the reign of Queen Hatshepsut, not much later than 15— B.C.”3
Here, as in all other places of early Greece, chronology is established through contact with Egypt. And it stands only if, as in this case, Hatshepsut reigned about -1500. Since, however, as was shown in Ages in Chaos, vol. I, Hatshepsut was a contemporary of King Solomon and lived in the tenth century, we are prepared for all kinds of embarrassing finds and strained solutions. 

The problem which Blegen faced almost wherever he dug was “the recovery in so may tombs of objects dating from the Geometric period4—a time separated by centuries, actually by more than half a millennium, from that of Queen Hatshepsut—this on the conventional timescale. We can start our survey with any one of the fifty-two excavated tombs, since the problem is not confined to one or to several among them.

“Tombs IX, XIX and L had . . . clearly been disturbed, and the discovery of geometric pottery on or just above the Floor permitted the disturbance to be approximately dated. . .?” That kind of disturbance was it? “There was nothing to suggest that the tombs had been deliberately rifled,”5 and, as we shall presently see, even had the tombs been rifled, the perplexing problem would persist.

Tomb IX is most instructive: “The tomb had been entered and disturbed in the Geometric Period. . . . Practically all braces of Mycenaean occupation had been removed and the earth filling the chamber contained objects of Geometric date, which continued down to the floor itself, at a depth of 2.90 meters below the surface of the grounds. . . . Just above the floor were recovered two spherical beads of glass paste, probably dating from the Mycenaean period.”6 Where geometric ware was found in the fill it was thought to have a later date of deposition, but how with the Mycenaean ware in the fill, above the geometric ware on the floor?

Let us turn to tomb XIX and once more quote Blegen, since the issue is of decisive importance. The tomb “was opened and entered in post-Mycenaean times, and the objects which were then deposited in the chamber make it clear that the date of the intrusion is to be assigned to the later part of the Geometric Period.”7 But for what purpose were the tombs opened? “The purpose of this reopening of the tomb in Geometric times was not definitely ascertained. No traces of bones came to light, and it did not look as if this deposit of bronzes and other objects was of a sepulchral character.” Then, what moved people to deposit their pottery and bronze in tombs over half a millennium old? “The tomb may have become in effect a simple shrine” of the cult of the dead. There was no rifling of the tomb, nor a second burial: the objects were deposited to honor ancestors whom nobody could remember.

About tomb L Blegen wrote: “Most of the fill of Mycenaean times, except for a few centimeters above the floor, had disappeared, and the earth and the debris removed in the course of our excavations contained may Geometric sherds and a few fragments of bronze.”8
In all the three cases cited above the sole basis for claiming disturbance was the finding of Geometric pottery—and not only in the fill of the tombs, but “on or just above the floor.” If the “disturbance” is of a later date than the time the sepulchers were made, how could the ware have come to lie under the fill, on the floor? If the tombs were opened in the Geometric period, how could the objects put in by the disturbers find their place with the Mycenaean ware, on the floor? 

“In eight further instances [tombs VIII, X, XXVI, XXXIV, XXXVII, XL, XLIII and XLIX] similar deposits came to light.”9 Let us examine them one by one.10
The Geometric deposit in tomb XXVI “was apparently not of a sepulchral nature, but in all respects similar to that brought to light in the chamber of tomb XIX”11—that is, a votive deposit—though here it did not rest on the floor itself. It looked as if the roof had caved in; but instead of pilfering the contents of the thus-exposed tombs, the pious Geometric people, descendants of five centuries, added objects of their time to the ancient funerary equipment.

The contents of tomb XXXIV evoked the following admission on the part of the excavator: “the date of this [Geometric] deposit is more easy to determine than its significance. The oenochoe for “wine pourer” . . . is of the Geometric style; the skyphosis a typical Protocorinthian fabric . . . the unpainted vessels and the bronzes are of types one might expect in the same association? and the whole deposit might be as late as the end of the eighth century.”12
In tomb XXXVII “a number of small Protocorinthian sherds and many fragments of bronze, bronze wire and a bronze pin of a Geometric type were found down to within half a metre of the floor.”13 The roof was found to have collapsed.

In tomb XL Blegen found the roof in its place, but the drop of the lintel opened access into the chamber—“the opening above the walled door must have been large enough for a roan to enter: a number of objects of post-Mycenaean date, at any rate had been deposited inside the chamber and were found in the fill at a height of I m to 1.60 m above the floor. These objects included a small Corinthian jug, a number of fragments of Proto-Corinthian pottery, representing several skyphoi, a bronze bowl, and a bronze pin.” Blegen concluded: “This deposit of post-Mycenaean objects in the chamber is, I believe, to be interpreted as evidence for a continuing cult of the dead.”14 But is it likely, or even imaginable, that a man would squeeze through a hole in the lintel of a grave in order to put objects in? and that no one else, seeing the opening, would break in to steal the ancient artifacts? Yet this is what Blegen had to assume on the basis of the accepted chronology.

The tombs numbered XLIII and XLIX also contained Geometric deposits besides those identified as Mycenaean. 

The finds of Protocorinthian skyphoi in tombs XXXIV and XL were especially on Blegen’s mind. “What is the significance of these objects?” he asked.15
Their significance is in their perturbing the accepted historical time table. Since the tombs were not reused, how good is the explanation that the disturbers—riflers they were not—deposited bronze and pottery of their own age in so many graves? It was absolutely clear to Blegen that none of these graves had ever been reused for burial or second interment.

In the absence of a more reasonable answer to the startling state of things Blegen, as we have seen, arrived at the conclusion that the eighth or seventh century inhabitants of the place were devotees of an ancestors’ cult. Therefore “what we have in a high level in these Late Helladic tombs [-1600 to -1200] are clearly votive offerings which were deposited at some time in the Geometric Period. This evidence, it seems to me,” Blegen continued, “can only mean that the cult of the dead, some traces of which we have already seen within the sepulchers themselves, was still flourishing in the cemetery at the Heraeum long after the Mycenaean age had passed away.”16 But the words “we have in a high level” in the tombs conflict with Blegen’s observation and description: in several tombs the Geometric ware was clearly the earliest-it was on the floor of the tombs—in others mixed with the Mycenaean ware. And since no repeated burials were found in these tombs, Blegen admitted that they presented “a puzzling problem.”

“In tombs IX, XIX and the main chamber of XXVI, the presence of Geometric objects on the floor of the chamber, or near it, suggested that the disappearance of some Mycenaean remains was due to later disturbance. . . In almost every instance recorded or a skeleton lying in order in the tombs at the Heraeum it is clear that the body of the person buried had been laid directly on the floor of the chamber.”17 Is it, then, thinkable that the late worshippers of the dead in some instances added their ware to the Mycenaean ware and in other instances replaced the Mycenaean ware by one of their own time, surrounding the skeleton of the dead with objects five centuries more recent than himself?

* * *

Should we try, on the basis of contact with Egypt, to establish the true age of the cemetery at the Heraion? First, the already mentioned scarab found in tomb XIV—- what is its evidence? 

“The cartouche apparently reads, ‘the good favour of Amen’. . . It is of a type common in the time of the eighteenth dynasty and is almost exactly similar to some scarabs of Queen Hatshepsut’s reign, recently found by Mr. Winlock in the excavations of the Metropolitan Museum at Deir el-Bahari. The chronological evidence supplied by this scarab is of no little value in confirming the date of our tomb.” It belonged to a type “used in the early XVIII Dynasty as amulets or charms.”18
“Other Egyptian objects dating from the XVIII Dynasty were round in the Tholos [beehive] tomb at the Heraeum and from the slope below the Second Temple.19
It is not excluded that the older of the tombs date from the time of Hatshepsut of the Eighteenth Dynasty; yet the scarab found and attributed to her reign was not a royal signet, but a charm or amulet, and could be from a later part of the Eighteenth Dynasty. It appears that the cemetery dates from sometime in the tenth or, more probably, the ninth to sometime in the eighth century.20
The state of things at the cemetery of the Argive Heraion calls for a vindication of some of the views of W. Dörpteld and some of A. S. Murray. But before we reverse the verdict, we will follow Carl Blegen to Troy and to Pylos.

References
1. Dictys Cretensis 116. 

2. C. W. Blegen, Prosymna, The Helladic Settlement Preceding the Argive Heraeum, vol. I (Cambridge, 1937). 

3. Ibid., p. 261. 

4. Ibid., p. 262. 

5. Ibid., p. 262. 

6. Ibid., p. 165. 

7. Ibid., pp. 59-60. 

8. Ibid., p. 140. 

9. Ibid., p. 262. 

10. Tomb VIII “. . .The earth filling it contained a considerable number of objects dating from the Geometric period” on top of a shallow Mycenaean deposit, (ibid., p. 161) The situation in tomb X was very similar. 

