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Archaeology involves the comparison of one thing with another, using intuition or measurements 

to distinguish variation at different levels of detail. This thesis makes the case for the centrality 

of typology, the relations between things, to archaeological theory, advancing a multi-layered 

typology designed to analyse different kinds of question. I define three levels: the ‘variant’, useful 

to study production, the ‘group’, meaningful for consumption, and the ‘super-group’, relevant to 

identity. By contrast, traditional typologies, fixed and mono-level, tend to mask information they 

render impossible to analyse. My typology replaces the seminal work of Blinkenberg (1926) 

Fibules Grecques et Orientales as well as combining several regional Prähistorische Bronzefunde 

typologies (Caner 1983; Kilian 1975; Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1978) into one scheme. The work 

incorporates 10,000 fibulae from the Aegean and Anatolia into 1,202 variants, 259 groups, and 

53 super-groups from the 12th to the 5th century BC.  

 

The first half of the thesis presents the historiography of fibula study, the new typology, and the 

nominal data. Notable is the dramatic increase in fibula count and diversity in the 8th and 7th 

century, as well as shift from cemetery to sanctuary dedications, followed by their all but total 

disappearance by the 6th century. The second half is concerned with style, degrees of similarity, 

and what stylistic variation is for. A network analysis of shared-presence is shown to be subject 

to serious flaws; whilst an export network based on a manufacture test is much more promising. 

A diversity analysis of site assemblages and profile-group variation is employed to reveal 

divergences of use, practice, and dress style. Why the variety in the 8th and 7th century? An 

argument is advanced that variety is produced to achieve humankind’s ends as loci of distributed 

personhood and cognition. I end with positing the part fibulae played in the various subsystems 

of extended minds.  





Preface

When Professor Cyprian Broodbank brought the question of Greek fibulae to my attention

in his then office at Gordon Square, University College London, in 2011, little did I know

what I was getting into. The next time I saw him we concluded that one cannot only look

at pins. Well, I am not looking at pins, the straight-pins that Jacobsthal (1956) and Kilian-

Dirlmeier (1984) carefully documented, and I am not simply looking at fibulae either.

The main drive of this thesis is typology, the sorting and measurement of archaeological

units, and how almost all archaeological work is built on the comparison of one thing

from another based on complex but often overlooked levels of stylistic similarity. If the

archaeologist loses sight of the theoretical issues of typology, the advances elsewhere are

undermined.

Volume 1 presents the main text of the thesis. Volume 2 contains the typological descrip-

tions, large charts, and Appendices A-F. Volume 3 is the fibula catalogue, Appendix G.

Vol. 1 v





Acknowledgements

Special thanks go to my two supervisors, Professors James Whitley and Irene Lemos,

who have supported me continuously since my project began seven years ago. They have

been a dream team. A similar statement can be made about my distinguished examiners:

Professors Chris Gosden and Marie-Louis Sørensen; and assessors: Dr Lisa Bendall, Dr

Dan Hicks, Dr Linda Hulin, and Dr Peter Stewart.

I am also indebted to the A. G. Leventis Foundation for without whose support this work

would never have begun. Kellogg College for its invaluable scholarship and travel grants,

as well as the Vronwy Hankey Memorial Fund for Aegean Studies. Numerous schol-

ars assisted me at various museums: Dr Anja Ulbrich and Dr Marianne Bergeron at the

Ashmolean, Ms Alexandra Chatzipanagiotou at the National Archaeological Museum of

Athens, and Dr Matthew Haysom at the Knossos Stratigraphic Museum. Thanks also go

to the School Administrator at the British School at Athens, Mrs Tania Gerousi, for obtain-

ing the necessary permits to study material from the Argive Heraion and Knossos North

Cemetery.

I happily thank Stephen Buston and Melena Meese for proof-reading the text. I also need

to thank Polly Buston for lending me her copy of Hart’s Rules and proofing the abstract.

Many deserve thanks at Oxford: the DPhil programme director, Dr David Griffiths; the

typologist of fibulae at Veii, Dr Judith Toms, whom I had many good conversations and

comparative sessions discussing our typologies; Dr ZhiMin Xiao for introducing me to

LyX and Mr Iain Campbell to FileMaker Pro and Tableau; the Dean of Kellogg College,

Dr Alistair Ross, and the Academic Administrator, Ms Sarah O’Brien, for their guidance

whilst I was Junior Dean.

Though it was Professor Cyprian Broodbank who was the first to suggest the topic, it was

Dr Corinna Riva and Professor Todd Whitelaw who provided the critique of my MA thesis

necessary to formulate this DPhil research.

Vol. 1 vii





Contents

1 Introduction & Historiography 1

1.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

1.2 Historiography of Aegean and Anatolian fibula typologies . . . . . . . . 24

1.2.1 Central & Eastern Mediterranean typologies . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

1.3 Historical overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

1.3.1 The status quo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

1.3.2 Summary of chapters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

1.3.3 Summary of research questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

2 Typology of Aegean & Anatolian fibulae 39

2.1 Definitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

2.2 Methodology part 1: typology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

2.2.1 Process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

Vol. 1 ix



2.2.1.1 Subdivision procedure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

2.2.1.2 Coding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

2.2.1.3 Rank order . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

2.2.1.4 Hierarchisation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47

2.2.2 Phylogenetic trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

2.2.3 Variant definitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

2.2.3.1 Profile-variants: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

2.2.3.2 Cross-section-variants: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

2.2.3.3 Catch-plate-variants: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54

2.3 Typological issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55

2.3.1 Cross-section-variants in perspective . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55

2.3.2 Mutual exclusivity, weight, and distance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55

2.3.3 Decorative features . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57

2.3.4 Scope of analyses and Mediterranean comparisons . . . . . . . . 58

2.4 Chronological reckoning . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58

2.4.1 The problems of absolute and relative chronology . . . . . . . . . 58

2.4.2 Key chronological markers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61

2.4.2.1 Late-Helladic IIIB . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63

x Vol. 1



2.4.2.2 Lefkandi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63

2.4.2.3 Phrygian Gordion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63

2.4.2.4 Sanctuary contexts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64

2.4.3 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65

2.5 Variant lists, overview, and chronology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65

2.5.1 General overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65

2.5.2 Profile-variant series . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69

2.5.3 Cross-section-variant series . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

2.5.4 Catch-plate-variant series . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102

2.5.5 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104

3 Nominal Data 105

3.1 Nominal data overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105

3.1.1 Database . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105

3.1.2 Confidence codes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106

3.1.3 Variant counts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106

3.1.4 Location and region counts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110

3.1.5 Site-types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115

Vol. 1 xi



3.1.6 Site-types by region . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117

3.1.7 Material type . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 121

3.1.8 Manufacture and chaîne opératoire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123

3.1.9 Colour . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 126

3.1.10 Composition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128

3.1.11 Size and repair . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129

3.2 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139

4 Networks, Similarity, & Exchange 141

4.1 Methodology part 2: assemblage distribution and connectivity . . . . . . 141

4.1.1 Problems with assemblages and networks . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142

4.1.2 Emphasising process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145

4.1.3 Further problems: network analysis today . . . . . . . . . . . . . 146

4.1.4 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 148

4.2 Site assemblage analyses: first attempt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 149

4.2.1 Shared-presence counts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 149

4.2.2 Is this valid? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 161

4.2.3 A manufacture test . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168

xii Vol. 1



4.2.3.1 Pherai and the manufacture test . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171

4.2.3.2 Pherai and composition analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . 176

4.2.4 How similar is profile-variant similarity? . . . . . . . . . . . . . 184

4.2.5 Summary of initial results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 189

4.3 Manufacture test results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 190

4.3.1 Manufacture test results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 203

4.4 Fibula exchange . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212

5 Diversity, Style, & Agency 217

5.1 Methodology part 3: diversity, style, and systems . . . . . . . . . . . . . 217

5.1.1 Diversity and style in archaeology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 218

5.1.1.1 Creating diversity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 220

5.1.1.2 Diversity and society . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 221

5.1.1.3 Measuring diversity: style or function? . . . . . . . . . 222

5.1.1.4 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 224

5.1.2 Measures of diversity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 225

5.1.3 Factors of diversity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 230

5.2 Assemblage diversity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 234

Vol. 1 xiii



5.2.1 Assemblage richness, evenness and ratio . . . . . . . . . . . . . 234

5.2.1.1 Profile assemblage diversity and sample size . . . . . . 234

5.2.1.2 Catch-plate assemblage diversity . . . . . . . . . . . . 245

5.2.1.3 Initial site assemblage conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . 247

5.2.2 Regional and site-type diversity over time . . . . . . . . . . . . . 251

5.2.3 Artefact-type diversity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 259

5.3 Stylistic variation, individuals and agency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 268

5.3.1 ‘Fibula agency’ and a child burial at Lerna . . . . . . . . . . . . 268

5.3.1.1 Art and agency in practice . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 269

5.3.1.2 The power of abduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 274

5.3.1.3 Legitimacy and the extended mind . . . . . . . . . . . 276

5.3.2 Fibula power: its factors and emotions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 279

5.3.2.1 Distance, encounter, and admiration . . . . . . . . . . 279

5.3.2.2 Location of display: Croesus’ sanctuary dedications . . 283

5.3.2.3 Cultural responses to abduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . 288

5.3.2.4 Explaining variety . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 290

5.3.3 Agency, systems, and extended mind . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 291

xiv Vol. 1



6 Summary & Conclusion 299

6.1 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 299

6.2 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 304

6.2.1 Typological theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 304

6.2.2 Historical summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 308

6.2.3 Networks and provenance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 310

6.2.4 Value and diversity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 313

6.2.5 New directions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 314

Bibliography 315

Vol. 1 xv





List of Figures

1.1 The parts of a fibula (adapted from Kilian-Dirlmeier 2002, 37, Pl. 36, No.

521). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

1.2 Early violin bow fibula and modern safety pin. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

1.3 Fastening a pin with string (Lissauer 1907, 805, Fig. 58). . . . . . . . . . 4

1.4 A brooch fibula; a bronze fibula supports an ivory plaque. FA2.Va.8c,

#8807, not to scale (Coldstream and Catling 1996, Fig. 169). . . . . . . . 5

1.5 The decorative form of a fibula from Lefkandi T.13, #1520, scale 1:1

(Popham et al. 1980, 175, Pl. 173). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

1.6 Decorated fibulae with large Sail catch-plates. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

1.7 (a) A possible fibula depicted on the left hand shoulder of a warrior on an

Attic black-figure dinos signed by Lydos dated c.560-540 BC, a rarity in

vase painting, and (b) a pair of straight-pins holding a peplos, much more

common. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

1.8 Fibulae represented in sculpture. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

1.9 Constraints and variables involved on the production and reception of an

artefact (Clarke 1978, 153). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

Vol. 1 xvii



1.10 Constraints on artefact production through space and time (Clarke 1978,

229). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

1.11 Decorative style of two catch-plates from Thebes. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

1.12 Levels of style in fibula profiles; a and b: variants of the same group; c:

variant of different group; d: variant of different super-group. Scale 1:1

(Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23

1.13 Some types according to Kilian (Kilian 1975, Pls. 6, 7, 14 and 15). Not

to scale. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

1.14 Examples from type S-S.VIIa (Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1978, Pls. 37-38).

Not to scale. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

1.15 A simplified diagram showing various strands of archaeology today: (a)

Classical Archaeology (Source: Author) and (b) archaeological thought

according to Hodder (2012, 7; see also Binford 1962; Ingold 2000; Shen-

nan 2011). The study of fibulae found in the Aegean has remained under

the paradigm of Classical Archaeology, and has remained several decades

behind the archaeological models scholars employ today. . . . . . . . . . 36

2.1 A typical symmetric (a) and asymmetric (b) plain bow from profile-group

E. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44

2.2 The type hierarchy of my typology (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . 47

2.3 Clarke’s (1978, 227, Fig. 61) illustration is of cultural assemblages but the

word ‘culture’ could be replaced by ‘fibula’; ‘phase assemblage’ could

be replaced by ‘polythetic artefact-type’. xII’s show ‘transform types’

(which I call ‘hereditary types’) over time. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49

xiii Vol. 1



2.4 Clarke’s grandfather clocks (Clarke 1978, 185, Fig. 38). . . . . . . . . . 52

2.5 Cross-sections in perspective (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56

2.6 Aegean world relative and absolute chronology (1. Brandherm 2008; cf.

Weninger and Jung 2009, 416; 2. Coldstream and Catling 1996; Hallager

2007, 196; 3. Kilian; 4. Trachsel 2004, 196, Fig. 109; 5. and 6. Pare

2008; 7. van der Plicht, Bruins, and Nijboer 2009, 214; 8. Sams 2011; 9.

Trachsel 2004, 319, Fig. 195). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62

2.7 The distribution of metal finds in the Peripteros at Ephesus; fibulae are

shown in red (Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 23, Fig. 1). . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66

2.8 B3.Ve.2a, #72, from Kerameikos T.2, Athens, scale 1:1 (Kraiker and Kü-

bler 1939, 48, Pl. 28). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69

2.9 E2.IIIa.2a, #299, from Phaistos, scale 1:1 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pl. 6,

No. 194). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70

2.10 G1.VIIIc.9k, #1214, from the Acropolis at Lindos, scale 1:1 (Blinkenberg,

93, Fig. 95). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72

2.11 K4.XIIIc.6a, #1520, from Lefkandi T.13, scale 1:1 (after Popham et al.

1980, Pl. 173). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73

2.12 T1.Ia.3a, #1840, from Lefkandi T.32, scale 1:1 (Popham et al. 1980, Pl.

186). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74

2.13 U1.XXIa.15–, #1889, from Olympia, scale 1:1 (after Philipp 1981, Pl. 60,

No. 1004). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75

Vol. 1 xix



2.14 AC7.XXIVc.9b, #2587, from Ialysos, scale 1:1 (after Sapouna-Sakellarakis,

Pl. 9, No. 277). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76

2.15 AN1.XXIVa.9a, #3168, Knossos North Cemetery MF.78, scale 1:1 (after

Coldstream and Catling 1996, Fig. 159). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77

2.16 AR4.XIIId.9j, #3535, from the Acropolis at Lindos, scale 1:1 (Blinken-

berg, 91, Fig. 91). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78

2.17 AU1.IXb.15d, #3777, from Pherai, scale 1:1 (Kilian, 91, Pl. 36, No. 1004). 79

2.18 BA5.VIIIk.9k, #4221, from the Acropolis at Lindos, scale 1:1 (Blinken-

berg, 105, Fig. 116). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80

2.19 BE3.VIb.11d, #4336, from Thebes, scale 1:1 (Source: Author). . . . . . . 81

2.20 BG1.VIIIl.9h, #4957, from Exoche, scale 1:1 (after Sapouna-Sakellarakis,

Pl. 23, No. 669A). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82

2.21 BK2.IVb.–, #5397, provenance unknown, in the Ashmolean, scale 1:1

(Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83

2.22 BU2.XXIVa.21a, #5630, from Tumulus S-1 at Gordion, scale 1:1 (Caner,

128, Pl. 51, No. 818). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84

2.23 CEδ1.XXVIIb.19h, #5883, from Thymbra, scale 1:1 (Caner, 148, Pl. 59,

No. 1030). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85

2.24 CH8.XXVIIf.23m, #5959, from Tumulus MM at Gordion, scale 1:1 (Caner,

173, Pl. 67, No. 1169). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86

2.25 CJ1.XXVb.21a, #5994, from Tumulus S-1, NE charred deposit at Gor-

dion, scale 1:1 (Caner, 114, Pl. 44, No. 659). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86

xx Vol. 1



2.26 CMδ1.XXVIb.19d, #6162, from Elis, scale 1:1 (Marshall 1911, Pl. 67,

No. 2846). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87

2.27 CU4.XXVIIa.21a, #6630, from Gordion Tumulus MM, scale 1:1 (Caner,

Pl. 49, No. 764A). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88

2.28 CY6.XVIIIa.21a, #6700, from Gordion Tumulus MM, scale 1:1 (Caner,

Pl. 38, No. 494). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89

2.29 DH3.IVg.21a, #6963, from Boğazköy, scale 1:1 (Caner, Pl. 19, No. 242). 90

2.30 DI1.XXIXa.23b, #7095, from Olympia, scale 1:1 (Furtwängler 1890, Pl.

22, No. 375). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 90

2.31 ED1.Ib.8d, #7425, from the Argive Heraion, scale 1:1 (Source: Author). . 91

2.32 EH4.XXI.–, #7727, from the Argive Heraion, scale 1:1 (Source: Author). 92

2.33 EJ3.Ia.5b, #8178, from Exoche, scale 1:1 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pl. 47,

No. 1553). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

2.34 EU3.XXXIb.15a, #8245, from Aegina, scale 1:1 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis,

Pl. 55, No. 1724). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

2.35 EW1.XIIIa.7c, #8274, provenance unknown, scale 1:1 (after Blinkenberg,

80, Fig. 70). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94

2.36 EX3.XIIIa.1a, #8350, from Vergina LXVI.E, scale 1:1 (Bräuning and Kilian-

Dirlmeier 2013, 280, Fig. 228, No. 24α . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95

2.37 FH1.Ia.16a, #9031, from Pherai, scale 1:1 (Kilian, Pl. 43, No. 1250). . . . 96

2.38 FI1.XVIIb.2d, #9118, from the Argive Heraion, scale 1:1 (Source: Author). 96

Vol. 1 xxi



2.39 FJ8.Vf.–, #9185, from Ialysos Zambico T.CXXXVI, not to scale (Sapouna-

Sakellarakis, Pl. 47, No. 1549A). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97

2.40 FP1.—.–, #9408, from Ephesus, scale 1:1 (Marshall 1911, Pl. 10, No.

1036). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97

2.41 GA2.—.9h, #9452, from Ialysos Sanctuary of Athena, scale 1:1 (Sapouna-

Sakellarakis, Pl. 41, No. 1457). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98

2.42 GB4.—.–, #9456, from Sanctuary d’Orthia, Sparta, not to scale (Thompson

1909, 287, Fig. 2). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99

2.43 GD2.Va.2a, #9491, from Philia, scale 1:1 (Kilian-Dirlmeier, Pl. 93, No.

1459). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

3.1 The difficulty of distinguishing the cross-section-variant by drawing con-

vention; only few include the luxury of the additional drawing telling us

which (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pls. 18-9, Nos. 593, 602 and 614). Not to

scale. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 109

3.2 Regions discussed in the text; fibulae found outside these areas are ex-

cluded from the analyses (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112

3.3 Histogram showing the number of sites per fibula count (Source: Author). 113

3.4 Fibula count by region. N=9,916 (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . 114

3.5 Fibula count by site-type: (a) Period 1; (b) Period 2; (c) Period 3; (d)

Period 4 (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116

3.6 Fibula count by site-type and region (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . 118

xxii Vol. 1



3.6 Continued. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119

3.7 Wire fibula production technique (Carrasco, Martínez, Pachón, and Montero

2014, 100, Fig. 4). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123

3.8 A 6th century slate limestone jewellery mould from Miletus (Tölle 1966,

92, Fig. 1). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125

3.9 A mould from Kalapodi (Felsch 2007, 140, Pl. 32, No. 518). . . . . . . . 125

3.10 Colour shift in copper-alloys with different tin contents (Fang and Mc-

Donnell 2011, 56, Fig. 1). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127

3.11 Tin (Sn) and lead (Pb) content for ‘as cast’ (A), ‘slightly worked’ (B),

‘worked’ (C), and ‘intensely worked’ (D) (Orfanou 2015, 211, Fig. 7.14b). 129

3.12 Length count in bins of 5mm, and the number of repairs (Source: Author). 130

3.13 Repairs (a) and length (b) by site-type (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . 131

3.14 Repairs by site-type and region (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133

3.15 Length box-plots by region and site-type (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . 135

3.15 Cont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136

3.15 Cont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137

3.15 Cont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 138

Vol. 1 xxiii



4.1 Types of basic network: (a) lattice linked by close distance, with cabot-

age/coasting; (b) random (or directed); (c) small world with close distance

and long links; (d) scale-free with high centrality, hub sites (Östborn and

Gerding 2015, 310, Fig. 3). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142

4.2 The deposition of durable artefacts (Schiffer 1972, 158, Fig. 1). . . . . . 143

4.3 Hypothetical model of natural selection (a) and traits under drift (b). . . . 144

4.4 The separation of the Prähistorische Bronzefunde series into functional

and symbolic (Jockenhövel 2011, 12, Fig. 4). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145

4.5 Shared-presence counts between 26 sites (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . 150

4.5 Cont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 151

4.6 The shared-presence of sites as a percentage of their total profile-variants

(Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153

4.6 Cont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 154

4.7 Average profile-variant shared-presence, as a percentage of total profile-

variants between sites (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 155

4.8 Disparity of Pherai and Kalapodi (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . 157

4.8 Cont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158

4.9 Disparity between shared-variants as a % of their totals between Location-

A and Location-B (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159

4.10 Prevailing currents in the Aegean Sea (Tartaron 2013, 98, Fig. 4.5). . . . 160

xxiv Vol. 1



4.11 Count of fibulae whose types are shared between the sites (Source: Author).165

4.12 Weighted profile-variant synergy (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . 166

4.12 Cont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 167

4.13 Evenness of profile-variant’s at Pherai; the quadrangle colour represents

an individual variant; its size its proportion (Source: Author). . . . . . . . 173

4.14 Map of fibula types according to Orfanou (2015, 218, Fig. 7.21). . . . . . 177

4.15 Lead and tin presence in 119 fibulae from Pherai. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 178

4.16 Sn% and Pb% according to the manufacture test (Source: Author). . . . . 180

4.17 Matrix of catch-plate counts of ‘Epirotic’ fibulae (AU-AY) and ‘Thes-

salian’ fibulae (F-Y) (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 182

4.18 Element % according to Orfanou and the manufacture test (Source: Author).183

4.19 Catch-plate-variant style: 11e with short neck and 11f with long neck. Not

to scale. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 185

4.19 Cont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187

4.20 Fibula #2780 from Pherai. An instance of a profile (AF2) common to

Thessaly adopting a catch-plate common to Asia Minor, likely 9a, if the

lower half conforms to expectations (Kilian 1975, Pl. 56, No. 1564). . . 188

4.21 Site assemblage and manufactured profile-group richness (Source: Author).204

4.22 Site assemblage and manufactured profile-variant richness (Source: Au-

thor). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 206

Vol. 1 xxv



4.23 The percentage of profile-groups and profile-variants manufactured by

site (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 207

4.24 The percentage of fibulae manufactured locally by site (Source: Author). 208

4.25 Matrix of unique profile-variant exports by site (Source: Author). . . . . 211

5.1 A multi-layered typology with different levels of meaning (Source: Author).218

5.2 Clarke’s general model C (Clarke 1978, 73, Fig. 11). . . . . . . . . . . . 221

5.3 The classic case of Altamira: expected diversity based on random sampling

(Kintigh 1984, 48, Fig. 3). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 227

5.4 Variants of equivalent value, where the difference between a profile-variant

J3 and J4 is roughly equivalent to a CU1 and CU2, whilst the difference

between a J and CU is markedly greater than between a J and K. (Source:

Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 229

5.5 Site assemblage profile richness (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . 236

5.6 Site assemblage profile evenness (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . 238

5.7 Site assemblage profile ratios (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 240

5.8 Site assemblage profile evenness against ratios (Source: Author). . . . . . 241

5.9 Site assemblage profile richness with trend lines (Source: Author). . . . . 243

5.10 Site-type profile richness with trend lines (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . 244

5.11 Site assemblage catch-plate richness (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . 246

xxvi Vol. 1



5.12 Site assemblage catch-plate evenness (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . 248

5.13 Site assemblage catch-plate ratio (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . 249

5.14 Site assemblage catch-plate evenness against ratio (Source: Author). . . . 250

5.15 Profile-variant count and richness by region and period (Source: Author). 252

5.16 Profile-variant richness and ratio by region and period (Source: Author). . 254

5.17 Profile-variant richness and ratio by site-type and period (Source: Author). 255

5.18 Profile-variant richness and ratio by region, site-type, and period (Source:

Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 257

5.19 (a) BF5 fibula from Lindos; (b) BG1 fibula from Exoche; (c) BH8 fibula

from Philia. Scale 1:1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 261

5.20 (a) G3 fibula from the Argive Heraion; (b) G1 fibula from Ialysos; scale

1:1. (c) H1 fibula from Lindos; scale 2:3. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 263

5.21 BE3 fibula, probably from Thebes (a); BEδ3 fibula, provenance unknown

(b). Scale 2:3. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 264

5.22 (a) DI2 fibula from Olympia; (b) DJ3 fibula from Boğazköy; (c) DK fibula

from Gordion Tumulus MM. Scale 1:1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 266

5.23 The remains of a king in Tumulus MM at Gordion (Simpson 2012, 150,

Fig. 10.1). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 267

5.24 Various decorated 8th and 7th century fibulae with Sail catch-plates. Scale

1:2. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 270

Vol. 1 xxvii



5.25 Gell’s terminology and The Art Nexus (Gell 1998, 27, 29, Table 1). . . . 272

5.26 Lerna fibula Stage 1 Gellogram: production and use-life (Source: Author). 273

5.27 Had the fibula come into the possession of the wearer as a gift, it would

carry the associations of those who wore it previously, adding to its power

as an index (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 274

5.28 Lerna fibula Stage 2 and 3 ‘Maxogram’: transfer of ownership and dedic-

ation in burial (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 275

5.29 Lerna fibula Stage 4: tales of heroic objects (Source: Author). . . . . . . 280

5.30 The creation of a prototype by orator and not the craftsman (Source: Au-

thor). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 280

5.31 Emotions of admiration, emulation, inferiority, envy, and jealousy, and

their components. Note, there is a mistake in this diagram: the uppermost

line should read ‘A believes A doesn’t have p’ (Castelfranchi and Miceli

2009, 225, Fig. 1). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 281

5.32 Lion Brooches from the Sanctuary of Apollo Tyritas (a) and the Argive

Heraion (b). Not to scale. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 285

5.33 Dedication of Croesus’ wife’s jewellery to Apollo at Delphi (Source: Au-

thor). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 287

5.34 Simplification of Croesus’ extended agency over Recipient5-P, and the

attempt to usurp this agency by the Lacedaemonians (Source: Author). . . 287

5.35 Agency involved in dedicating the enemy’s objects: volt sorcery (Source:

Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 288

xxviii Vol. 1



5.36 Power of god as prototype; power of abduction via cultural thought (Source:

Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 289

5.37 The role of current emotions in decision making (Lerner, Li, Valdesolo,

and Kassam 2015, 815, Fig. 2). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 292

5.38 Minds as social institutions (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 295

6.1 Typology as foundation to archaeological theory (adapted from Hodder

2012, 7, Fig. 1). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 305

Vol. 1 xxix





List of Tables

2.1 The four periods used in this thesis and their absolute and ceramic dates

(Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65

3.1 Data recorded by confidence code given as a percentage of total fibulae

(N=10,282). The confidence indicates which features were coded given

the artefact’s preservation and publication quality. PF = profile; XS =

cross-section; CP = catch-plate (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107