11. Ibid., p. 93. 

12. Ibid., p. 112. 

13. Ibid., p. 124. 

14. Ibid.. p. 133. 

15. Ibid., p. 262. 

16. Ibid., p. 263. 

17. Ibid., p. 262. 

18. Ibid., p. 169. 

19. Ibid., p. 281. Blegen dated the Second Temple to post-Mycenaean times (p. II). Besides objects attributed to the Eighteenth Dynasty, scarabs of “a much later” date, belonging to the Twenty-sixth Dynasty, were found there, too. 

20. Blegen published a more complete survey of what he considered later or intrusive deposits in the tombs in an article In the American Journal of Archaeology 43 (1939), titled “Prosymna: Remains of Post-Mycenaean Date.” Cf. also - J.N. Coldstream assumes widespread cult surrounding the Mycenaean tombs five centuries after they were abandoned and forgotten. It is much more likely that the Greeks of the late eight century remembered ancestors who had not been buried more than a few decades. Cf. also - idem, Geometric Greece (London, 1977) pp. 346 ff.

The Identification of Troy


When Alexander crossed the Hellespont, setting foot in Asia for the first time, he paused briefly at what he believed to be the site of the Homeric Ilion—the hill we know today as Hissarlik. A Greek and after it a Roman town named ‘Ilion’ grew up on the site, and few ancient writers doubted that here once stood the “well-towered” citadel of Priam. The Roman geographer Strabo, however, questioned the identification, and brought many arguments to show that ‘Ilion’ was in all respects unlikely to have been the site of the Homeric city.(1) Uncertainty about the identification of Troy continued into modern times, and even Schliemann’s spectacular discoveries at Hissarlik did not end it. Several years after the publication of Troy and Its Remains, Professor R. C. Jebb, one of the foremost classicists of the age, proclaimed that Schliemann had not uncovered Homer’s Troy at all and, further, that it was vain to expect that a city such as Homer sang of lay hidden beneath the soil of the Troad. Hissarlik, in any case, could not accomodate any fortress on the scale envisaged by the poet: “The spatious palaces, and wide streets of the Homeric Troy point to a city totally different, both in scale and in character, from anything of which traces exist at Hissarlik.” Although in his view “no one site in the Troad satisfies all the Homeric data for the position of Troy,” yet Bali Dagh, a nearby hill looking over the village of Bunarbashi, was, according to Jebb, a much better choice: “‘Troy ought to have been here’ is one’s feeling when, coming from Hissarlik, one mounts the hill above Bunarbashi.”(2) 

Jebb’s objections would continue to weigh on the minds of those who followed Schliemann in his identification, as well as those who disagreed: the area of Hissarlik, even at its widest extent, was barely a twentieth of the size of the great citadel conjured by the poet. Even Schliemann expressed his dismay: 

“I am extremely disappointed at being obliged to give so small a plan of Troy; nay, I had wished to be able to make it a thousand times larger, but I value truth above everything, and I rejoice that my three years’ excavations have laid open the Homeric Troy, even though on a diminished scale, and that I have proved the Iliad to be based upon real facts.”(3) 

By the early 1890’s new discoveries at Hissarlik had shown that Troy II, where Schliemann had found the great treasure, and which he confidently identified as the fortress of Priam, was in fact much more ancient: it was as old as the Pyramids, and it met its fiery end at the same time as the Egyptian Old Kingdom collapsed into anarchy. The finding of Mycenaean pottery in Troy VI made Wilhelm Dörpfeld, Schliemann’s pupil and leader of the new campaign of excavations, claim that city as the most likely to have been the Ilion of Homer.(4) Doerpfeld found evidence that Troy VI had been destroyed by a violent earthquake; the damage was partly repaired and the city rebuilt, though on a much smaller scale. Such evidence, in the view of Carl Blegen, who conducted the most recent excavations on the site, could hardly be reconciled with the Homeric account of a city whose walls were breached by an enemy after a lengthy siege and which, on being plundered and denuded of its inhabitants, was for a long time left deserted. Blegen disagreed with Dörpfeld about the identity of the Homeric city; looking for a fortress that fell not due to an earthquake, but by siege and assault, he identified the Troy sung by Homer in Troy VIIa.(5) 

Troy II was a stronghold; Troy VI was also a well-built fortress, girded by thick walls embracing an even larger area. Yet even in Troy VI “you could still saunter from side to side in less than two minutes; and a moderate sprinter could cover the ground in less than twenty-five seconds.”(6) But Troy VIIa was smaller still. Before Blegen identified it as Priam’s citadel, it had been known as a settlement of squatters. It is still described as “degraded and altogether pitiable.” Poor huts with earthen floors, “sheepish cubicles,” huddle against the walls of the little town.(7) 

“The very poverty and insignificance of Troy VIIa,” wrote C. Nylander in criticism of the conclusions of Blegen’s expedition, “make it a less likely object of a large scale military enterprise from far away across the sea by a coalition of Mycenaen states, such as depicted by Homer.” In his view the pottery found in this settlement is not of as early a date as was assigned to it by excavators—the evidence indicates that Troy VIIa was destroyed in the same series of catastrophes which overtook the palaces of Mycenae, Tiryns and Pylos together with so many other cities in all parts of Greece and the ancient East as a whole. The citadel of Priam, in Nylander’s opinion, must have succumbed earlier than this, when the Mycenaean cities were yet strong. Thus, he concluded, if a Homeric city did exist it had to be Troy VI.(8) 

This view, however, has not found general acceptance.(9) 

Whichever level scholars may agree to identify as Homer’s Troy, the wider problem of relating the Homeric geography to the site of Hissarlik remains. Some years ago Rhys Carpenter put the matter very succinctly: “There are obvious indications,” he wrote, “that Hissarlik does not agree with the situation demanded by the Iliad, which speaks of a great walled city with streets, houses and palaces, rising to a temple-crowned acropolis, at an approachable distance from the Hellespont [Straits of Dardanelles] and apparently invisible from it, situated across the Scamander, with abundant springs of deep-soil water gushing close at hand. Actually, Hissarlik is in plain sight of the Hellespont, on the same side of the river, without any running springs, and enclosed within its walls an area of less than five acres.”(10) 

From the Iliad it transpires that the Achaeans could not effectively besiege Troy because of its great size—the Trojans were able to receive aid from all the nations of Asia Minor until the very end of the war. 

Whether or not Troy has really been found, the mound of Hissarlik remains one of the most carefully excavated sites of Mycenaean times: and it is to the stratigraphic sequence that we shall now turn. 
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The Archaeology of Hissarlik


Any modern discussion of the stratigraphical situation at Troy must lean very heavily on the work of the University of Cincinnati expedition which dug at the site between 1932 and 1938 under the direction of Carl W. Blegen. The need for a new and definitive survey of Hissarlik arose in the 1920’s because of continuing uncertainties about the dating of the various strata identified earlier by Schliemann and Dörpfeld. 

Schliemann’s great trenches, dug in haste in his relentless drive to reach the lower layers of the mound, where he firmly believed he would find the remains of Priam’s fortress, ironically resulted in the irretrievable loss of large portions of the higher levels which scholars were later to identify as the Ilion of Homer. Dörpfeld’s campaigns, though executed and organized on a much more scientific basis, nevertheless dismantled additional portions of the hill without really resolving some of the most urgent problems facing Homeric scholarship. While a few definite conclusions could be drawn on the basis of Dörpfeld’s work—such as the realization that Troy II belonged to the Early Bronze Age, and could not therefore be the Homeric city—many new problems arose, especially concerning the relation of the Late Bronze Age city to its seventh-century Greek successor. 

It was left to Carl Blegen, whose careful work at Korakou, Zygouries, and Prosymna had earned him a well-deserved reputation for accuracy and thoroughness, to undertake a new examination of what remained of Hissarlik in the hope that the troubling chronological questions could once and for all be resolved. 

Before turning to the results of the American excavations, let us briefly glance at the stratigraphic situation as it was understood before Blegen. 

Schliemann’s interpretations have already been reviewed—his identification of Troy II with the Homeric Ilion led him to describe the sixth city with its characteristic Gray Minyan ware as a “Lydian” settlement, “contemporary with the colonization of Etruria by the Lydians.” (1) Yet in his last campaign at Troy, conducted in 1890 with the assistance of Wilhelm Dörpfeld, he found this same Gray Minyan pottery belonging to Troy VI mixed with Mycenaean ware of a sort familiar to him from his diggings at Mycenae and Tiryns. Further discoveries by Dörpfeld in the years following Schliemann’s death confirmed the fact that Troy VI in its later phases belonged to the Mycenaean Age. 