3.2 Category-variants and category-groups, and the number of fibulae within

each (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108

3.3 Region codes (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 111

3.4 (a) total material count by region and (b) iron use (Source: Author). . . . 122

4.1 The manufacture test. A site that meets the required number of variants per

group and the minimum % of total fibulae passes the test and is considered

a manufacturer of that fibula group (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . 170

4.2 Manufacture test result scores (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171

4.3 Manufacture test for Pherai (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 174

Vol. 1 xxxi



4.4 Summary of Pherai’s manufacture test (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . 176

4.5 Summary of catch-plate-groups by region (Source: Author). . . . . . . . 186

4.6 Manufacture test: Aegina (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 191

4.7 Manufacture test: Alisar (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 191

4.8 Manufacture test: the Argive Heraion (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . 192

4.9 Manufacture test: Athens (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 192

4.10 Manufacture test: Boğazköy (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 193

4.11 Manufacture test: Emporio (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 193

4.12 Manufacture test: Ephesus (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 194

4.13 Manufacture test: Gordion (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 195

4.14 Manufacture test: Hephaisteia (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . 196

4.15 Manufacture test: Ialysos (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 196

4.16 Manufacture test: Izmir (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197

4.17 Manufacture test: Kalapodi (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197

4.18 Manufacture test: Kamiros (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197

4.19 Manufacture test: Knossos (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 198

4.20 Manufacture test: Lefkandi (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 198

4.21 Manufacture test: Lindos (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 199

xxxii Vol. 1



4.22 Manufacture test: Olympia (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 200

4.23 Manufacture test: Perachora (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 200

4.24 Manufacture test: Phana (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201

4.25 Manufacture test: Philia (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201

4.26 Manufacture test: Samos (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 202

4.27 Manufacture test: Samothrace (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . 202

4.28 Manufacture test: Sparta (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 202

4.29 Manufacture test: Thebes (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 203

4.30 Manufacture test: Vrokastro (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 203

5.1 Interpretive list of diversity measures (Source: Author). . . . . . . . . . . 259

Vol. 1 xxxiii



Abbreviations

# Unique fibula number given in Appendix G (Volume 3)

B Blinkenberg’s code

BF Bronzo Finale

Blinkenberg Blinkenberg 1926

BM Bronzo Medio

Bz Bronzezeit

C Caner’s code

Caner Caner 1983

CG Cypriot-Geometric

CP Catch-plate

EG Early-Geometric

EO Early-Orientalising

EPG Early-Protogeometric

G Geometric

Ha Hallstatt

K Kilian’s code

Kilian Kilian 1975

Kilian-Dirlmeier Kilian-Dirlmeier 2002

LC Late-Cypriot

LG Late-Geometric

xxxiv Vol. 1



LH Late-Helladic

LM Late-Minoan

LPG Late-Protogeometric

MG Middle-Geometric

MPG Middle-Protogeometric

PF Profile

P-F Primo Ferro

PGB Protogeometric-B

ProtoC Protocorinthian

S-S Sapouna-Sakellarakis’s code

Sapouna-Sakellarakis Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1978

SM Submycenaean / Subminoan

SPG Subprotogeometric

SubG Subgeometric

XS Cross-section

Whilst abbreviations are generally avoided, the American Journal of Archaeology’s ab-

breviations of titles of standard reference works, journals, and book series are occasionally

employed.

All dates are in BC unless otherwise noted.

Vol. 1 xxxv





Chapter 1

Introduction & Historiography

1.1 Introduction

In 1926 Christian Blinkenberg, then director of the National Museum of Denmark, pub-

lished Fibules Grecques et Orientales (Blinkenberg 1926). This landmark work docu-

mented some 2,434 fibulae in 206 types, providing scholars a comprehensive typology

that showed a dizzying amount of fibula variation from the Eastern Mediterranean. The

primary function of a fibula (Figure: 1.1) is to fasten, and they have obvious parallels

with the modern safety pin (Figure: 1.2). Blinkenberg’s work appeared to settle the ques-

tion of fibulae in terms important at the time, namely a chronological and ethnic order-

ing; ‘épirotes’, ‘thessaliens’, ‘helladiques’, and so on (Blinkenberg, 16). A century on

these foundations appear rather shaky, and yet superseding Blinkenberg’s work appeared

for some an insurmountable task (Catling and Catling 1980, 234). Although more re-

cent work, notably by the Prähistorische Bronzefunde series, has filled in some gaps,

there has not been any real effort toward explanation (Caner 1983; Kilian 1975; Sapouna-

Sakellarakis 1978; Snodgrass 1976). There is no explanation as to why there are gaps

geographically, no answer as to why there is so much variety, and no analysis of their

meaning or value. Yet, it is now becoming clear that the variation in fibulae rested not
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Figure 1.1: The parts of a fibula (adapted from Kilian-Dirlmeier 2002, 37, Pl. 36, No. 521).

only in their style, but in their use, function, and meaning. The use of fibulae was cultur-

ally and regionally specific.

It is not only that a new synthesis of Aegean and Anatolian fibulae is overdue that warrants

their re-examination, but rather that fibulae are an immeasurably undervalued source of

information. For fibulae are identity-laden artefacts possessing multiple layers of meaning

that can provide a glimpse at the systems and agency of daily life (cf. Gleba 2017; Martin

2015). Uncovering this information requires a new kind of typology, one that extends

beyond the traditional typology that is fixed and mono-level. By traditional, I mean a

typology where each object fits into only one category that can be used to answer only

one kind of question, usually chronology (Adams and Adams 1991, 8-11; Clarke 1978,

35-7; Klejn 1982, 5-10; Sørensen 2014, 251; 2015a, 88). A new typology must look

at how different levels of typological detail can provide information of different orders

(cf. Binford 1962, 219). Specifically, I aim to create a typology fit to classify objects

in multiple ways from the perspective of the craftsman, the consumer, and their cultural

groups; it is flexible and multi-level. This new typology is the first of three major aims of

the thesis; ultimately, 10,282 fibulae were recorded and each assigned three out of 1,202

variants as defined in Plates: 1-129. The second is to bring up-to-date the distribution
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(a) A1.Ia.2b, #3, late-13th century violin bow fibula from Mycenae
T.8, scale 1:1 (Montelius 1912, 158, Fig. 355).

(b) A modern safety pin, not to scale
(Source: Author).

Figure 1.2: Early violin bow fibula and modern safety pin.

of fibulae and their regional interconnections. The third is to explain, after their gradual

introduction from the late-13th century, their value and rise to popularity in the 8th and

7th century before their unexplained decline in use after the 6th.

Fibulae were a new technology that came about with the invention of the spring. Several

scholars place this in the Alpine foothills in the 13th century (Alexander and Hopkin 1982,

406-9). The previous technology they would come to co-exist with was the pin, made

of bronze, bone, and (scholars suspect for it rarely survives) wood (Lorimer 1950, 351).

Pins could be fastened using string, although their long length meant this was not essential

(Figure: 1.3). Like the Victorian hat-pin, the pin could used as a lethal murder weapon,

as a hapless Athenian found upon his return from a failed attempt to reclaim some stolen

statues in Aegina (Waterfield 1998, Herodotus V. 83-7; see further on page 12). The fibula

had obvious advantages, namely of being quicker to fasten and having a catch-plate for

protection against the needle (Alexander 1973, 185; Muscarella 1964, 36). Yet, in the Iron

Age, fibulae never replaced pins (Jacobsthal 1956; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984). In some find-

spots, fibulae had a greater propensity for use than pins and vice versa, while in others

they were used together. The greatest explanation seems to be cultural, and with different

ways of dress across regions, the answer may lie with the elusive concept of fashion.
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Figure 1.3: Fastening a pin with string (Lissauer 1907, 805, Fig. 58).
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Figure 1.4: A brooch fibula; a bronze fibula supports an ivory plaque. FA2.Va.8c, #8807, not to
scale (Coldstream and Catling 1996, Fig. 169).

Fibulae were not only for fastening clothes (Alexander 1973, 191-2). However, their use

in the Aegean and Anatolia points to this. Fibulae were not only functional but also decor-

ative, with incision along the bow or catch-plate, or formed like modern brooches, where

a fibula would support a brooch or plaque (Figure: 1.4). Nevertheless, added decoration

does not mean the form was not in itself decorative, indeed beautiful and beguiling, and

the variation in style was astonishing. It is, however, added decoration that has drawn the

attention of scholars and museums (e.g. Hampe 1971; Reisinger 1916), and the scholar-

ship of Greek fibulae has largely paralleled scholarly paradigms. By shedding light on a

few key points in the historiography, I will show how I study fibulae differently, and why

a new study is needed.

At the turn of the 20th century AD almost all prominent scholars had an interest in fibu-

lae, including Montelius (1882; 1895; 1903; 1912), Dörpfeld (1902), Furtwängler (1906;

1913), Myres (1910a; 1910b; 1913; 1914), Orsi (1913), Ridgeway (1901), and Undset

(1889). Fibulae were seen as a residue of ethnic identities and a means to explore archae-
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Figure 1.5: The decorative form of a fibula from Lefkandi T.13, #1520, scale 1:1 (Popham et al.
1980, 175, Pl. 173).

ology in an evolutionary framework that Montelius and others were adopting from natural

history (Almgren 1995, 23; Daniel 1943, 16). The American School’s excavations of the

Argive Heraion between 1891-1895 captures the developing aims of Classical Archae-

ology well. Whilst Waldstein (1902, 20-3) was interested in the marbles for their beauty,

de Cou (1905, 191) was interested in typological development. Some 5,738 bronzes were

excavated of which 3,938 cleaned:

The patinated pieces were left untouched, together with others in which the
oxides had already destroyed the bronze in whole or in part, and a consider-
able number of pieces which did not seem of sufficient interest to repay the
trouble (de Cou 1905, 192).

Some 2,841 (49.5%) made the final publication, and the unusual inclusion of fragmentary

objects is noteworthy:

The selection and arrangement of catalogue numbers has been made with a
view toward securing a continuous development from one subdivision of a
type to another, and where it seemed practicable, from type to type. It is for
this purpose that many objects have been entered and described which would
not of themselves be of any especial value or interest (de Cou 1905, 192).

Fibulae have more often been considered a minor-art (Kleinkunst) or functional safety-pin,

and have received little attention or been ignored altogether (e.g. Osborne 2009; Robertson
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1975; Whitley 2001). This dichotomy is clear in scholarship of the 20th century AD, and

Hampe’s (1936) discovery of artistic hands, such as the ‘Schwanmeister’, contributed to

the distinction between decorated ‘Boeotian fibulae’ as art (Figure: 1.6), as opposed to

undecorated fibulae often neglected, unrecorded, and undrawn (Hampe and Simon 1981,

111).

Hampe (1936) followed the tradition of looking to capture the spirit and individuality of

ancient Greece within the paradigm that had long sought the origins of European civil-

isation (Bernal 1991, 281-336; Morris 1992; cf. Desborough 1972, 353). A fibula might

demonstrate the Kunstwollen, and thus oeuvre of the ‘culture’ that created it (Zerner 1976,

180), or what I might now call the ‘distributed mind’ (cf. Gell 1998, 163, 221-3), but in the

early 20th century AD was used to reaffirm the divergence between the work of the spir-

ited West as opposed to the stasis of a shackled East (Riegl [1900] 2000, 124-7; Sherratt

1997, 44).

An extract from the Conference on the Future of Archaeology at the University of London

in 1943 shows the dichotomy in Greek archaeology well:

It is absurd that students should be trained to distinguish between the several
masters of Attic vase-painting and the different schools of sculpture, but given
no inkling of even the typological significance of unpainted wares, safety-pins
and swords (Childe 1943, 25).
At Oxford, in the four years classical course, there is little place for archae-
ology (Beazley 1943, 42).

Childe assailed an archaeology that immortalised a particular part of ancient Greece and

its ‘art’, that had a special affinity in our society, to the neglect of others. An example is

the series Griechische Vasenmalerei: Auswahl Hervorragender Vasenbilder (Furtwängler

and Reichhold 1904): the plate volumes are some 715mm tall, and continue the tradition

of early-18th century AD antiquarians (e.g. Millingen 1813). This tradition presented

our vision, as well as the needs of our society, as much if not more than any ‘society’ in

the ancient world. This is a lingering paradigm that, ironically, Childe (1958, 9, 81, 161)
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(a) Fibula with large ‘sail’ catch-plate, BE3.VIb.11d, #4331 from Thebes, scale 1:2
(Hampe 1936, Pl. 15, No. 29).

(b) Fibula by the Schwanmeister, BE3.VIa.11d, #4315 from Thebes, scale
1:1 (Hampe 1936, Pl. 13, No. 17).

Figure 1.6: Decorated fibulae with large Sail catch-plates.
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belongs, and that Beazley worked like Hampe, to ‘add the significant details, the positive

facts, that lent this narrative scientific authority’ (Whitley 1997, 44).

The New Archaeology of the 1960s and 1970s did not bring the benefits it promised

to Classical Archaeology (Binford 1965; Clarke 1973). Fibulae were never subject to a

quantitative study, and, if anything, scholars became shy to offer them any kind of explan-

ation that was not merely functional (Snodgrass 1985, 34). Museum galleries of Greek ar-

chaeology tend to show an unrepresentative sample of Sail-Boat fibulae, or rare examples

made of gold or silver (an exception is the National Museum of Denmark). European

prehistory galleries in the Neues Museum, British Museum, or Musée du Louvre are

much more representative. This serves to highlight both the historical importance that fib-

ula types have played in European chronologies (e.g. Bietti-Sestieri 1973; Müller-Karpe

1959; Pare 2008), and that everyday non-Greek fibulae do not need to ‘prove themselves’

as much as their ‘Greek’ counterparts. Only a miniscule fraction of the types presented in

this thesis are found outside the museum storeroom, which is quite misleading for today’s

typologists.

Fibula publications of the second half of the 20th century AD document fibulae at the

expense of explanation. The goal of Prähistorische Bronzefunde has been to document; to

create a repository for scholars to explain (Jockenhövel 2016, 4). Yet, it was the typologists

themselves best placed to do so, and this led to a missed opportunity. Now, in the 21st

century AD, fibulae are almost forgotten: most standard books, if they mention them at

all, include only a passing mention (Lemos 2002; Osborne 2009; Plantzos 2016; Wallace

2010; Whitley 2001). I am unable to explain this. Are fibulae too arcane, obscure, or

perhaps not worthy of explanation? In the remainder of the chapter, allow me to introduce

the evidence for fibulae before turning to the fundamental concepts of this thesis: typology,

style, and variation. It is here I introduce my research questions. Thereafter, I present a

more detailed historiography of fibula study and a brief overview of the period. The main

methodologies of the thesis are reserved to the beginning of each subsequent chapter.
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The evidence from our period is primarily from sanctuary and cemetery deposits (223 sites

are recorded in Plate: 130; 10,282 fibulae are catalogued in Appendix G); however, there

is also a visual and literary record. Rather than dismissing literary evidence (e.g. Brøns

2014, 62), it is actually the best available. Foremost, as with vase representations none

are earlier than the 6th century, and so it is only because of the literary evidence that the

placement and association of fibulae with particular parts of clothing in 8th century tombs

is interpreted. Moreover, the attention given by Homer is insightful to the value fibulae

possessed at the height of their popularity, archaeologically speaking, and at the time the

Iliad and Odyssey were being sung, from the late-8th century (Hall 2014, 24-5; Whitley

1991, 341-3; 2001, 89):

1. ‘Each man sent his herald off to bring back the presents. Antinoös’ herald brought
in a great robe, beautiful and elaborate, and in it were twelve double pins, golden
all through, and fitted with bars that opened and closed easily’ (Lattimore 1975,
Odyssey 18. 291-4).

2. ‘Still, I will tell you, in the way my heart imagines him. Great Odysseus was wearing
a woollen mantle of purple, with two folds, but the pin to it was golden and fashioned
with double sheathes [alternatively ‘double-bowed’], and the front part of it was
artfully done: a hound held in his forepaws a dappled fawn, preying on it as it
struggled; and all admired it, how, though they were golden, it preyed on the fawn
and strangled it and the fawn struggled with his feet as he tried to escape him. I
noticed also the shining tunic that he was wearing on his body. It was like the dried-
out skin of an onion, so sheer it was and soft, and shining bright as the sun shines’
(Lattimore 1975, Odyssey 19. 224-34).

3. ‘For I myself gave him his clothing, as you describe it. I folded it in my chamber,
and I too attached the shining pin, to be his adornment; but I shall never welcome
him home, come back again to the beloved land of his fathers. It was on a bad day
for him that Odysseus boarded his hollow ship for that evil, not-to-be-mentioned
Ilion’ (Lattimore 1975, Odyssey 19. 255-9).

4. ‘Aphrodite likes to beguile the women of Achaea to elope with Trojans, whom she
so adores: now, fondling some Achaean girl, I fear, she scratched her slim white
hand on a golden pin’ (Fitzgerald 1998, Iliad V. 424-8).

5. ‘Earl Nestor of Gerenia replied: “No Argive then can take it ill; no one will disregard
him when he calls to action.” With this he pulled his tunic to his waist, tied his
smooth feet into good rawhide sandals, and gathered round him with a brooch his
great red double mantle, lined with fleece. He picked a tough spear capped with
whetted bronze and made his way along the Achaean ships’ (Fitzgerald 1998, Iliad
X. 125-33).
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6. ‘Hera, having anointed all her graceful body, and having combed her hair, plaited it
shining in braids from her immortal head. That done, she chose a wondrous gown,
worked by Athena in downy linen with embroideries. She caught this at her breast
with golden pins and girt it with a waistband, sewn all around with a hundred tassels.
Then she hung mulberry-coloured pendants in her ear-lobes, and loveliness shone
round her. A new head-dress white as the sun she took to veil her glory, and on her
smooth feet tied her beautiful sandals’ (Fitzgerald 1998, Iliad XIV. 180-92).

7. ‘Nine years I stayed, and fashioned works of art, brooches and spiral bracelets,
necklaces, in their smooth cave, round which the stream of Ocean flows with a
foaming roar’ (Fitzgerald 1998, Iliad XVIII. 400-3).

There is much to learn from this evidence. First, fibulae were a well known device eas-

ily understood, and remarked upon in these passages for their special qualities, namely

their golden character. The word for pin is the same as for fibulae: περόνη, and it is also

used interchangeably with ‘brooch’ and ‘clasp’ by the translators (Lorimer 1950, 337-8;

Ridgeway 1901, 567-9). Only the last, however, uses the word πόρπαι (brooch) instead of

περόνη (Lemos, pers. com.). Why there was not a separate word for fibula and straight-

pin is an interesting question. Perhaps fibulae were generally out of use by the time the

texts were written down, or later copyists of Homer’s works did not fully understand the

difference. In any case, I suggest 1, 2, 3, 5, and 7 are fibulae whilst 4 and 6 are pins. The

second point is that men wear a single fibula to hold together their mantle (2, 3, and 5),

and the women wear a pin, presumably straight-pins (4 and 6). Indeed, the Thessalians

had a word for a chlamys fastened with a fibula (Ridgeway 1901, 557). Third, the value

of a fibula is very important, coming toward the beginning of each description. Weapons

come after dress; other jewellery is rarely remarked. It may be fibulae are mentioned early

because they are noticeable but this is not unimportant. Fourth, Odysseus’ fibula is de-

scribed in detail. The translation of ‘double sheathes’ above is by Lattimore (1975, 288)

whilst another translates ‘double-bowed’ (Lawrence 1992, 192), which makes much more

sense, very likely a BEδ2, which was common at the time (Plate: 38). The description

of the catch-plate is a good example of ekphrasis, the use of an object to make a narrat-

ive (Whitley 2013a, 399). Such decoration in real examples is small and very hard to

perceive; only those given permission by the wearer, or upon viewing it at a sanctuary,
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would be able to see the ‘narrative art’. This all plays into its power of captivation that is

never quite reached, hence it is telling that its efficacy is narrated by the poet. Note too,

their emphasis as objects for adornment; appreciated as beautiful objects suited for a hero

or goddess. Finally, it is not without meaning that there are more references to fibulae

in Homer than later authors, consistent with the chronology of fibula and pin use attested

archaeologically. I shall further remark on the date of Homer on page 285.

Visual representations of dress are almost invisible in the time between Mycenaean fres-

coes, and Archaic and Classical vase paintings and sculpture, and so, besides Homer (e.g.

Iliad 14, 178-80; Odyssey 19, 225, 292-4), archaeologists are left with the adjunct of fibu-

lae and pins. Naturally, fibulae have an intimate association with dress, and certain types

of dress, which must be connected with their introduction, c.1250-1150 BC, and their fall

from popularity, c.600-500 BC (Alexander and Hopkin 1982, 405; Blinkenberg 1926, 14;

Desborough 1964, 54). The fundamental chapter remains Lorimer (1950, 336-405) and it

is worth pausing on two key issues. The first is how and who wore fibulae. DeVries states

fibulae ‘seem to have been used, above all, for pinning the women’s garment known to

modern archaeologists as the “peplos”’ (1972, 111). The well-known section is in Hero-

dotus:

[The wives] surrounded him, grabbed hold of him, and stabbed him to death
with the [περόναι] which fastened their clothes... the only punishment they
could come up with for the women was to make them change over to the
Ionian style of clothing. Previously, women in Athens had dressed in the
Dorian fashion... so they made them change over to a linen tunic, which did
not need fastening with a [περόναι] (Waterfield 1998; Herodotus V. 87).

In fact, fibula and pin use has a sporadic regional and chronological distribution, and it is

not at all clear that fibulae (as opposed to pins) were used with the peplos. Neither is it clear

that fibulae were used more by women than men (e.g. Figure: 1.7a; Lemos 2002, 114).

Indeed, Lorimer (1950, 337-8) makes a good case for it not being fibulae but straight-pins

that were used for fastening the peplos at the shoulders, attested archaeologically and in

later vase paintings (Figure: 1.7b). An extensive list of representations is now provided
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by Brøns (2014, 63-8; see also Abrahams 1908; Lady Evans 1893; Neils 2009). If fibulae

were not the primary fastener of the peplos, were they instead used for shawls and cloaks

(chlaina and chlamys)?

The second of Lorimer’s (1950, 354) conclusions, is that the demise of fibulae coincides

with the introduction of the popular Ionic chiton as a critical aspect of what scholars call

Orientalisation, the process of Orientalising. For Pallottino (1965, 783), Orientalising

was the adoption of Oriental decorative features as a side-effect of (westward) commer-

cial expansion across a backward Mediterranean, whilst Whitley (2013b, 410-11) would

emphasise acculturation, the adaptation by Greeks of selected ideas for their own pur-

poses, but not of one but several Orientalising phenomena: ‘Phoenician’, ‘North Syrian’,

and ‘Egyptian’ being the most obvious (Boardman 1999, 55-6; Feldman 2014, 17; Gunter

2009, 80-91; 2016, 216). Using the famous example from Zincirli (Figure: 1.8a), Lorimer

argued ‘the queen’s dress is that which was adopted by a large part of the Greek world and

came to be known as the Ionic chiton; that in the Near East from which the Greeks ulti-

mately, perhaps in some cases directly, derived it, it had sometimes a slit in front closed

by the Greek fibula’ (Lorimer 1950, 354). Lorimer’s questions have remained unresolved.

Instead, taking fibulae with a change in dress for granted, other scholars focused on their

introduction in Late-Helladic IIIB/C as key evidence for migration, speculated from the

North (Alexander and Hopkin 1982, 409; Desborough 1964, 54; Lamb 1929, 31). For one

scholar they were inherently ‘a non-Mycenaean feature’ (Desborough 1964, 56). These

explanations are thus culture-historical, that is, they are based on the assumption that such

material, especially personal ornaments, are inherent to particular people or ethnicities

(Childe 1950, xiii-xix; Muscarella 1964, 35; Ridgeway 1901, 560).

I know of no early literary evidence for Anatolian fibulae, instead the evidence is in sculp-

ture. An interesting example is the Khorsabad frieze, showing a group of tribute bearers

(Figure: 1.8b). Muscarella (1967a, 82) argues they are of one national group for their

distinct dress. The identification of this group, he argues, is deliberately shown by the

‘Phrygian’ fibula, whom the sculptor called attention by raising the arms of the man. Thus,
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(a)A spiral fibula, possibly an FA, see #8779-9007 (Brøns 2014, 67, Fig.
4.6).

(b) Straight-pins securing a peplos at the shoulders (Furtwängler and
Reichhold 1904).

Figure 1.7: (a) A possible fibula depicted on the left hand shoulder of a warrior on an Attic black-
figure dinos signed by Lydos dated c.560-540 BC, a rarity in vase painting, and (b) a pair of straight-
pins holding a peplos, much more common.
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the argument follows: ‘the procession represents gift bearers from King Midas in the year

710/709 B.B., the year Phrygia was attacked from Cilicia by Sargon’s agents’ (ibid. 82).

The question of dress, and dress styles, is very important and more complex and nuanced

than these generalisations show. This is being attended to (e.g. Gleba 2017; Harlow and

Nosch 2014) and is beyond the scope of my work. Style, however, remains a critical part

of this thesis: to understand the complexity of fibula use, the analyst must explain why

there was so much stylistic variation. To do so I need typology.

The first half of this thesis tackles the issues of typology head on (Clarke 1973; 1978; Klejn

1982; Read 2007; Sørensen 2015a; Taylor 2015; VanPool and Leonard 2011). The primary

questioning concerns how a typology can answer different kinds of question: those of

production, consumption, and identity. The answer is straightforward. A multi-layered

hierarchically-unfixed typology is required. The origins of this treatment of types is found

in Clarke (1978, 206) and Klejn (1982, 251-7). Yet, if this is so, I put into question almost

all prior typologies employed in Aegean and Anatolian archaeology: those that are fixed

and mono-level. In other words, traditional typologies tend to force data into simplistic

groups that may over-subdivide certain aspects and under-subdivide others to the extent

that they are superficial and inflexible (Klejn 1982, 58-63).

My first research question is: ‘To what extent is typology useful for understanding different

kinds of question, concerning production, consumption, and identity?’ This is addressed

in Chapter 2 with the creation of a new typology long overdue. The benefits extend beyond

this question. It allows quantitative study of fibulae across the Aegean and Anatolia for

the first time where the regional Prähistorische Bronzefunde volumes did not synchronise

one with the other.

My second research question is: ‘To what extent can phylogenetic trees assist the analyst in

understanding stylistic evolution? What has stylistic evolution got to do with chronology?’

It brings to light the important difference between how typologies are constructed either as
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(a) Relief from Zincirli (Muscarella 1967a, Fig. 7).

(b) Frieze from Khorsabad (Muscarella 1967a, Fig. 1).