When in 1902 Dörpfeld published his results,(2) he argued for the sixth city to be identified as Priam’s, and had Troy VII follow immediately after. After about the year -700 the appearance of “advanced Geometric pottery” marks the transition to Troy VIII. “We can thus take approximately the year 700 as the boundary between the VIIth and VIIIth strata.” (3) H. Schmidt in his ceramical study in the same publication viewed the two phases of the seventh stratum as “a long period of transition” from the Homeric sixth city to the Greek eighth. The seventh stratum could be linked to the sixth by the presence in both of imported Mycenaean pottery and of Gray Minyan ware; the manufacture of Gray Minyan pottery continued into the eighth phase. “In about the year 700 B.C. belongs the approximate boundary between the latest phases of the seventh stratum and the oldest of the eighth.” (4) No break in the occupation of the site was noted by either Schliemann or Dörpfeld. Even Blegen at first found no reason to postulate any hiatus—in an article published soon after the completion of his excavations he put forward some of the new insights presented by his discoveries, outlining the areas where he found it necessary to differ with Dörpfeld’s scheme.(5) Troy VIIa was made to span the thirteenth century, and thus became the obvious choice as the city of Priam. Troy VIIb, where imported Mycenaean pottery of a late phase was still in evidence, was assigned to the years from ca. -1200 to ca. -900, the latter date marking, in Blegen’s view, the beginning of the eighth city with its Gray Minyan and Geometric pottery. 

The final publication of the findings of the Cincinnati expedition was only completed in 1958, twenty years after the end of the excavations. By then it had become evident that the solution advocated by Blegen in his earlier article was no longer tenable: Troy VIIb could not have lasted for three centuries—its span was halved to ca. 160 years—and Troy VIII showed no sign of being any earlier than ca. -700.(6) Blegen’s final conclusions can be summarized as follows: after the destruction of the sixth settlement in an earthquake ca. -1300, the survivors rebuilt the town, though poorly, and on a much-reduced scale. Troy VIIa was destined to be short-lived, succumbing to an enemy attack ca.-1260, and was replaced by Troy VIIb, whose two phases lasted until about -1100. The eighth settlement, built atop the remains of this last Bronze Age city, was unmistakably a Greek town, and was assigned to the beginning of the seventh century. What transpired in the meantime? Archaeology could provide no clue, no trace of any human habitation between the extinction of Troy VIIb, supposedly ca.-1100, and the beginning of the Greek city slightly before -700. Thus a Dark Age was called upon to envelop Troy. 

The lack of any deposits between the levels of the Late Bronze and Greek cities would normally be interpreted as indicating that there was no break in the occupation of the site, and it was so understood by Dörpfeld, as we have seen; but here, a diametrically opposite conclusion was reached purely because of the need to conform to the strictures of an extraneous chronological system. The imaginary break in the stratigraphic sequence was then claimed to signify a total desertion of the hill during the Dark Age. 

An even more puzzling problem arose when it was realized that the inhabitants of the eighth, or Greek, settlement were linked to their predecessors in the seventh, or Helladic, settlement by numerous and strong cultural ties, despite the supposed gulf of some four centuries separating the one from the other: there was “a continuity of transmission” of an “abundant heritage, cultural and historical.” (7) Most perplexing was the fact that the new settlers used the same type of pottery as their Helladic predecessors. “In the seventh century B.C. the Trojan citadel, which had been virtually deserted for some four centuries, suddenly blossomed into life once more with occupants who were still able to make Gray Minyan pottery.” (8) Gray Minyan ware made up “the great bulk of the pottery of Troy VIII,” (9) and was characteristic also of the earlier Late Bronze Age settlements, Troy VI and Troy VII. The survival of the tradition at Troy itself was ruled out since Blegen’s scheme required a 400-year abandonment of the site—but, the excavators speculated, was it not possible that the artisans carried on their peculiar style elsewhere during the dark centuries and then returned? Some remnants of the Trojans perhaps survived on the near-by hill of Bali Dagh, where they could have “maintained a foothold for several centuries in virtual isolation until 700 B.C.” There the survivors would have “clung to their customs and traditions through the troubled period from about 1100 to 800 or later, and thus transmitted their ancestral gray pottery to successors in the eighth and seventh centuries.” (10) Such remarkable tenacity of tradition is all the more questionable, being devised specifically to evade the conclusions that would normally follow from a straightforward interpretation of the stratigraphical situation. Even so, it is not explained why the Trojans would have found Bali Dagh any more hospitable than their own hill during the Dark Age, and why, once settled elsewhere, they would have seen fit to reoccupy bare and desolate Hissarlik. 

The strata exposed by Blegen’s team reveal a city of the Late Bronze Age (Troy VIIb) remade ca. -700 into a Greek settlement (Troy VIII), with considerable continuity between the two phases. Even the boundary between the two settlements could not always be clearly delineated—thus in undisturbed strata belonging to the Late Bronze Age Settlement were found fragments of pottery assigned to “the very beginning of the seventh century.” “As far as we could judge [the sherds] seem to be of exactly the same kind as the late Geometric pottery from the archaic [seventh-century] strata.” Such finds were unacceptable in the standard chronological scheme; as a way out the excavators pleaded mea culpa: “the only explanation we can find is to suppose that, in spite of our efforts to isolate and certify the deposits we examined, contamination had somehow been effected, and brought about the intrusion of the later wares into the strata of Troy VIIb.” (11) In another part of the site, in the level of the Late Bronze Age settlement, pieces “indistinguishable from types that are common in Troy VIII and are usually attributed to the seventh century” were found; and the excavators acknowledged that “their occurrence in several areas in the stratum of Troy VIIb, below the deposits of Knobbed Ware [pottery characteristic of the last Bronze Age settlement] presents a perplexing and still unexplained problem.” (12) 

In the Greek city the archaeologists came upon the remains of a house (no. 814) which, as became evident with the progress of digging, had been originally a Late Bronze Age building belonging to Troy VIIb—yet its seventh-century Greek owner apparently could re-occupy the place and re-use the still-standing walls and intact foundations of the previous structure. Parts of the walls of the Greek house were “indistinguishable from the earlier construction,” and the excavators “could not follow any clearly marked stratum throughout the building”(13)—in other words, they could not distinguish supposedly twelfth-century features from seventh-century ones. 

The continuing doubts and misgivings, raised by finds such as these, finally evoked the following admission from Blegen’s team—this after seven years’ digging and decades of careful analysis: 

“...It has been argued that Troy VIIb came to its end about 1100 B.C. Generally considered, our evidence leads us to believe that a gap of 400 years exists between the end of Troy VIIb and the beginning of Troy VIII, but the possibility of a contrary view is established by the evidence of several successive floors of house 814, and also by the presence of Geometric sherds in a context of Troy VIIb.” (14) 

What the “contrary view” might be they did not spell out; but the question would not be laid to rest: Did not the Greek city follow the Homeric directly, with no abandonment of four centuries’ duration intervening? 
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Blegen at Pylos*
Pylos in Messenia, in the western Peloponnese, had a rather brief existence—according to tradition, no more than four kings were its rulers from its founding to its destruction. It was Neleus, the father of Nestor, who built the city, having come from Iolcus when his brother Peleus expelled him, and settled there a mixed population of his own followers.1
Neleus brought great renown to Pylos; but later in his reign, when his sons were still only young men, some unexplained disaster overtook the city, remembered in tradition as the destruction of Pylos by Heracles.2 A large part of the population perished: of Neleus’ twelve sons Nestor only survived; but the people of Pylos rebuilt the city on an even grander scale, including a spatious palace for Nestor, who followed Neleus on the throne. Afterwards the city became involved in bitter warfare with neighboring Elis, and Nestor distinguished himself at the head of the Pylian forces.3 But by the time of the Achaean expedition against Troy Nestor’ s age no longer permitted him to lead his warriors in battle. Homer tells in the Iliad that this king of Pylos had seen two generations of men pass—“those who had grown up with him, and they who were born to these in sacred Pylos, and he was king in the third age.”4 From this we can judge that some four or five decades separated the time of the disaster which overtook Pylos in Nestor’s youth from the siege of Troy. Of those who came to Troy with Agamemnon, Nestor’s was one of the few safe returns; once again he seated himself upon the marble bench in his palace, “scepter in hand, a Warden of the Achaean race.”5 Homer describes the visit of Telemachus, Odysseus’ son, to Nestor at Pylos, ten years after Troy’s fall—the prince from Ithaka found a prosperous city at the head of a peaceful realm, unruffled by any whiff of danger. Yet it is worth noting that Nestor took care to placate Poseidon the “earthshaker” with frequent sacrifices.6
The end of Pylos came in the second generation after Nestor: “After the end of the war against Ilium, and the death of Nestor after his return home, the expedition of the Dorians and return of the Heracleidae two generations afterwards drove out the descendants of Neleus from Messenia.”7 That there was an influx of Doric-speaking peoples into the Peloponnese after the downfall of the Mycenaean centers is certain—the distribution of Greek dialects in classical times attests to this; but the old view that they were the cause of the widespread catastrophe that marks the end of the Late bronze Age in Greece now finds few supporters. The Dorian bands descended on the weakened Mycenaean kingdoms, taking possession of a depopulated land.8 The Heraclids, as their name shows, were worshippers of Mars. Having been expelled from the Peloponnese one or two generations before the Trojan War, they settled in northern Greece. However, the dislocations and upheavals which marked the eighth and early seventh centuries uprooted them once again and brought them back to claim possession of their ancient homeland. But this was no mass displacement of populations; as Pausanias records, only the royal family, “the descendants of Neleus” were expelled. “The old Messenians were not turned out by the Dorians, but agreed to Cresphontes being their king, and to the partition of the land among the Dorians. And they were brought over to this compliance by suspicion of their former kings, because they were Minyae who had originally sprung from Iolcus.”9
The route by which the Heracleidae reached Pylos appears to have been this: They were advancing from the north towards the Peloponnesos, but were dissuaded from crossing the Corinthian Isthmus;10 instead they took to the sea, directing their ships westward through the Corinthian Gulf, and disembarked on the unprotected northern coast of Achaia. Thence they advanced south through Arcadia towards Elis, and then on to Pylos. The unprotected palace of Nestor was seized and put to the torch.11 The conquest completed, Pausanias relates, the Heraclid king who received Messenia as his share did not establish himself at Pylos, but “changed the royal residence to Stenyclarus.”