Figure 1.8: Fibulae represented in sculpture.
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logical structures to answer specific questions or as phylogenies which are evolutionary

in nature (Klejn 1982, 5). It also raises the important question of what style is for in

archaeology (Feldman 2014, 6; Neer 2010, 7; Sackett 1990). Style, of course, is used to tell

one object apart from another; a principal act in defining a chronology, for example Late-

Protogeometric from Subprotogeometric. The evolution of fibulae may not, however, run

in any particular straightforward manner from simple to complex (see below Figure: 2.4

on page 52). Indeed, style is a much more complex and also insightful data than simply

as a means for ordering objects for chronologies sake (Klejn 1982, 6-10).

My third research question is simply: ‘What was the regional and chronological distribu-

tion of Aegean and Anatolian fibulae?’ Importantly, it is not an end in itself, rather an early

step to outline the data. I have already made the point that, well into the 20th century AD,

typology revolved around chronology and culture as a means to write a history of cultures

(see also Ford and Steward 1954, 43; Willey and Phillips 1958, 31). Ever since the Three

Age System, archaeology could be written as a history of technology or material culture,

which many thought was synonymous with ethnicity (Daniel 1943, 32-9; Sherratt 1997,

57-60). Christian J. Thomsen, another head of the National Museum of Denmark (like

Blinkenberg), did not develop the Three Age System for this purpose, of course (Daniel

1943, 14-6). The second key was the popularity of Darwin’s theory of evolution. This

led weight to the ordering of artefacts in an evolutionary manner, in that one type could

evolve from another. Hildebrand (1880) had already formulated a typology of European

fibulae in an evolutionary framework at the time Montelius was gaining fame (cf. Beltz

1913; Montelius 1882; 1912). Montelius was explicit in describing his method as akin to

natural history:

[We] have for a long time tried to find the inner relationships that connect
one form, a certain species in nature, with another form… A species for the
natural scientist is comparable to a type for the prehistorian (Montelius 1900,
cited by Almgren 1995, 23).

The advent of New Archaeology in the 1960s and 70s critiqued both the method of forming
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types on what they saw as intuition and the reasons for doing so in the first place. Notable

figures such as Binford (1962, 217), Clarke (1973; 1978; 1979), and Klejn (1982) wanted

to understand types in a systematic and abstract way (Shennan 1989, 833; 2004, 5-7).

Ultimately, they were after the processes of the system and not the description of its parts,

and for that they needed to define the fundamental entities not in a traditional manner

but as a series of repeated similarities (Clarke 1978, 20). The drive to data quantification

was welcome (Snodgrass 1985, 34), but that did not mean the knowledge base from other

evidence should be ignored. It is precisely this information that aids scientific archaeology

meaning. As Klejn (1982, 262) put it, typologists must know something of the culture in

the first place; typology must work from the top down, from culture to type to variant.

The important point is to be analysing the right kind of information.

Yet, although the present typology borrows a lot from Clarke (1978), I do not wholly

part company with the method of subdivision of traditional typologies. This is based on

gestalts: ‘a sensory image so sharp and distinct that we invest it with immediate, intuitive

significance’ (Adams and Adams 1991, 42). But, I can be a little more explicit. Gestalts

are akin to attributes: ‘a logically irreducible character of two or more states, acting as an

independent variable within a specific frame of reference’ (Clarke 1978, 156). As I will

show, variants are attribute-clusters in the same way a gestalt is emergent as a sum of its

parts (Castelfranchi and Miceli 2009, 228). Whilst I do not borrow subdivisions already

made in traditional fibula typologies, nevertheless it is profitable to have groundwork

already done (cf. Adams and Adams 1991, 10).

It is important to state that the attributes (or variant categories) I go on to subdivide are

determined by the typologist. There are countless variables in the subdivision of fibulae,

yet many are less important than others. Clarke (1978, 155) differentiated their different

levels: the inessential, essential, and key attributes. Essential attributes include length and

width; inessential attributes include weight and material. Indeed, Alexander (1973, 189,

Fig. 3) lists 105 possible attributes for a fibula. Few of these play an important role in my

subdivision (cf. Read 2007, 214). For fibulae, the profile, cross-section, and catch-plate
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Figure 1.9: Constraints and variables involved on the production and reception of an artefact
(Clarke 1978, 153).

Figure 1.10: Constraints on artefact production through space and time (Clarke 1978, 229).

(see definitions on page 2.1) are the key elements both a consumer and craftsman would

see and feel in differentiating a fibula (Figure: 1.9), and the range of features available

would be constrained through time and space (Figure: 1.10). Thus a computational corres-

pondence analysis, matrix analysis, or recursive-subdivision procedure and their theses of

finding subdivisions that are not inherently obvious (e.g. Clarke 1979, 495, Fig. 3; Mar-

tin 2015, 17; Read 2007, 217) is not relevant at this stage of the analysis. Science ought

not be used for science’s sake, but rather on well thought out observations. Unlike most

advances in theoretical archaeology, typological theory has not advanced beyond these

issues. Hence, modern work is often predicated on typologies whose principles have been

formed quite some time ago.

An important goal of this thesis is to contribute to reinstating typology as archaeology’s

most pressing problem, which is something that post-processual archaeologists have ten-
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ded to avoid in the pursuit of increasingly nuanced theoretical interpretations (Bintliff

2015). Yet, failing to criticise the classification of the artefacts under study, leads to res-

ults that are misleading or even unrelated to the research questions at hand. This is because

interpretation is necessarily based on similarity. The principal analyses of this thesis, clas-

sification, networks, and diversity, are especially so. To misinterpret similarity is not only

to misunderstand the meaning of variation, but in some cases to interpret difference that

may never have been meaningful (e.g. Östborn and Gerding 2014; 2015). In the case

of fibulae, an uncritical use of cultural types (such as Blinkenberg’s ‘épirotes’, ‘thessali-

ens’, and ‘chypriotes’) has led to error in recent scientific work; a stylistic analysis can be

more valid than a compositional analysis, and at the least the latter cannot be attempted

without the former (cf. Orfanou 2015). My fourth research question is then: ‘How useful

are network analyses for understanding interaction? How similar do assemblages need

to be to evidence meaningful interaction?’ It requires a critical approach to style and the

differentiation of types in my typology.

Style is often understood as the oeuvre of an artist or style of a society, as a collective

cultural patterning (cf. Clarke 1978, 250; Gell 1998, 167; Taylor 2015, 99-104). Scholars

tend to use ‘style’ for their own means; the archaeologist may use style to assign an ob-

ject to a type rather than as being intrinsically meaningful (Schapiro 1953, 287). First of

all, style is multi-scalar in that a society or artist can possess multiple styles, and objects

may be broken down into different levels of style. For Schapiro (1953, 289), style could

largely be read in three parts: ‘form elements’ (motifs), ‘form relationships’ (composi-

tion), and ‘qualities’ (expression). A certain fibula may look like it may be the output

of a Boeotian workshop whilst the catch-plate may be in the style of an individual artist

(cf. e.g. #4314 and #4585, Figure: 1.11). Style, like artefacts, is polythetic, meaning

that its internal cohesion is greater than external differences (Clarke 1978, 35-7). Style

is also a tool to investigate culture by way of assessing form and form structure (Acker-

man 1978, 155), just as artefact patterning provides data for systems archaeology. Style is

thus the substance of typology, and any archaeological research that compares one object
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from another is necessarily an archaeology of style (Arrington 2017, 24; Neer 2010, 7).

Archaeology cannot escape style, and the aesthetic judgment that is required.

The typological levels I am seeking: production, consumption, and identity can be under-

stood as different kinds of style. The craftsman will see the style of an artefact differently

to a consumer; an artefact will be seen differently by different beholders (sensu Neer 2010,

12; Whitley 2018, 179). What follows, then, are multiple definitions of style for each be-

holder and type of object. The level of style I am referring to at production is akin to the

hand of the craftsman who made it, not dissimilar to the attribution of vase painters (cf.

Arrington 2017, 25-8), which I call ‘variants’ in my typology (for definitions see page

39). Distinguishing one variant from another betrays the mistakes and innovations during

the production of copies within artefact ‘groups’. The distinction between two variants

of the same group may be overlooked by a consumer (Figure: 1.12a and b). Group-level

style betrays information that shows how one fibula is different from another as a form

of combined parts; a consumer would be able to tell one from another (a or b, versus c).

The highest level, that of super-groups, where looking at identity beholds style at a more

general level, is made up of groups and variants. Certain peoples could be identified for

a super-group-level of style, clearly different (a, b, and c, versus d). Super-group style

can also encompass a technological style (Gunter 2009, 102); a, b, and c are single piece

fibulae, whilst d is two piece where a replaceable pin is slotted into the stem (Pedde 2001,

485). An observer of identity, like a witness on the other side of the street, may not be able

to distinguish the difference between group-level styles as a consumer may not be likely to

distinguish between variant style (cf. Gunter 2009, 86). In this way, style is hierarchical

and can be measured at different levels; but the different levels should not be measured

together at the same time (see below on page 147). This is because they are of different

orders of style, and comparing variant-, group-, or super-group-level style is not com-

paring like-for-like. This is the primary argument of parting company with mono-level

typologies that force only one kind of analysis to take place.

In Chapter 2, I design a typology that addresses multiple levels of similarity, and thus
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(a) #4314, scale 1:1 (Blinkenberg, 174, Fig. 206).

(b) #4585, not to scale (Perrot and Chipiez 1898, 252, Figs. 128-9).

Figure 1.11: Decorative style of two catch-plates from Thebes.
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(a) V1 variant style, #2116
(Kilian, Pl. 9, No. 283)

(b) V2 variant style, #2185
(Kilian, Pl. 11, No. 308)

(c) U2 group-level style, #2017 (Kilian, Pl. 27, No.
702)

(d) DH3 super-group-level style,
#7254 (Caner, Pl. 19, No. 231B)

Figure 1.12: Levels of style in fibula profiles; a and b: variants of the same group; c: variant of
different group; d: variant of different super-group. Scale 1:1 (Source: Author).
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allows the analysis of the multiple layers of styles, their meaning, and purpose. Taking

on board the extraordinary variation of the fibula corpus my fifth research question is:

‘What is stylistic variation for? What can an investigation of diversity tell us in terms of

production, consumption, and identity?’ It questions the value of style and the potential

agency that things exert as a result of their style (Gosden 2005, 196). Is style analogous

to power (Feldman 2014, 2; Gell 1988, 7; 1998, 69; Whitley 2012, 582; Winter 1998)?

I employ diversity analysis popular in the 1980s (e.g. Kintigh 1984) to assess this and

include contextual examples. I also circle back to my first question: if typology is useful

to understand production, consumption, and identity, it is because of the subtle concept of

style.

1.2 Historiography of Aegean and Anatolian fibula typo-

logies

The first systematic typology of Aegean and Anatolian fibulae was Blinkenberg’s; it re-

mains the only typology of fibulae from the Aegean as a whole and so it is referred to

time and again. Its formulation began with the unearthing of 1,581 fibulae at Lindos and

a desire to determine both their chronology and origin (Blinkenberg, 7). The typology is

concerned with indigenous development in Greece; fibulae manufactured in the Near East

are all put together with Cypriot examples (B.XIII), whilst he adopts Montelius’s (1895,

Pl. XVII, No. 240) typology for Italian fibulae found in the Aegean (B.XI). Anatolian

fibulae are rather misrepresented as Types d’Asia Mineure (B.XII) since most of these ap-

pear to originate from Gordion, and Asia Minor types appear much more akin to those

of the Greek Islands (B.IV). Blinkenberg’s method is clear: first, the find-spot for the

greatest number of examples indicated origin; second, subdivision was based on strong

and clear particularities (Blinkenberg, 17-18). Whilst the typology has been fundamental
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to the study of fibulae in Greece: ‘many studies have been made since Blinkenberg wrote

in 1926, but none has attempted to be so catholic - perhaps, indeed, it is no longer pos-

sible to attempt such a survey’ (Catling and Catling 1980, 234), it is important to note that

Blinkenberg (13) omitted rare examples of imprecise form.

Three further typologies are regional and belong to the Prähistorische Bronzefunde series.

They are Fibeln in Thessalian von der Mykenischen bis zur Archaischen Zeit (Kilian

1975), Die Fibeln der Griechischen Inseln (Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1978), and Fibeln in

Anatolien I (Caner 1983). These works share the aim of Blinkenberg in as much as the

goal is to classify fibulae, though they are more cautious about assigning an origin to in-

dividual types (Snodgrass 1976, 76). Thus they go about recording individual examples

and sorting them into groups to create a handbook, or perhaps repository, of fibula types

from the regions they chronicle. They hope to include all examples and peculiarities, illus-

trating the majority singly; they include thousands of important technical drawings. This

is of course useful data, however, there is a risk of meeting a polemic of New Archae-

ology: the accumulation of data for no greater reason (Clarke 1973; 1978, 21). The data

in Prähistorische Bronzefunde is expertly presented but it is never fully assessed. That

criticism is not my most important though, as I shall show. Prähistorische Bronzefunde’s

goal is to find final ‘fixed-types’ in that the type designation comprises the bow shape,

cross-section, catch-plate, adjuncts and decoration altogether, albeit to varying levels of

subdivision. These volumes require individual comment because each employs their own

unique typology and level of detail, and it is almost impossible to assess types, and their

subdivisions, between them.