Thus Pylos was abandoned and remained deserted—even the knowledge of the site of Nestor’s palace was lost; it became a matter of discussion already in antiquity. Most ancients and moderns, however, have agreed in placing Nestor’s palace somewhere in the vicinity of the Bay of Navarino in western Messenia.12 This was also the conviction of Carl Blegen when in 1939 he came to Messenia to search the countryside for any sign of the ancient city of Pylos with Nestor’s famous palace, celebrated bv Homer.

Blegen selected for his first dig a prominent hilltop, a short distance from the sea, which seemed to him eminently suitable to be the site of a royal palace; and really, as soon as he began to lift the earth from his first trench, extensive structures began to appear, and much pottery of Mycenaean time. Here, without doubt, was Nestor’s great palace. The excavations at Pylos were hardly even started when war intervened; it was not until 1952 that Blegen was able to return with a team from the University of Cincinnati and organize a thorough campaign of excavation—he was to stay for a dozen years.

Already in 1939 in the very first trench he dug Blegen unearthed scores of tablets written in Linear B—and soon there were hundreds of them. Such profusion made the archaeologists question whether the script was Minoan or had its origins on the mainland of Greece; and when subsequently more tablets inscribed with these characters were found at other sites on the Greek mainland—at Mycenae and at Thebes—the name “Mycenaean” came rather regularly to be applied to the script.
For over a decade after their discovery the tablets were neither published nor read;13 but when read, they were found to contain no literary text: they were regularly archive notes, dealing with taxation or conscription, or human and animal census or storage inventory. Nevertheless, interesting parallels could be drawn with the Homeric epics: Pylos is mentioned at the head of nine towns that profess allegiance to it—in Homer and on the tablets—even some of the names of the towns are the same in both sources.14 And to Blegen’s great satisfaction Pylos was found repeatedly mentioned on the tablets retrieved from the palace he identified as Nestor’s.15 Nestor’s name, however, was not found.
The tablets, originally not fired but only dried, would have disintegrated long ago, were it not for the fire that destroyed the palace and baked the tablets. A great conflagration raged over the structure; it came rather suddenly, since neither furniture, nor pottery, nor the contents of the storage rooms and archives were removed, nor were the animals led away: but humans all fled.16 Blegen placed the destruction not long after the Trojan War, at the close of the Mycenaean age.17 However, no signs of warfare, siege, occupation by people of another culture or occupation in general were found.18
The palace and the temple next to it, a sanctuary of Hera, presented Blegen and his collaborators with problems not unlike those that had already occupied him at the cemetery of Argos and then at Troy. The time of the destruction of the palace of Nestor was determined by the Mycenaean pottery found in the ruins, sealed by the layer of ashes and debris of the final conflagration. Comparing the designs on the pottery in use at the time of the palace’s destruction with the established stylistic sequence of Mycenaean pottery, calibrated according to the Egyptian time-scale, the excavators decided that the end of Pylos came ca. the year -1200.19 But this date was reached at the cost of ignoring the evidence of other pottery pointing to a much later time. In the main building of the palace, among sherds from Mycenaean vases “a not inconsiderable number stood out as of a different character: from this material it was possible to reconstruct in whole or in part four pots which may be assigned to a late geometric phase . . .”20 Nor was this an isolated case—such finds were common throughout the palace: “in some places . . . in the upper black layer [the level of burning] . . . were found, along with the usual Mycenaean pottery, a few glazed sherds of Late Geometric Style as in so many parts of the site, where similar deposits were encountered.”21 If Late Geometric sherds were found next to Mycenaean ones in the level of burning, the question must arise: When was the Palace of Nestor destroyed, ca. -1200 or in the seventh century? To escape this dilemma Blegen postulated “fairly widespread activity on the site in late geometric times”22 after five centuries of abandonment—this despite his assertion that the conflagration marked “the end of human occupation of the site.”23 But such an explanation is hardly tenable in the light of the stratigraphic situation. If the Late Geometric pottery had been left by new occupants of the hill five hundred years or more after the burning of Nestor’s palace, the remains of these vases would not have been found mixed with the ware used by the occupants of the palace at the time of its destruction. The exact position of the Late Geometric pottery merits a closer examination. The pavement of the court was covered by a thin “yellowish-white clayish deposit” ; immediately above it was an “extremely black layer” less than a foot deep. In “the yellowish-white stratum /which/ unquestionably represents the latest phase of occupation of the palace” were found, besides fragments of Mycenaean pottery “also some pieces of glazed Geometric ware.”24 But how could fragments of seventh-century Geometric ware have come to rest on the floor of Nestor’s palace? They “must somehow have penetrated from above.” How they could possibly have achieved this, however, finds no easy answer. After the palace’s destruction “vegetation spread its mantle over the whole area.”25 To penetrate to the floor of Nestor’s buried palace the sherds would have had to find their way not only through the layer of earth and vegetation but also through the black stratum of the final burning, “a compact layer of smallish stones closely packed in blackish earth.”26 These small stones within the burnt stratum were clearly remains of the roof and walls which had collapsed in the conflagration and covered whatever deposit was left on the floor at the time. A stratigraphic situation such as this allows only one conclusion: the Geometric ware belonged, as did the Mycenaean, to the last occupants of the palace and was left behind when they fled. The collapse of the building in the course of the raging conflagration sealed the deposit in place. 

Most of the smaller towns in Messenia suffered a similar fate, and only a handful survived into the subsequent. Archaic age.27
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The Trojans and their Allies

As the host of the Achaeans, gathered from every part of Greece, stepped out of their “curved ships” and filled the plain before Troy till they seemed like “sands of the seashore” to the anxiously watching Hector, the allies of Priam, who had come to his aid, were arrayed opposite them, an army of many nations’ and divers tongues. There were. Dardanians, led by Anchises, father of Aeneas, Pelasgians and Thracians; tribes from Paphlagonia and Mysia, also Phrygians, Lycians and Carians “of the outland speech”, and many others from every region of Asia Minor.

Of all these peoples it is the Phrygians in particular that shall concern us—not only because of the prominent role they are assigned in defending Priam’s citadel, but because the time of their presence and influence in Asia Minor is well known from ancient authors and is attested also by numerous archaeological investigations.

“Phrygian art first originated at the beginning of the eighth century”—so wrote Ekrem Akurgal, who devoted a lifetime to the study of the ancient cultures of Anatolia, adding that there is no sign of the Phrygians or any other people in central Asia Minor in the four centuries prior to ca. -800.1
The eighth century before the present era, starting in -776, was, together with the beginning of the seventh, a period of great natural upheavals. These changes in nature moved entire nations to migrations in the hope that beyond the horizon Fertile lands, not damaged by unchained forces of nature, awaited the conquerors.