Kilian created a valuable typology of fibulae from Thessaly, based on detailed intrica-

cies of production, in order to pinpoint their development, and therein some production

centres too. Kilian employs a subjective subdivision for his ‘primary key’: for arch forms,

A (round), B (slightly swollen), C (swollen), and D (very swollen); then E (Bogenfibel mit

Bügel aus Ziergliedern); F (sheet); G (vertical sheet), and so on. This is where the issues

of ‘fixed-types’ begin. The undue weight placed upon the shape and thickness of the wire
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as primary key leads to trouble distinguishing between, for example, swollen and very

swollen, such as Kilian’s CIIIb and DIb (Figure: 1.13: a and b). Note also the convoluted

numeration: the subdivisions after the primary keys IIIb and Ib refer to the same feature

of the different arch form (Bogenfibel) primary keys ‘C’ and ‘D’; whilst, moreover, the

primary keys ‘C’ and ‘D’ for plate forms (Plattenfibel) are also wholly different (Snod-

grass 1976, 76).

It is not so much that the typology seems a little too subjective here, for all typologies

are necessarily subjective (Adams and Adams 1991, 4; Martin 2015, 16-17), but that the

consistency fought for prioritising the primary key renders the rest of the classification

inconsistent. So, Kilian’s arch forms AVb, BVb, and CVb are all separate types because

of the primary keys A, B, and C, and they share the same features of central boss with

two ellipses, and so the second part of the designation is the same, Vb (Figure: 1.13:

d-f). On this basis why is Kilian’s No. 259 designated AIIIe when surely more akin to

AVb (Figure: 1.13: c and d)? First of all, I might contend the key feature, or idea, for

the consumer, and perhaps also the craftsman, would not have been the exact thickness

of the wire but the presence of the central boss. Indeed, the craftsman may not have

been able to perfectly reproduce the wire thickness of each fibula since they are, after all,

made individually (see below Section 3.1.8 on page 123; cf. Read 2007, 200). Would the

consumer have seen or felt the difference between Kilian’s degree of swelling? The whole

emphasis is obviously incorrect: Kilian’s Nos. 391 and 393 are assigned to the same type,

CIVc, yet they have both a different number of ellipses on the bow, a different length of

rhomboidal stem, and totally different catch-plates; No. 393’s catch-plate is not only of

different shape but adorned with a knobbed collared globe (Figure: 1.13: g and h). Kilian’s

CIVc is an artificial type and neither meaningful to consumer nor craftsman. As we shall

see in Chapter 2, Kilian’s CIVc is analogous to my profile-group U (U2 & U5), the cross-

section XXId, and catch-plate-groups 12-13. Indeed, the catch-plate is often missing, and

perhaps as a result this important feature is disregarded in most of Kilian’s classification.

The catch-plates of Kilian’s Nos. 422 and 439 are similarly different, whilst No. 430’s
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(a) CIIIb (b) DIb (c) AIIIe

(d) AVb (e) BVb (f) CVb

(g) CIVc (h) CIVc

Figure 1.13: Some types according to Kilian (Kilian 1975, Pls. 6, 7, 14 and 15). Not to scale.

catch-plate is missing (Figure: 1.13: d - f), it has ‘No Comparison’ (Clarke 1978, 157),

and so, if the ‘fixed typology’ had included all features, No. 430 would not be able to be

assigned.

Despite this, if scholars were to accept Kilian’s primary key has value in determining

production, this is largely undone by types such as DIb, an imprecise group of examples,

Nos. 221-254 (Kilian 1975, Pls. 6-7). The catch-plate is not the only feature disregarded.

Here the arch bow is D (very swollen) in all cases, but it is flanked on each side by either
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single or double ellipses. Some of the bows have collars atop the swell (of which there

are at least 5 obvious varieties) whilst others have none. These inconsistencies do not

invalidate the work, and Kilian’s conclusions are based on the divisions he believes to

be most important (cross-sections of wire) at the expense of others (catch-plates and bow

features). Would it be feasible to subdivide to more than 250 types? The trouble with

Kilian’s typology is that it is fixed to the cross-section and its numeration (or characters)

is not mutually exclusive. How could I analyse this data quantitatively given this issue?

It would be very difficult, the analyst would need to translate the variant matrices (Kilian

1975, 14-17) and continue despite the lack of subdivision of bow features and catch-plates.

Indeed, such an analysis has not been attempted, and nor any distribution maps offered.

The corpus of Sapouna-Sakellarakis is valuable to any Aegean scholar, yet it suffers from

a much more obvious lack of subdivision. A clear example is Sapouna-Sakellarakis’ VIIa

(fibulae with decorative elements on the bow) where 55 examples of the type are desig-

nated by a few types of knobs, collars, and points. Within the single type VIIa there are

at least 5 or 6 different catch-plates (out of only 24 sufficiently preserved), and at least

16 cross-sections (Figure: 1.14). Sapouna-Sakellarakis’ type VIIb is more consistent in

that the attachment must be a bird. VIIb is not a bad group if the author would like to

show what a consumer might see, whilst VIIa is entirely arbitrary. The lack of further

subdivision of Sapouna-Sakellarakis’ types proves a great challenge when the figures are

not included for all examples. I estimate 3,038 fibulae are noted in Sapouna-Sakellarakis

whilst 1,733 are enumerated and approximately 1,079 have images. Thus, like Kilian’s

work, quantitative work is not possible, as there is no consistency between type division.

A similar critique would be easy to make for Caner’s prized work (e.g. with Caner’s Type

III).

What then, is this information for? Here the blame lies with the paradigm ofPrähistorische

Bronzefunde. The trouble of final fixed-types, whatever degree of precision or consistency

achieved, is that they are inherently static (cf. Sørensen 2015a, 88). The analyst is left with

a typology that is difficult to use for research into questions of networks, diversity, or even
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(a) No. 1232 (b) No. 1274 (c) No. 1327A

Figure 1.14: Examples from type S-S.VIIa (Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1978, Pls. 37-38). Not to scale.

simple quantification. The types are neither fully divided by production or consumption,

even if the typologist may be satisfied that they have achieved their goal. Furthermore,

each typology is regional and so cannot be compared equivalently across the region. It

is therefore of no surprise that recent scholars have created their own smaller typologies

when their work requires it (e.g. Catling 1996, 550-4; Felsch 2007, 120-42; Lemos 2002,

109-14).

Let’s reiterate two goals of this thesis that are covered in Chapters 4 and 5. Based on

fibula distributions, one is to assess the connectedness within Aegean and Anatolian re-

gions in the 13th to the 7th centuries, another to assess the diachronic diversity between

them. First, it is only possible to answer these questions with the construction of a ty-

pology consistent for fibulae found in the Aegean and Anatolia as a whole, hence a new

typology needed to be made. Second, I take on board the warning already mentioned that,

because the variability of the assemblage is so vast, it may be impossible for one author to

construct (Catling and Catling 1980, 234). I overcome this issue by considering the poly-

thetic, hierarchical, and malleable nature of archaeological entities determined by Clarke

(1978, 149-244). It is tricky to blend this view of typological construction with that of the

traditional one, and so I contend it worth abandoning the goal of Prähistorische Bronze-

funde’s static fixed-types altogether. But here lies the most important advantage of my

typology. By separating the fibula into three key component ‘variant lists’ (see Section

2.2 and Volume: 2), the profile, cross-section, and catch-plate, the typologist gives flexib-

ility to the analyst. First, the separation greatly simplifies the typology, in that a long list

of final types is unimportant (for curiosity, the number in my data is 3,473). If the ques-

Vol. 1 29

Max
Typewritten Text

Max
Typewritten Text
The image originally presented here cannot be made freely available via ORA because of copyright.



tion is to analyse material between two sites, in theory (cf. Chapter 4) only the final types

from those two sites would need to be taken from the tables. At the same time all combin-

ations should be available so that any fibula could be entered into the data (the possible

number of types is almost 22 million, but of course not all combinations were produced

in antiquity). Second, it allows the analyst to analyse single features individually, such

as catch-plates, then pooling the results for a more powerful look at production spheres

and chronology (cf. Martin 2015, 93). Third, it allows the inclusion of fragmentary data

whilst simultaneously removing Prähistorische Bronzefunde’s need to assign fragmentary

pieces into a final type by hunch. Instead, components that are not known are listed in my

database with a ‘—’: they have ‘No Comparison’ (Clarke 1978, 157).

1.2.1 Central & Eastern Mediterranean typologies

The history of fibulae shows their development as regionally specific; sometimes evolving

independently, and sometimes with repeated contact. Further, certain types have far greater

distribution patterns than others, such as the Eurasian Spectacle fibulae (Alexander 1965;

Pabst 2011). Thus, it is important to alert the reader to the historiography of fibulae where

the Aegean and Anatolia sees most contact, namely the Near East and Central Mediter-

ranean. The Prähistorische Bronzefunde series, notwithstanding its shortcomings, along

with earlier works are an excellent starting point.

In the Near East, Stronach’s (1959) was the first typology after Blinkenberg’s, and Myres’s

(1914); fibulae showed potential in tackling issues of chronology (Birmingham 1963). In

an overlooked paper, Ghirshman (1964) arranged evidence from Iran. Fibulae found in

Cyprus have been classified by Catling (1964) and Giesen (2001), and detailed work on

a type that travelled across the Mediterranean, known variably as the ‘Cassibile’, ‘Mon-

achil’, ‘Megiddo’, and ‘Cypriot’ type has led scholars to create phylogenetic trees (Buch-

holz 1986, Fig. 9; cf. Carrasco et al. 2014, Fig. 1; Pare 2008, Fig. 5.12). The Near

Eastern distribution was systematically improved by Pedde (2000; 2001). Pedde’s typo-
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logy is divided first into four main groups based not on shape but manufacture process;

‘A’ is single-piece, whilst ‘B’, ‘C’, and ‘D’ variants are all two-piece, almost universal in

the Near East but rare in the Aegean. Pedde’s B designates bow fibulae; C are those cast

straight and bent over a rod; and D are those cast straight and bent by pliers so that the

fibula took the shape of a triangle (Pedde 2001, 486).

The most important work in the Central Mediterranean is Lo Schiavo’s (2010) Le Fibule

dell’Italia Meridionale e della Sicilia; indeed it is a masterly corpus of over 8,000 fibulae

in c.471 types, and a particular help is a cross-section drawing for the great majority of

examples. Yet, despite this, it is disappointing for it draws few conclusions (De Marinis

2012, 930). Central Italy is recorded by Savella (2015), building on earlier work (Close-

Brooks 1969; Guzzo 1972; Sundwall 1943; Toms 2006), whilst von Eles Masi (1986)

collects the examples from Northern Italy. The Croatian coast has been documented by

Glogović (2003) but the interior has not. Serbia, Macedonia, and Kosovo are included in

Vasić (1999), whilst the entrance to the Danube is covered by Gergova’s (1987) typology

of Bulgarian fibulae and Bader’s (1983) on Romanian respectively. Sulava’s (2011) recent

corpus from Georgia show astonishing parallels at the far side of the Black Sea. Thus, there

is an untapped catalogue to compare the Aegean and Anatolian distribution with, though

the areas that have not been analysed remain the greater part.

1.3 Historical overview

Whilst Blinkenberg (38-40) argued both ‘violin’ and ‘arch-bow’ fibulae had a Greek ori-

gin, more recent consensus places the invention of the spring and violin form in the Alpine

foothills in the mid-13th century (Alexander and Hopkin 1982, 406; cf. Furumark 1941a,

91-3; Lemos 2002, 109; Muscarella 1964, 35). Arch forms could also have had a 12th cen-

tury Central or Northern European origin if they were not in fact independent evolutions of

the violin form. In the Aegean then, fibulae are introduced in the late-13th century, whilst
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it is not until the late-9th century that any are found in Central Anatolia (Sams 2011). In-

deed, Anatolian fibulae are ‘two-piece’, where a replaceable pin slots into the stem, and

may have been introduced not from the Aegean but Cyprus or the Near East (Pedde 2000;

2001).

In the Aegean, their introduction is associated with a traditional hiatus, the end of the

Bronze Age and the ‘Mycenaean Civilisation’ with it, c.1200 BC. The destruction of so-

called palaces including Mycenae, Tiryns, Pylos, and Thebes, as well as the Hittite Empire,

the Egyptian New Kingdom, and numerous smaller states in the Levant and Mesopotamia,

marked a new Era (Bachhuber and Roberts 2009; Drews 1993, 1-30; Lemos 2007b, 723;

Morris 2006, 73-81; Nowicki 2000). The following age has been called by some the Iron

Age and by others the Dark Age (Kotsonas 2016, 246, Fig. 2; Murray 2018, 26, Fig. 1).

The negative connotation of the latter has some truth archaeologically, as key indicators

of civilisation were lost including state level organisation, literacy, and high art, and there

was a general abandonment of sites (Desborough 1972; Snodgrass 1971, 2). Nevertheless,

it is clear that people kept living, and continuity is shown in many spheres, including

language, religion, and cult (D’Agata 2006; Lemos 2014, 186; Mazarakis Ainian 2016;

Wallace 2010). Continuity is also shown in the Levant and Central Anatolia (Bell 2009,

34-8; Rose 2012, 2) and in some ways the distinction between the Bronze and Iron Age is

more a result of a separation in terminology and scholarly fields than anything perceived

by past peoples (Kotsonas 2016, 257; Murray 2018, 21, 43).