It seems that in one of the earliest waves of the eighth-century migrations the Phrygians moved from Thrace over the Hellespont or the Bosporus into Asia Minor. Xanthus the Lydian is said by Strabo to have held the view that the Phrygians arrived in Asia Minor sometime after the Trojan War; but Strabo himself, noting that already in the Iliad they are listed among Priam’s allies, was of the opinion that the Phrygians’ migration must have taken place before the siege of Troy. Then, Strabo wrote, gaffer Troy was sacked, the Phrygians, whose territory bordered on the Troad, got mastery over it.”2 Arrian, the biographer of Alexander, explained the Phrygians’ crossing into Asia Minor as resulting from their being harassed by the Cimmerians.3 A few decades afterwards these same nomads were to destroy the short-lived Phrygian kingdom. The tradition of how Gordias, the first king of the Phrygians in their new domicile, selected the pile of his new capital, Gordion, is a well-known legend.4 Under Midas, the son of Gordias, the Phrygian kingdom reached the peak of its power;5 while Midas, even more than his father, was an object of legendary motifs—whatever he touched turned to gold, he had the ears of an ass—he was also a historical person, and is attested in contemporary documents.6 He reigned, according to the chronicle of Hieronymus, preserved by Eusebius, from -742 to -696;7 his prosperity and growing power involved him in international intrigue: he conspired with the rebellious king of Carchemish against Sargon II of Assyria (-722 to -705), and the curbing of Midas was the aim of Sargon’s campaign of the year -715.8 But eastern Anatolia was not yet pacified, and continuing disturbances brought Sargon several more times to the defense of his northeastern frontier; he finally met his death there in battle in -705.

The Phrygian kingdom in Asia Minor had an ephemeral existence.9 As we saw, no Phrygian presence can be recognized in the archaeology till the beginning or even the middle of the eighth century—and soon after the start of the seventh, about the year -676, the Phrygian kingdom was destroyed in the catastrophic Cimmerian invasion. This is also when Midas met his end10 and his capital Gordion was burned to the ground.11 Of the royal tumuli (kurgans) excavated by the Körte brothers, only three are antecedent to the Cimmerian invasion; this suggests that not more than three generations of kings reigned in Gordion from its founding to its destruction.12
“The Phrygian kingdom was thus at the apex of its power toward the end of the eighth century, when it apparently extended as far southeast as the Taurus and was in contact with Assyria. This period of power was apparently the time of the adornment and fortification of its capital city.”13 In 1953 a team from the University of Pennsylvania led by Rodney Young, in the course of their work at Gordion, exposed to view a large double gateway with a central courtyard, belonging to the Phrygian period. Its date, like that of most of the Phrygian constructions at Gordion, was put sometime in the eighth century.14 The manner of construction of the walls of the gateway reminded the excavators of the fortifications at another Anatolian site: the walls of the sixth city at Troy appeared to be nearly duplicated in those of the Phrygian Gate at Gordion. In his report of the discovery. Young wrote:

  

  

“In their batter as well as their masonry construction the walls of the Phrygian Gate at Gordion find their closest parallel in the wall of the sixth city of Troy . . . Though separated in time by five hundred years or thereabouts, the two fortifications may well represent a common tradition of construction in north-western Anatolia; if so, intermediate examples have vet to be found.”15
The search for intermediate examples is bound to be fruitless since the time gap between Troy VI and Gordion is unreal, a phantom construct of historians. Whereas the Trojans had a long tradition building in stone, the Phrygian gateway appears as if out of nowhere, without any visible antecedents; yet at the same time it displays technical skills that speak of a long period of development. This apparent contradiction is also noted by Young:

  

  

“ . . . The planning of the [Phrygian] gateway and the execution of its masonry imply a familiarity with contemporary military architecture and long practice in the handling of stone for masonry. The masonry, in fact, with its sloping batter and its more or less regular coursing recalls neither the cyclopean Hittite masonry of the Anatolian plateau in earlier times, nor the commonly prevalent contemporary construction of crude brick. The closest parallel is the masonry of the walls of Troy VI, admittedly very much earlier. If any links exist to fill this time-gap, they must lie in west Anatolia rather than on the plateau.”16
The Trojan fortifications belong according to the revised chronology, in the eighth century, and thus were roughly contemporary with the Phrygian.

A little light is thus shed on the alliance between Phrygians and Trojans, known to Homer; and the date of the Trojan War is delimited by the period when the Phrygians were a power in Asia Minor, between the years -750 and -676.

Regarding the Cimmerians and the extent of Homer’s knowledge of there, the question was already discussed by various ancient authors. Strabo, for one, was certain that Homer was acquainted with the historical Cimmerians, “for surely if he knows the name of the Cimmerians [Odyssey] he is not ignorant of the people themselves—the Cimmerians who in Homer’s own time, or shortly before his time, overran the whole country from the Bosporus to Ionia. At least he intimates that the very climate of their country is gloomy, and the Cimmerians, as he says, are ‘shrouded in mist and cloud, and never does the shining sun look upon them, but deadly night is spread o’er them.’”17
The Cimmerians are not mentioned in the Iliad by name, only in the Odyssey,18 but it is rather probable that the Amazons who are mentioned in the Iliad as well as in later authors like Diodorus,19 were the historical Cimmerians. Quite possibly the tales about the Amazons arose from accounts of the warlike Cimmerian womenfolk who used to accompany the men in battle.20
After destroying the Phrygian kingdom and pushing the Phrygians toward the Bosporus, the Cimmerians ravaged the western regions of Asia Minor settled by Greeks—Aeolis and Ionia,21 attacking Smyrna, Miletus, Sinope and other coastal cities.22 It appears that Homer refers to the Cimmerian invasion of Phrygia in the passage where he has Priam recall how once he “went into vine-clad Phrygia” and there saw “the Phrygian men with their gloaming horses, most numerous, encamped by the bank of the Sangarios. For I was mustered as an ally among them on that day when the Amazons came. But even so, they were not as many as are the glancing-eyed Achaeans.” Rhys Carpenter, discussing this passage in his Folk Tale, Fiction and Saga in the Homeric Epics reasoned thus: “. . . it is quite possible, and even probable, that the last stand [against the Cimmerians] was made behind the long, curving barrier of the great Phrygian river, the Sangarios. Here all the forces of western Asia Minor would have gathered to stop the terrible archers on horseback, who nonetheless overwhelmed them and rode westward to the sea. In the pages of the Greek historian Diodoros, centuries later, these same horsemen are the Amazons. If they were already Amazons for Homer, the date of Priam’s reference must be the year of Midas’ downfall, 676 B.C. . . . If the author of the Iliad was an Ionian Greek of the early seventh century, the most impressive and tremendous political event of his lifetime must have been the Cimmerian destruction of the Phrygian empire. Of what else could he have been thinking when he made Priam speak of Phrygian armies gathered against the Amazons on the banks of the Sangarios?”23
According to Herodotus the Cimmerians were originally displaced from the Asiatic steppes by the Scythians: but it was not until the second half of the seventh century that the Scythian hordes themselves arrived on the scene and, after decimating the Cimmerians with the aid of Assyria, pushed southward to the very border of Egypt, engulfing Palestine. The population fled in terror before “the noise of the horsemen and bowmen.”24
The Scythians at that time were worshippers of Mars, whom they represented as a sword, for a while leaving their ancient worship of Saturn in abeyance. They were called Umman-Manda, or “People of Saturn” in Akkadian and in the so-called Hittite literary texts.

If the author of the Iliad composed his poem in the early decades of the seventh century, he may or may not have known of the Scythians. At one point in the Iliad there is mention of a people named “the proud Hippemolgoi, drinkers of milk” and of “the Abioi, the most righteous of all men.”25 A scholium on Homer considers these to be tribes of Scythians26 as does Strabo: “How then,” he asked, “could the poet be ignorant of the Scythians if he called certain people ‘Hippemolgi’ [mare-milkers] and Galactophagi’ [curd-eaters]? For that the people of his time were wont to call the Scythians ‘Hippemolgi’ Hesiod too is witness in the words cited by Eratosthenes: the Ethiopians, the Ligurians; and also the Scythians, Hippemolgi’”27 That the Iliad is referring to some nomadic tribes appears certain. Whether it is the Scythians who are meant and whether they had by then already left the plains of South Russia cannot be decided on the basis of the vague Homeric reference.

In the tenth year of the siege, after the action described in the Iliad, Priam was said to have received a contingent of Ethiopians under the leadership of Memnon. The brave Ethiopians fought valiantly against the Greeks and caused them much hardship, till Achilles finally slew Memnon and caused them to depart. Some of these traditions are very ancient, in the Odyssey Nestor recalls the death of his son Antilochos,28 who died by the spear of “the glorious son of shining Dawn”29 which is an epithet of Memnon. Later in the Odyssey the Ethiopian warrior is mentioned by name as “great Memnon”.30 The epic Aethiopis, a sequel to the Iliad, recounted the deeds of Memnon and of the Ethiopians at Troy—it is considered to be among the earliest of the post-Homeric epics, possibly as early as the seventh century.31
The heyday of Ethiopian power lasted a little over half a century, from he end of the eighth to the middle of the seventh centuries; following their emergence out of Nubia, they fought repeatedly and at times successfully with the Assyrians for control over Egypt. The Ethiopian host mentioned in the Iliad suggests an Ethiopian attempt to outflank the Assyrian enemy by sending an expeditionary force in support of the Phrygians, under pressure from the Ionians in the West and the Assyrians and Cimmericans in the East.32 

Again and again we are brought to the same period—the time of Phrygian power in Asia Minor, of its destruction by the Cimmerian invasion, and of the Ethiopian rule in Egypt is the end of the eighth and beginning of the seventh centuries before the present era. Then this is the historical background of the Trojan War, and if there be any core of truth to the story it must be seen in relation to these events.
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The Western Colonies

Greek literary tradition recounts many tales of the “returns” of the heroic generation that fought at Troy—but few of the plunderers of Priam’s citadel reached home safely, and those who did kept their thrones for only a little while; most were condemned to years of wandering in the far reaches of the known world until finally, in despair of ever again seeing their homes, they settled on distant shores from one end of the Mediterranean to the other. It was as if the return home was blocked—not just by stormy seas, but by upheavals and dislocations that deprived the returnees of shelter in their own land. Following the disasters that afflicted the Greek lands, the last of the heroic generation turned into wanderers and pirates, seeking for living space far from their own ravaged habitations.(1) Strabo, the Roman geographer, thus described the situation that ensued in the wake of Troy’s fall: 

For it came about that, on account of the length of the campaign, the Greeks of that time, and the barbarians as well, lost both what they had at home and what they had acquired by the campaign; and so, after the destruction of Troy, not only did the victors turn to piracy because of their poverty, but still more the vanquished who survived the war. And indeed, it is said that a great many cities were founded by them along the whole seacoast outside of Greece, and in some parts of the interior also.(2) 

Excavations in Sicily over the past one hundred years have revealed evidence of extensive contact with Greece in the Mycenaean Age. As to the people with whom the Mycenaeans traded, their remains attest to a prosperous culture, beginning in the Early Bronze Age and lasting for many centuries; but then, after the latest style of imported Mycenaean ware had run its course,(3) no new pottery, actually no sign of any human presence, appears until the late eighth century. Scholars conclude that Sicilian civilization of the Late Bronze Age “came to an abrupt end about the end of the thirteenth century B.C.” (4) Were the same causes which brought to a close the age of Mycenaean greatness also active on the far-removed island of Sicily? Archaeologists can only speculate about causes; but on one point their verdict is clear—“A real Dark Age set in only to be brought to an end five centuries later with the Greek colonization of Sicily and Southern Italy.” (5) Regarding the new Greek settlements, archaeology and tradition agree that the first ones were established near the end of the eighth century and the beginning of the seventh. The founding of colonies in the western Mediterranean was one of the earliest achievements of the historical Greeks as they emerged out of the ruins of the Mycenaean Age. Syracuse, on the eastern coast of Sicily, was founded, according to the almost universally accepted tradition, ca. 735 B.C.;(6) Thucydides wrote that “Gela was built in the forty-fifth year after Syracuse by Antiphemus, that brought a colony out of Rhodes.” (7) This yields a date of ca. -690 for the founding of Gela on the island’s southern shore.(8) A tradition preserved by Eusebius has Gela founded in the same year as the city of Phaselis in Asia Minor. Eusebius’ date for both cities is -690, closely matching that of Thucydides.(9) These traditions were set forth in greater detail by a Greek historian whose works are no longer extant except for fragments preserved by other ancient writers. In one surviving fragment from his book On the Cities of Asia (10) Philostephanos wrote that Antiphemos, the founder of Sicilian Gela, was a brother of Lacius who founded Phaselis in Asia Minor, both brothers hailing from Rhodes—they had been in the company of Mopsus as he made his way into Cilicia in the years following the Trojan War. In the chronology of Philostephanos, then, Gela was founded in the same generation that saw the fall of Troy, by one of the warriors who took part in that war; and since, as we have seen, the historical date of Gela’s establishment is acknowledged by the best authorities to be ca. 690 B.C., Priam’s city could not have fallen more than two or three decades earlier.(11) 

If the Sicilian Late Bronze Age, contemporary with the Mycenaean Age in Greece, ended abruptly about the time of the Trojan War, the stratigraphic sequence yields no evidence about the dark centuries supposedly separating it from the Geometric Age. After only a few decades the Geometric Age was interrupted by the arrival of Greek colonists, bringing their own distinctive culture from Corinth and Rhodes and other places in Greece. Despite the marked changes in the archaeological finds after the cessation of imported Mycenaean ware, many of the old Mycenaean influences continued to flourish both in the native settlements of the late eighth and early seventh centuries and in the Greek colonies—the examples are very numerous. 

“The strength of ‘Mycenaean’ influence in Sicily [in Late Geometric times] is attested by a tholos tomb at Sant-Angleo Muxaro, north of Agrigento [an ancient port on Sicily’s southern coast]; but it can scarcly be appreciated without knowledge of the Mycenaean royal tombs.” (12) The “large and unusual tholos tombs” (13) at Muxaro “are, in fact, real tholoi, comparable with the Mycenaean ones” (14) even though they are dated “much later than Mycenaean times” (15)—this because of the Geometric pottery found inside. How the Sicilians were able to imitate the dome-shaped tholos tombs half a millennium after such constructions ceased to be made in Greece, and despite being “cut off from contact with the Aegean” during the same period (16) is a puzzling question, especially if we consider that scholars deny that any such tombs were built in Sicily in the five preceding centuries, though they were common in the Late Bronze Age.(17) But let us enter some of the tombs and examine the objects found inside. Little pots with geometric and orientalizing designs indicated a period not earlier than the beginning of the seventh century.(18) Among them the excavators discovered two “splendid gold rings with animal figures incised in their settings.” (19) One of these “shows a cow suckling a calf, the other a strange feline animal, or perhaps a wolf,” (20) depicted in a way clearly descended “from remote Mycenaean traditions.” (21) Not only the rings, but gold bowls found in the same tomb “derive from Mycenaean gold-work.” (22) “Perhaps here again we have a far-distant echo of the Mycenaean world.” (23) 

The same puzzling survivals from Mycenaean times appear also at another Sicilian site—at Segesta, in the western part of the island. The founding of Segesta was dated by tradition to the years following the Trojan War, and was ascribed to a Trojan named Aegestes.(24) The eighth and seventh-century Geometric pottery from Segesta displays startling Mycenaean influences. “A good example is the schematized drawing of a bull, moving from the left to the right, with horns butting against an unidentified object. This motif was a common one on Mycenaean and, more generally, Aegean pottery.” Other motifs of Mycenaean derivation include stylized floral patterns and tassels with meandering lines; these motifs “are not paralleled in Geometric pottery.” (25) The examples are many; and they are all the more remarkable since the last Mycenaean pottery on the island is said to have gone out of use some four or five hundred years earlier. These observations caused much amazement among art historians, but brought no viable suggestion as to how the motifs could have been transmitted through the Dark Age to influence the Geometric ware of Segesta half a millennium later. Could the Phoenicians perhaps have preserved the Mycenaean tradition and, on establishing themselves on the island, have imparted them to the native people of Sicily?, wondered one scholar; but he rejected the thought, for the earliest Phoenician settlement in Sicily dates from the seventh century, and what was found there “of course is not Mycenaean.” (26) 

Wherever the archaeologists turned they found a blank in the archaeological sequence where five centuries should have left at least a trace. At Gela “there is a gap... between the Bronze Age sites, belonging at the outside to the middle of the second millennium, and the objects from the first Greek occupation in the seventh century B.C.” And the explanation? “This is one confirmation that the native peoples left the coastal regions at the close of the age when, at the dawn of the Greek world, the Mycenaeans and other seafarers who came in their wake brought piracy, violence and looting along with trade.” (27) At Thapsos, in the vicinity of Syracuse, “Mycenaean imports... cease towards the end of Mycenaean IIIB, and this implies that the coastal villages were abandoned by about 1270 B.C... In the late VIII century Thapsos was occupied again for a short time by Greek colonists...” (28) If the coast was abandoned during the Dark Age, did life continue in the interior? At Morgantina in central Sicily, “below the earliest defences put up by the colonists... late Mycenaean XIII century ware and Ausonian pottery of the XII century [was followed] by VII century pottery of Sant’Angelo Muxaro type.” (29) Between the levels, nothing at all was found. 