The scale of communities and types of exchange in the Aegean itself must have changed

nevertheless (Murray 2018, 45-6). Semerari (2016, 22) has argued for ‘disentanglement’,

where the Mediterranean became less connected and more regionally diverse. The fib-

ula data does not share this analysis; in the transitional period they are widely distributed

and relatively uniform. Their distribution in the 12th and 11th century is perhaps broader

than when they were most popular by the 8th century. Indeed, uniformity or stylistic di-

versity need not coincide with connectivity; heightened connectivity can coincide with

regional diversity. Nevertheless, the important East-West connections from the Near East
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broke down in scale, and evidence for Levantine contact with the Central Mediterranean

is sparse until the 9th century (Aubet 2001, 194-211; Bell 2016, 98-100; Bikai 2000;

Frankenstein 1979, 263). The narrative from the Levant is similar and often exemplified

with the story of the Egyptian courtier Wenamun. Upon travelling to Lebanon to collect

timber for the construction of a sacred barge, Wenamun found Egyptian royal influence

had all but evaporated, having been replaced by a buoyant trade of local princes and mer-

chant fleets (Aubet 2001, 114-19; Bell 2009, 34-8; 2016, 95; Broodbank 2013, 460-72;

Markoe 2000, 26-9). During the course of his journey, Wenamun was robbed, chased

by vengeful ships, and almost lynched after being blown off-course to Cyprus, where the

story cuts off.

For most scholars, the 8th century witnessed a manifest transformation, with a Greek

renaissance on one hand, and Orientalising, Connectivity, and Mediterraneanisation on the

other (Hägg 1983; Morris 2003; Riva and Vella 2006). If this interaction was supposed to

provide uniformity, regional diversity of fibulae (and also ceramics) only increases (Cold-

stream 1983). In the case of fibulae, a massive increase in regional and stylistic diversity is

witnessed in the 8th and 7th century. It is at this time that connections through to Central

Anatolia appear, with types being imitated along the Asia Minor Coast and others be-

ing dedicated directly at Panhellenic sanctuaries such as Olympia and the Argive Heraion

(Strøm 1995). Orientalisation and Mediterraneanisation have been shown to be far too

simplistic to explain the complex regional processes masked beneath them (Riva 2010;

Niemeier 2016, 234). Yet, more recent investigation into reception, entanglement, and

agency has not overcome the methodological challenges of analysing big data. In fact,

this thesis returns to age-old theoretical issues debated by processual archaeologists such

as Binford (1962; 1965) and Clarke (1978; 1979; cf. Shennan 2004, 7) some 50 years ago.

Rather than address and integrate New Archaeology into their work, present scholars have

tended to sidestep the issues.
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1.3.1 The status quo

Fibulae found in the Aegean and Anatolia have hardly been examined with any theoret-

ical approaches advanced by processual or post-processual archaeology (Figure: 1.15),

rather they have been analysed in some isolation. Even a simple quantification of fibula

assemblages, or an investigation of system regularities as Clarke (1978, 460) might have

done, has not been attempted. Instead, fibulae have been recorded in excavation reports

(e.g. Bräuning and Kilian-Dirlmeier 2013; Catling 1996; Felsch 2007), scholarly syn-

theses (e.g. Lemos 2002), and chronological dissertations (e.g. Pare 2008). Recent work

has also investigated compositional analysis (Orfanou 2015). So, unlike the advances of

fibula study for the rest of Europe in recent times, especially looking at their social signi-

ficance (e.g. Brøns 2012; Martin 2015), or that of pins (Hallager 2012), the explanation of

fibulae in the Aegean remains near non-existent. Perversely, as the theoretical arena has

become richer, the archaeologist interested in fibulae has become even more circumspect

to explanation. That fibula dedication was so diverse shows that the deposition context

needs to be investigated to understand their meaning. Scholars have yet to understand, or

even properly record, the irregular dedication of fibulae, and have yet to explore how a

fibula deposited in a grave was different to that displayed in a sanctuary. Recent develop-

ments in Classical Archaeology, such as Mediterraneanisation, connectivity, and networks

on one hand (e.g. Collar, Coward, Brughmans, and Mills 2015; Leidwanger 2013; Mor-

ris 2003; Tartaron 2013), and the reception of objects in terms of ideology, status, and

agency on the other (e.g. Castelfranchi 2014; Knappett 2005; Treherne 1995; Whitley

2012), will be considered in the following chapters with a view to how fibulae may aid

our understanding.
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1.3.2 Summary of chapters

Chapter 1 charted the introduction of fibulae into the Aegean and Anatolia, and the his-

toriography of their study. The key concepts, typology and style, were scrutinized, and

my five research questions introduced. Chapter 2 begins with a set of definitions and

the formulation of the new typology. The typology is multi-layered, comprising the pro-

file, cross-section, and catch-plate of a fibula; and multi-level, from variant, group, to

super-group. Each profile-group is assigned a chronology, and the series should be read

in conjunction with the type descriptions in Volume: 2 (Plates: 1-129) and fibula cata-

logue in Volume: 3 (Supplementary Information). Chapter 3 provides an overview of the

data over time, including distribution by site-type and regions, as well as method of man-

ufacture, material type, and size. The analysis finds a huge rise in quantity and diversity

of fibulae in the 8th and 7th century, especially in sanctuary contexts, followed by their

near total disappearance in the 6th and 5th century. Chapter 4 concerns network analyses,

questioning the validity of such an approach; artefacts that look the same may have had

no direct relation, being subject to convergent adaptation or even being a second or third

generation copy of earlier horizontal transmission. A manufacture test is devised to create

a network of fibulae with identifiable manufacture provenance, indicative of exports. The

penultimate Chapter, 5, concerns stylistic diversity, value, and agency. Diversity analysis

is employed to compare the nature of fibula assemblages as well as the structure of groups

and variants. An assessment of fibula value is given in relation to their role in agency

relations, and thus the archaeological subsystems they belonged. By looking at agency

I also cover emotion and identity, and distributed cognition and personhood. Chapter 6

provides a summary of each chapter’s results and a conclusion to the research questions

posed.
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Figure 1.15: A simplified diagram showing various strands of archaeology today: (a) Classical
Archaeology (Source: Author) and (b) archaeological thought according to Hodder (2012, 7; see
also Binford 1962; Ingold 2000; Shennan 2011). The study of fibulae found in the Aegean has
remained under the paradigm of Classical Archaeology, and has remained several decades behind
the archaeological models scholars employ today.
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1.3.3 Summary of research questions

1. To what extent is typology useful for understanding different kinds of question, con-

cerning production, consumption, and identity?

2. To what extent can phylogenetic trees assist the analyst in understanding stylistic evol-

ution? What has stylistic evolution got to do with chronology?

3. What was the regional and chronological distribution of Aegean and Anatolian fibulae?

4. How useful are network analyses for understanding interaction? How similar do as-

semblages need to be to evidence meaningful interaction?

5. What is stylistic variation for? What can an investigation of diversity tell us in terms

of production, consumption, and identity?
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Chapter 2

Typology of Aegean & Anatolian fibulae

I have discussed the historiography of fibula typologies and how Clarke’s (1978) hierarch-

isation of archaeological entities remains cogent despite more recent treatises (see sec-

tion 1.2). If the reason for creating an Aegean-wide typology is to quantitatively analyse

fibula assemblages for the first time, it must provide categories able to include all fibulae

found in the Aegean and Anatolia in the 13th to the 5th century. To begin I must set out

definitions, then state the principles and processes of subdivision. Problems encountered

will be discussed thereafter as this helps to elucidate the typology’s construction.

2.1 Definitions

The following type definitions borrow largely, but not exclusively, from Clarke (1978,

149-244); others are made with the aid of an Oxford English Dictionary. Clarke’s (1978,

217) terms of ‘type group’, ‘specific type’, and ‘subtype’ are not used here as they re-

tain the hazardous word ‘type’, and they refer to levels of affinity inconsistent with ours;

instead, I use ‘super-group’, ‘group’, and ‘variant’.

39
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Typology definitions

Classification: A defined set of categories which together include all of the entities the

classification investigates.

Classify: The recursive process of sorting data (e.g. variants) into mutually exclusive

groups (e.g. artefact-types); to classify also refers to the process of creating

types. Thus, to avoid doubt, when I place an entity into a type, I use the term

‘designate’; when I refer to the creation of types, I use ‘subdivision’.

Type: A mutually exclusive group (or class) defined by a typologist. Archaeological

entities are polythetic; they are grouped by similarity of some attributes but not

others (Clarke 1978, 36, 217).

Typology: A system of defined artefact-types made for an analytical purpose. Tradition-

ally, in fibula typologies, the prefix ‘B.’ is Blinkenberg’s, ‘C.’ is Caner’s, ‘K.’

is Kilian’s, and ‘S-S.’ is Sapouna-Sakellarakis’.

Coding: The assignation of characters to artefact-types e.g. B.VII.6d; K.Plattenfibel.EIVa;

S-S.XIa. The ‘primary key’ is the code letter that comes first.

Artefact: ‘Any object modified by a set of humanly imposed attributes’ (Clarke 1978,

206, original emphasis).

Artefact-class: A class of artefacts distinguished by their functional adaptation to the en-

vironment such as fibulae, swords, or pottery. This is Clarke’s ‘type-group’.

Artefact-type: Distinguishes an individual fibula artefact as a collection of ‘variant-categories’,

e.g. B1.Vd.2a, in words: profile B1; cross-section Vd; catch-plate 2a. The

‘specific artefact-type [is] an homogeneous population of artefacts which share

a consistently recurrent range of attribute states within a given polythetic set’

(Clarke 1978, 217). The ‘attribute states’ that I have selected for my typo-

logy are here grouped into ‘variant-categories’. My artefact-type lies between
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Clarke’s specific ‘artefact-type’ and ‘subtype’ of perhaps 60% affinity between

the fibulae designated therein.

Variant-category: Here the three categories: profile, cross-section, and catch-plate that are

deemed to make up an artefact-type and are displayed in ‘variant lists’ (Plates:

1-129). Each category has a hierarchical structure made up of super-groups,

groups, and variants.

Super-group: A number of groups. Somewhat equivalent to a regional style.

Group: A number of variants. Somewhat equivalent to a fibula prototype.

Variant: One or more ‘humanly imposed’ key attributes that make up a variant. Variants

are therefore what I deem ‘relevant attributes’ in my typology; variants do not

include ‘essential’ or ‘inessential’ attributes. The variant lies between Clarke’s

subtype and attribute, and has an equivalence to his ‘attribute complex’ (Clarke

1978, 158-60), of perhaps 90% affinity.

Attribute: According to Clarke (1978, 156), the attribute is ‘a logically irreducible char-

acter of two or more states, acting as an independent variable within a specific

frame of reference’. Two or more refers to present, absent, or ‘multistate’,

where the last indicates the answer lies within a range. Clarke differenti-

ates between different levels of attribute: the inessential, essential, and key

attributes (ibid. 155). I designate key attributes as variants, the profile, cross-

section, and catch-plate. They are defined by shape, whilst Clarke would have

determined variants as attribute complexes. Essential attributes include length,

width, and thickness. The inessential attributes include weight, material, re-

pairs, and number of turns in the spring. The essential and inessential attrib-

utes are recorded in my database where the information is readily available,

but they do not affect the subdivision of artefact-types presented in this thesis

(see 2.2 on page 44).

# The fibula number assigned in the database (see Appendix G).
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Fibula definitions

The diagram shows the terms used to describe different locations of fibulae to allow con-

sistency in the type definitions (Figure: 1.1 on page 2).

Profile: The profile is the 2D shape of the bow from spring (at the base of the stem)

to catch-plate (at the base of the forearm), including any protuberant features

along it. The profile category does not consider the shape of the catch-plate.

Cross-section: The cross-section of the bow from the centre, taking into account its shape

throughout the bow. If there is a protuberant feature towards the centre, such

as a boss, the cross-section is of the feature and not the wire supporting it.

Catch-plate: The catch-plate is the catch in the form of a hook or plate that holds and

guards the pin. It is located at the base of the forearm or at the prow, in place

of the forearm.

Protuberant features: Features that are inherent to the profile, cross-section, and catch-

plate and stick out: they protrude or bulge. Types of feature include beads,

bosses, cubes, discs, discoids, discoid-prisms, ellipses, knobs, loops, petals,

rivets, swelling, and turns.

Decoration: The addition of decoration that is not inherent to the profile, cross-section,

or catch-plate (i.e. protuberant features). Types of decoration include incision,

stippling, embossing, figurative and geometric designs, hatches, bands, etc.

Common protuberant features

Beads: A swelling bead; often flanked. They may be amygdaloid, oval, oblong, el-

liptical, or round.

Bosses: A round bead abrupt to the bow; its diameter is usually more than twice that

of the bow.
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Discs: Flat disc section. They may be round or elliptical.

Discoids: Disc that protrudes on each face.

Discoid-prisms: Discoid with 4 to 6 acute triangles on each face.

Ellipses: A bead with a thin regular oval section.

Rilling: A shallow series of indentations created by casting or imitation (post-casting

incision).

Segmented: A series of contiguous blocks, similar to beads, but distinct due to indentation

rather than moulding.

Swollen: A portion of bow that swells as a bounded feature.

Loop: Like a spring but has a decorative function; loops are located along the bow in

addition to the spring.

Turn: Where the wire has been turned or twisted over itself; it does not form a circle

as a loop does.

Other features

Symmetric: An arch bow that is largely symmetric; the designation refers to interior of the

bow as the catch-plate often renders an otherwise symmetric fibula asymmetric

(Figure: 2.1a).

Asymmetric: An arch bow that is bent at one end, usually at the forearm; the designation

refers to interior of the bow (Figure: 2.1b).
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(a)A symmetric bow, E1.IIIa.7c, #220 from
Thera (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pl. 7, No.
210).

(b) An asymmetric bow, E3.IIIa.2a, #340
from Lefkandi (after Popham et al. 1980, Pl.
104).

Figure 2.1: A typical symmetric (a) and asymmetric (b) plain bow from profile-group E.

2.2 Methodology part 1: typology

2.2.1 Process

I part company with typologies that assign broad initial coding divisions such as ‘violin-

bow’, ‘arch-bow’, ‘plattenfibeln’, or ‘two-piece’ (e.g. Kilian 1975; Pedde 2001, 485).