The responsibility for creating the Dark Age of Sicily lies with the erroneous Egyptian timetable. Some of the Mycenaean ware found on the island “is exactly the same pottery as that found in Egypt in the ruins of Tell el-Amarna, the capital of Amenophis [Akhnaton](30) All the indications from Sicilian sites showing direct succession of the Late Bronze Age and Greek colonial periods counted for nothing when the an absolute time scale, introduced from Egypt, demanded the insertion of five empty centuries. As one scholar admitted in another context, “the Aegean prehistorians have no choice but to adapt themselves to the Egyptologists.” (31) 
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The Date of Carthage’s Founding

The Phoenicians, who are credited with imparting the alphabet to the Greeks, themselves left few documents, though we know that they had their historians and kept official chronicles. Apart from the laconic testimony of some scattered inscriptions carved in stone, Phoenician writings have perished; for what we know of their history we depend on the reports of Greek and Roman authors who were not kindly disposed towards them. A grim struggle was waged for centuries between the Greeks and Romans on the one hand, and the Phoenicians and their western offshoot, the Carthaginians, on the other, in which the prize was nothing less than the political and commercial control of the Mediterranean. It began as early as the Orientalizing period of the eighth and early seventh centuries with the rivalry of Greek and Phoenician settlers in the West, and culminated with Alexander’s capture of Tyre in the fourth century, Rome’s defeat of Carthage after the exhausting Punic wars of the third, and Carthage’s destruction in the second. Carthage had been the focus of Phoenician presence in the West for many hundred of years before it was leveled to the ground by the Romans in -146. The Roman historian Appian gave a round figure of seven centuries for Carthage’s existence, which would imply a date for its founding about the middle of the ninth century. Timaeus, the Greek chronographer, gave the year -814 as the date of Carthage’s founding(1) by Dido or Elissa, who had fled with a group of followers from the hands of her murderous brother Pygmalion, king of Tyre. Josephus dated Dido’s flight 155 years after the accession of Hiram, the ally of David and Solomon, that is, in -826. Another tradition, associated with the fourth-century Sicilian chronographer Philistos, placed Carthage’s founding “a man’s life-length” before the fall of Troy. Despite the fact that Philistos’ dating of the Trojan War is unknown, scholars have assumed that he put the date of the founding of Carthage in the thirteenth century.(2) 

Yet Appian, who followed Philistos in dating the founding of Carthage “fifty years before the capture of Troy”(3) knew that the city, destroyed in -146, had had a lifetime of not more than seven hundred years.(4) Thus Appian dated the Trojan War to ca. -800, and there is no reason to think that Philistos did not do likewise. 

Archaeology, however, does not support a mid- or late-ninth century date for Carthage’s founding. After many years of digging archaeologists have succeeded to penetrate to the most ancient of Carthage’s buildings. P. Cintas, excavating a chapel dedicated to the goddess Tanit, found in the lowest levels a small rectangular structure with a foundation deposit of Greek orientalizing vases datable to the last quarter of the eighth century. These are still the earliest signs of human habitation at the site; although Cintas originally held out hope that there would be found remains of the earliest settlers of the end of the ninth century, the years have not substantiated such expectation.(5) Scholars are now for the most part ready to admit that the ancient chronographers’ estimate of the date of the city’s founding was exaggerated.(6) But if Carthage was founded ca. -725 the Trojan War would, in the scheme of Philistos and Appian, need to be placed in the first quarter of the seventh century. 
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Tarshish

According to the picture which emerges with the removal of the dark centuries from ancient history, the Late Minoan civilization finds its place at the beginning of the first millennium before the present era alongside the Mycenaean culture of mainland Greece and the New Kingdom in Egypt. In Israel the corresponding period gets underway with the anointing of Israel’s first king, David, and the brilliant reign of his son and successor, Solomon; it continues with the divided monarchy till the time of Isaiah. 

The impressive power of Minoan Crete, whose ships plied the sealanes of the ancient Mediterranean and regularly called at Levantine ports, and whose rulers were for a time uncontested masters of the busy, and vital, trade routes, could not have passed unnoticed on the pages of the Old Testament. And indeed, in several books of the Scriptures frequent reference is made to a trading nation called Tarshish. Biblical scholars widely disagree on the whereabouts of Tarshish: but Minoan Crete is not among the suggested sites. 

The debate had an early start: the Septuagint, the Greek version of the Old Testament, translated Tarshish as Carthage;1 Josephus and others with him identified Tarshish with Tarsus in Cilicia;2 Julius Africanus thought it was a name for Rhodes or for Cyprus;3 Eusebius and Hippolytus conjectured that the city of Tartessos in Iberia, mentioned by Herodotus and other ancient writers4 was the Biblical Tarshish.5 Modern authors are divided between Tartessos in Iberia6 and Tarsus in Cilicia7—although some would regard the expression “ships of Tarshish” as a general term for ships sailing on long-distance voyages;8 others consider the name Tarshish to refer to foreign lands in general9 and William F. Albright and several others with him, suggested that it referred to mines for precious ores and was applied to certain countries which produced them.10 However, as another scholar rightly remarks, Tarshish is for the writers of the Old Testament a specific land11—it is mentioned in the company of Lud (Lydia) and Javan (Ionia).12 The great perplexity of scholarship on this question and the fact that none of the suggested locations for Tarshish was compelling enough to have produced a general concensus, result from a mistaken chronological scheme which eliminated the possibility of a correct identification before it was ever suggested.

I will attempt to bring evidence in support of Velikovsky’s view that Tarshish was the name employed by the writers of the Old Testament to designate Crete as a whole, or its chief city Knossos.13
The first mention in the Book of Kings of this geographical location refers to the activities of Solomon: “The king had at sea a navy of Tharshish with the navy of Hiram: once in three years came the navy of Tharshish bringing gold and silver, ivory and apes, and peacocks.”14
These precious or exotic items were brought from Ophir, a land whose location is uncertain—but it must have been a rather distant place, considering that the return voyage took three years.15
In the next, ninth, century, King Jenoshaphat: “made ships of Tharshish to go to Ophir for gold: but they went not; for the ships were broken at Ezion-geber.”16 The parallel account in the Book of Chronicles explains the destruction as being due to the Lord’s wrath at Jehoshaphat’s alliance with the wicked Ahaziah of Israel.17 It would thus appear that the Minoans had a fleet on the Red Sea which participated with the Phoenician navy in trading ventures to far-away lands. Ezion-geber also must have been the harbor whence the ships of Tarshish set out on their long journey to Ophir in the time of Solomon.18 The ill-fated attempt by Jehoshaphat to resume the voyages to Ophir was cut short by the intervention of nature, if we may so understand the verse in the forty-eighth Psalm: “Thou breakest the ships of Tarshish with an east wind.”19
The destruction of the fleet from Tarshish at Ezion-geber did not stop that nation’s commercial activity, for In the next century we again hear of the ships of Tarshish frequenting the port of Tyre in Phoenicia. The prophet Isaiah in his message to Tyre refers to some overwhelming disaster which overtook the city in his time;20 and since Tyre had been a major base for the ships of Tarshish, they are said to bemoan their loss: “Howl ye, ships of Tarshish, for it [Tyre] is laid waste, so that there is no house, no entering in. . .” The Inhabitants of the devastated city are invited to “pass over to Tarshish”—possibly indicating that some of Tyre’s citizens resettled on Crete. As a sign of the two countries’ commercial interdependence Tyre is called a “daughter of Tarshish”. The ships of Tarshish are said to be fatally weakened by the loss of their chief port of call: “Howl ye, ships of Tarshish, for your strength is laid waste.”

The tradition of the close links which had existed, ever since Hiram’s expeditions to Ophir, between the ships of Tarshish and the merchant city of Tyre was re-echoed down the centuries. In the time of the Babylonian exile Ezekiel wrote in his message to Tyre: “Tarshish was thy merchant by reason of the multitude of all kinds of riches. . . the ships of Tarshish did sing of thee in thy market: and thou wast replenished and made very glorious in the midst of the seas.”21
The trade between Tarshish and the Levant continued in the mid-seventh century, as is shown by the story of Jonah, who was able to board at Joppa (Jaffa) a ship making a regular commercial run to Tarshish.22
So far we have based our discussion of the identity of Tarshish on Biblical sources; but there also exists an allusion to that land in another source, a cuneiform text found about a hundred years ago at Assur on the Tigris. The text is part of the annals of the Assyrian king Esarhaddon, who ruled over Assyria from -681 to -669. It reads: 

“All the kingdoms from (the islands) amidst the sea—from the country of Iadanan and Jaman as far as Tarshishi bowed to my feet and I received heavy tribute.”23
The identities of the first two countries mentioned by Esarhaddon are known: Iadanan is Cyprus and Iaman is the Ionian coast of Asia Minor; the location of Tarshishi, however, became the subject of some debate, for this statement by Esarhaddon is the only time the name appears in any Assyrian text. It was noted that “Tarshishi” has the determinative mãt for “country” in front of it, as do Idanana, or Cyprus and Iaman, or Ionia. The only clue to its location was its being described as a kingdom “amidst the sea”, apparently somewhat farther removed from Assyria than either Cyprus or Ionia. 

When Esarhaddon’s text was first published and transliterated the name was read as “Nu-shi-shi.”24 At that time there were several conjectures as to the identification of this land. The city of Nysa in Caria was one suggestion; another was that the world refers to “nesos” for Peloponnesos. In 1914 D. D. Luckenbill ventured that “Knossos, for Crete, would fit better.”25 Three years later B. Meissner made a fresh examination of the cuneiform tablet and found that the original transliteration of the name had been mistaken, and that “Tar-shi-shi” was the correct reading.26 The new reading took away Luckenbill’s chief reason for his identification; yet he had the right solution, even if he reached it on wrong grounds. More recent scholarship identifies the land of Tarshishi mentioned by Esarhaddon with the city of Tarsus in Cilicia.27 Had Tarshishi been a city the name would have been preceded by the determinative URU; however, as mentioned above, it has mãt for “country”. It is also difficult to see how a place in Cilicia would fit the description “from Iadanana and Iaman as far as Tarshishi.” Clearly Tarsisi was farther west than either Cyprus or Ionia. These criteria are filled admirably by Crete.

Velikovsky sought to support this identification by the following facts: In the work of the ancient Greek grammarian Hesychius, who composed his biographical lexicon in the fourth century of the present era, it is said that “Tritta” was another name for Knossos.28 A double t is often substituted in ancient Greek by a double s.29 From Trissa could have been derived the name Tarshish, and the designation may later have been extended to cover the whole island of Crete.

Whoever held sway over the island in the early part of the seventh century, the motive for sending gifts to Esarhaddon is clear. After the subjugation of Sidon and the imposition of a treaty of vassalage on Tyre, the sealanes of the Levant were under Assyrian control; and the gifts may have been intended to gain access for the ships of Tarshish to their traditional ports of call; Crete could hardly have felt itself directly threatened by the land-based power of Assyria.

The reason why the identification of Tarshish with Crete, so evident from the texts quoted above—the Old Testament narrative of the trading ventures of Solomon and Hiram, the prophecies of Isaiah and Ezekiel, the story of the voyage of Jonah, as well as the annals of Esarhaddon—was not made before is due to the fact that the end of Minoan Crete is considered by scholars who follow the accepted chronology to have occurred some four to six hundred years before these texts were written. In the days of Solomon, as in those of Isaiah and of Esarhaddon, Crete is said to have been immersed In its own Dark Ages, without the possibility of a high civilization, with no question of a far-ranging fleet. Only when the disarrayed centuries are brought to their proper order does the identity of Tarshish with Minoan Crete emerge into the light of history: the solution to an old puzzle.
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The Dark Age Spanned


Of all the excavated sites in Greece and the Aegean region, it was to Athens that the archaeologists pointed as the once place which preserved a continuity from the end of the Mycenean age down to classical times, and where a sequence of pottery spanning the Dark Age could be followed. Athens thus became the site by which the finds at all other excavated places were identified and placed in time. We are therefore bound to examine the actual stratigraphic situation at Athens.

The sequence of pottery styles at Athens—and thus in all the Greek lands—is usually given thus? 

	Middle Helladic
	to ca. -1550

	Mycenean (Late Helladic)
	to ca. -1230

	Submycenean
	to ca. -1050

	Protogeometric
	to ca. -900

	Geometric
	to ca. -680



It must immediately be said that neither in Athens nor at any other site in Greece has a stratified sequence such as this been uncovered. Then on what basis was the scheme built?

There are three ways of determining the relative position of pottery in time;

1) Relationship of motifs: Determining the sequence from a study of the way decorative motifs merge into one another. This method is of necessity a rather uncertain one but can be useful if employed together with other methods.

2) Juxtaposition of finds: If different styles are found in a common undisturbed deposit, this is strong evidence that they were contemporaneous. If they are found at different levels in a stratified deposit, this indicates their relative position in time.

3) Links with outside chronologies; If a certain style of Greek art can be associated with, for instance, Thutmose III and another style with Akhnaton, then at least a relative chronology can be established, even if the absolute chronology is in dispute.

The final stages of the Mycenean period at Athens were illuminated by Broneer’s excavations on the Acropolis in the late 1930s. Broneer found that emergency measures had been taken to fortify the city and prepare it for withstanding a siege: one of the measures was the construction of a deep well on the Acropolis with a wooden stairway leading down the shaft. At some point the stairway collapsed and the well was abandoned and filled with discarded sherds of late Mycenean pottery.1 Following the destruction of the fountain (Plato in his Kritias attributes it to “earthquakes”) occupation on the Acropolis ceased; only in the seventh and sixth centuries did building activity resume on the site.

Where did the people go during the dark centuries? This is a question which baffles the archaeologists. From the end of the Mycenean age till the seventh century there will be no dwelling places in Athens2—only a necropolis, or “city of the dead.” Where was the city of the living?

The series of burials which are supposed to fill the dark centuries between the end of the Mycenean age and the time of the Proto-Attic ware of the seventh century are located near the north-western Dipylon gate of Athens and in the Kerameikos cemetery next to it. Other tombs were excavated in the Agora, or marketplace, north of the Acropolis. The burials in the Kerameikos are associated with the style named “Protogeometric”—characterized by a narrow band of decoration around the middle of the vase, with the rest of the vessel having a black glaze. The decoration inside the band consists of concentric circles drawn by some sort of multiple i compass. The relationship of this ware with the latest Mycenean pottery found inside the fountain on the Acropolis cannot be judged for “it is a significant fact that the pottery from the fountain extends to, but does not overlap, the period represented by the early graves in the Kerameikos cemetery.”3 This brings into question the usual assertion that the Protogeometric ware followed the Mycenean and sub-Mycenean styles. If there is no overlap, how, can a sequence be established? Beside the fact that no dwelling places have been found for the people buried in the Kerameikos, there is another important indication that the Protogeoroetric pottery and the population associated with it are incorrectly placed following the Mycenean: all of the Protogeometric burials are inside cist-tombs of the type used in the pre-Mycenean or Middle Helladic age. These tombs are not derived from Mycenean tombs, but., where dated to Middle Helladic times, are considered antecedent to them.4 This, together with other factors to be discussed below, is a strong clue to the true placement of the Protogeometric pottery and the population group associated with it. The archaeologists should look to the Middle Helladic (pre-Mycenean) settlements for the houses of those bureid in the Kerameikos. 

The Kerameikos burials continue into the Geometric period, but the bulk of Athenian Geometric pottery has been found near the Dipylon gate. Other Geometric sherds were found in a stratified deposit south of the Parthenon mixed together in one and the same stratum with Mycenean ware. A terrace filling yielded eight distinct layers, the lowest “well-defined stratum” dating from Mycenean and Geometric times and the one above it, taking in the period up to the burning of the Acropolis by the Persians at the beginning of the fifth century.5 But the Mycenean and Geometric periods are said to be separated by some four centuries. If the deposit had been accumulating for this length of time, how is it that none of the Protogeometric wares that supposedly followed the Mycenean and preceded the Geometric was found in it? The problem should be seen in the light of the solution proposed above, that the Protogeometric ware belongs to the pre-Mycenean, Middle Helladic settlement. As was noted long ago by Gardner, “fragments of Geometric vases, indistinguishable from the Dipylon type, have been found on various sites in Greece together with later examples of Mycenaean pottery.”6 On the Acropolis itself fragments of Mycenaean vases were found mixed with Geometric sherds.7 The find south of the Parthenon, taken together with the discoveries at. other sites from Troy to Pylos to Olympia, tends to show that Geometric ware was in fact contemporary with Mycenean, a case also very forcefully argued by W. Dörpfeld, as Velikovsky pointed out his discussion of “Olympia.”

Evidence amounting to proof that Protogeometric and Geometric pottery preceded and was contemporary with Mycenean ware was unearthed by C.C. Edgar at Phylakopi on the Aegean island of Melos. He found Geometric pottery under Mycenean, and mixed with it until the very end of the Mycenean deposit.8 Thus it would seem that while Protogeometric ware is contemporary with Middle Helladic and early Mycenean pottery9 the Geometric style coexisted with the Mycenean. An added proof of this is in the fact that in Egypt, in tomb paintings of the time of Thutmose III (tenth century according to the revised chronology) foreigners are shown bringing geometric pottery.10
The designs on the geometric vases from the vicinity of the Dipylon gate display features which strongly indicate that they were indeed made at the same period as Mycenean vases. They show “two-horse chariots, with very primitive horses, and with men whose wasp-waists remind one of Minoan and Mycenean art; and in some cases much of tha human figure is concealed by the great Mycenean or Minoan figure-of-eight shield.... The women are dressed much in the same fashion as the Minoan and Mycenean women, in tight bodices and bell-shaped skirts.” Thus, “everything seems to point to a civilization at Athens in the Dark Age something like the old Mycenean. ...”11 The Mycenean civilization survived till the beginning of the seventh century and merged with the orientalizing and proto-Attic styles.
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