These categories do not compare equivalent features: the first two are divided by shape in

profile, the third by catch-plate, and the fourth technology, and neither are they necessar-

ily contiguous in time or space. Indeed, all the fibulae from one site may be arch-bows;

scarcely any manufactured in the Aegean are two-piece. The distinction may have been

irrelevant in the Iron Age itself, and so as a typologist’s primary key it is not very mean-

ingful. Instead, by reading off the profile-variant the broad super-group may be revealed

(e.g. profile-super-group A-D are ‘Violin’; E-N are ‘Arch-bows’, to varying degrees).

2.2.1.1 Subdivision procedure

My typology comprises three variant-categories that make up each artefact-type: the pro-

file, cross-section, and catch-plate. The variants are made up of one or more attributes re-
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corded in the variant lists with a code, sketch, and description (see Volume: 2, Pls. 1-129).

The variants are those attributes I deem to be key attributes at the exclusion of essential

and inessential attributes. My assumption is that the chosen key attributes capture a suf-

ficient designation of fibulae for the producer, consumer, and modern-day archaeologist

(above 1.2), and are subdivided to a ‘roughly’ equivalent level of behavioural complex-

ity (Clarke 1978, 154). This is based on differences of shape by sight (or touch), even

if they were difficult to describe. Clarke (1978, 155, 160) might have rebutted such an

expectation arguing that the typologist must demonstrate the validity of key attributes by

analysis: by treating all attributes with an equal arbitrary value; one might use Read’s

(2007, 217) recursive-subdivision procedure to do so. I disagree, at least for the study of

fibulae. As discussed, my subdivisions are based on gestalts that recognise independent

attribute clusters (see above on page 18). What I am recognising are not random shapes,

however, but polythetic ‘prototypes’. Gell defines the ‘prototype’ as ‘entities held, by

abduction, to be represented in the index, often by virtue of visual resemblance, but not

necessarily’ (Gell 1998, 27). For the moment, I can suggest that the prototype of a fibula

lies in the mind of a craftsman as much as in the finished artefact group itself. The pro-

totype (equivalent to a group), may dictate the new artefact (variant) the craftsman had

to produce (Gell 1998, 35, 39). Fibula variants are not abstract designs that would need

an arbitrary analysis of all attributes, rather they are definable entities employed by the

craftsman to materialize the prototype. Analysing the connectivity of fibula assemblages

(Chapter 4) is to analyse the prototype (and human mind) as much as the variants them-

selves. Archaeological entities are, of course, both physical and ideational (Chapter 5).

2.2.1.2 Coding

It is fundamental to stress that my coding is mutually exclusive. This prevents the confu-

sion seen, for instance, in Kilian’s numeration (above Section 1.2). In my typology each

variant has a unique code. Each variant-category has its own coding style shown by the

first character: profiles are capital letters (e.g. A1); cross-sections are Roman numerals
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(e.g. Ia); catch-plates are natural numbers (e.g. 1a). The coding between each category

has no meaning; the ‘3’ in B3 (profile) and 3 (catch-plate) has no relationship. Likewise

coding within each group has no meaning; the ‘a’ in IVa and XIIIa has no relationship.

The coding of each variant is arbitrary; XIIIa and XIIIb are individual variants, seventy-six

and seventy-seven in my list. It is true that XIIIa and XIIIb have been grouped as rhombus

(XIII), but designating a variant ‘XIIIa’ is not allowed if the typologist is unsure whether

it should be XIIIa or XIIIb, rather in this case it is ‘No Comparison’ and the typologist

should question whether the distinction between XIIIa and XIIIb is worthy of its subdivi-

sion. This prevents errors where a ‘XIII’ designation could be the same as or different

to e.g. XIIIb. I have aimed for each variant, not just its code, to be mutually exclusive.

Where this is not the case, error lies in the subdivision or designation. To reiterate the

coding: N2 is clearly a profile; Vc is a cross-section because V is followed by ‘c’ and not

a natural number; V1 would be a profile. Each variant category is separated by a full stop

for clarity.

2.2.1.3 Rank order

I have assigned a rank order to the artefact-type categories, e.g. BH19.XXVe.11d (#5312).

The profile acts as a primary key, in that it comes first, although as we have just seen

it need not necessarily. An investigation of consumption may look carefully at profiles

whilst one of production the cross-section, and it is perfectly possible to reorder the coding

thus: XXVe.BH19.11d. Moreover subdivision to the lowest denominator in each variant-

category is possible, being coded independently, and variant-categories may be investig-

ated on their own; such as cross-sections or catch-plates, thereby simplifying the complex

variety of fibulae and unearthing important production information that may have been

missed previously. Traditional typologies of the ‘fixed-type’, as noted above (Section 1.2

on page 24), mean that peculiar features (e.g. bead shape) are often insufficiently sub-

divided or excluded from the typology altogether, whilst here they may be included in the

database (e.g. cross-section XXVc; cf. Sørensen 2015a, 91).
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Figure 2.2: The type hierarchy of my typology (Source: Author).

2.2.1.4 Hierarchisation

It should be noted that I have adapted Clarke’s (1978, 206, Fig. 49) hierarchy between

attribute and artefact-type: the super-group, group, and variant (Figure: 2.2). The typo-

logy’s hierarchisation gives flexibility to the analyst. There lies the best of both worlds:

lowest denominator subdivision crucial for quantitative analysis (so entities are counted

only once) and hierarchical groupings to test whether the typologist’s subdivisions are

meaningful. Suggested groups for cross-sections and profiles are definitively designated

(I = Round; II = Knobbed Swell; A = Violin; E = Plain Arch, etc.) whilst a suggestion is

given for catch-plates (2 = Flattened; 9-10 = Vertical Plates, etc.). An analyst may choose

to group the categories differently; the coding for all variants are unique: my types are

not fixed. Grouping variants at different levels of similarity highlights their polythetic

nature and elucidates transmission between types, particularly when given a diachronic

dimension.

Thus, using the typology in its present form allows the analyst to compare the data at differ-

ent conceptual levels. I hypothesise the variant level to be synonymous with production,
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useful for the study of similarity networks. If the consumer were unable to differentiate

between the variants, or not given the time to do so, the group-level may be more mean-

ingful. This will be discussed in Chapter 5. The group-level represents the prototype, the

idea for a particular fibula. For instance, when dedicating a type to a god, the group may

be important but not the variant. Finally, super-groups may equate to a regional ‘style

zone’ (Binford 1965, 208), and may reflect a regional dress. At the same time, Taylor

(2015, 104) reminds us that meaning may not be available in the specific type (variant)

but only when considering the whole production, like an artist’s oeuvre (Gell 1998, 242).

A hierarchical typology allows for this.

2.2.2 Phylogenetic trees

An apt method of displaying category subdivision is to use phylogenetic trees, already

advocated in the 1960s by Clarke (1978, 165, 216, 226-8; Figure: 2.3). This method

was also pioneered by Whallon (1972, 16) who argued that all typology was essentially

tree-like. Evolutionary archaeologists have argued the division lies with relations of sim-

ilarity (Phenetic trees) and hypotheses of common descent (Phylogenetic trees) (Holden

and Shennan 2005, 20). There are many methods to create such trees, and they come

with prerequisite definitions (see O’Brien, Buchanan, and Eren 2016, 69-75; Heggarty,

Maguire, and McMahon 2010), and yet, it must be remembered that their transference to

archaeological assemblages is not so straightforward. A method of creating phylogenies

in biology such as cladistics requires a common ancestor, whereas a craftsman manufac-

turing a fibula could have easily drawn upon multiple ‘ancestors’ in its creation.

Phylogenetic definitions

Common descent: Hereditary adaptation where variants share a common ancestor (also

called ‘homology’). For example, a fibula developed from the same workshop
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Figure 2.3: Clarke’s (1978, 227, Fig. 61) illustration is of cultural assemblages but the word ‘cul-
ture’ could be replaced by ‘fibula’; ‘phase assemblage’ could be replaced by ‘polythetic artefact-
type’. xII ’s show ‘transform types’ (which I call ‘hereditary types’) over time.
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as its ancestor, or the copying and adapting of a fibula in circulation by the

same craftsman.

Analogues: Similarities that are not of common descent (in cladistics these are called ‘ho-

moplasies’). Analogues may include convergence (or parallelism), horizontal

transmission, and character-state reversal.

Convergent adaptation: Superficial similarity as a result of environmental adaptation (of-

ten called parallelism), where two variants may emerge independently. For

example, a convergent pressure to innovate in parallel (e.g. strengthened arch-

bows in the Aegean and Italy to hold heavier cloth: profile-variant E5) from a

hereditary root (e.g. thin arch-bows: E1s) with similar results. The trajectory

for development is limited by material (e.g. bronze) and perhaps inevitable (cf.

Catling and Catling 1980, 239-40).

Horizontal transmission: Similarity based on borrowing between variants or assemblages

as a result of interaction and connectivity. A novel feature, taken from a dif-

ferent production region, may appear on a catch-plate, for example.

Character-state reversal: The reversion to a previous variant. An outmoded variant may

be re-selected and become prevalent once more. This could be common in

fibula assemblages where selection was, in part, based on fashion.

Shared derived: ‘A character or character state shared only by sister taxa and their imme-

diate common ancestor’ (O’Brien et al. 2016, 71 ).

Shared ancestral: ‘Sister taxa that have been inherited from an ancestor more distant than

the common ancestor’ (ibid., 72).

The two most common processes in archaeological assemblages are hereditary and hori-

zontal; sometimes called branching and blending (Crema, Kerig, and Shennan 2014, 289).

For cladistics, the ‘cladogram’ provides a neat way to show these relations, and may be

assessed by a Retention Index (RI) (O’Brien et al. 2016, 71). In practice, trees of variant
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subdivision are significantly messier and only hypothesise the relations between variants,

be they homologues or homoplasies (cf. Heggarty et al. 2010, 3831). In my diagram,

straight lines indicate shared derived variants; dotted lines suggest shared ancestral, or

horizontal transmission (Plate: 131). Convergent adaptation is even more difficult to hy-

pothesise as scholars are unsure of the level of interaction within the Aegean in the Early

Iron Age. The use of phylogenetic trees in archaeology remain as hypotheses designed to

visualise evolutionary relationships between variants, presenting a set of questions to be

considered (see Chapter 4).

The result of my attempt demonstrated that, whilst I could demonstrate the existence of

homologues and homoplasies how could I begin to tell them apart? The goal of creat-

ing the typology was to create types of equivalent value; not determine the evolutionary

relations of every variant. Yet, the process brought about a typology that looked like an

ineluctable evolution of stylistic complexity. This is the kind of progress that Montelius

might have espoused (Almgren 1995). However, the order of variants in this way may

not be chronologically correct, as Clarke noted with his grandfather clocks, where more

complex variants did not always come after those more simple (Figure: 2.4). Neverthe-

less, ordering variants by complexity is still valuable for another reason. Variants and

groups closer together are more akin, so I would expect, on the whole, a closer proximity

of production for types stylistically similar. Moreover, I would not fall into the trap of

placing grandfather clocks VI-VII-VIII between I-IV because I would not include them

in one group. Rather, they are like having two groups side-by-side, not one group being

a derivative of the next, as I indicate for variant categories. That still does not negate the

issue of chronology, hence I look to context in that respect; but my typology does not need

to be constructed in chronological order. Equivalent types may be compared by networks

(Chapter 4) and diversity (Chapter 5) irrespective of chronological ordering, as I will argue

later.

The creation of a phylogeny revealed a more pressing problem for typology as a whole.

Tree-like typologies, where one type is an evolution of the other, are used by archaeolo-
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Figure 2.4: Clarke’s grandfather clocks (Clarke 1978, 185, Fig. 38).

gists to create chronologies based on ‘dead-reckoning’. Types are spread over a chrono-

logical period to form a phase, such as a ceramic phase. The trouble is that new types are

created by innovation, and yet innovation is not determined by time. The variants within

profile-groups, e.g. AC or DH, could have been produced over several hundred years or,

alternatively, several weeks (cf. Coldstream 2003, 248; Furumark 1941b, 5). Ultimately,

using a phylogeny and its hypotheses for common descent and homoplasies for a fibula

typology is too speculative to have a real value, and is not employed further in this thesis.

2.2.3 Variant definitions

2.2.3.1 Profile-variants:

‘The profile is the 2D shape of the bow including any protuberant features

along it, from spring to catch-plate. The profile-variant does not consider the

shape of the catch-plate’.

Profiles are first divided by shape and then subdivided by features of (or added to) the bow.

The shapes are thus capital letters (groups) and subdivisions natural numbers (variants):

numeration is arbitrary. The shapes are grouped hierarchically into super-groups, there

are thus four shape groups of violin-bow (A. Violin Bow; B. Violin Leaf; C. Violin Back-
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Bent; D. Violin Open-Ring) and four groups of basic arch-bow (E. Plain Arch; Eδ. Single

Feature Arch; F. Swelling Bow Mid-Catch; Fδ. Swelling Bow High-Catch).

My aim is to subdivide variants of equal weight based on shape but not size. It is true that

two profiles designated variant K2 may still appear different, but the variant of an asym-

metric arch with two flanked beads at prow and shoulder remains the same: the difference

may be in size, date, or copy quality. Prioritising the subdivision of the prototype rather

than the ‘hand’ of a particular workshop, where the relations of measurement and quality

may be informative, is a shortcoming of this typology (see Section 2.2.1.1 on page 44).

Yet, I will argue there is another route to achieve this (see Chapter 4). In one respect

we miss some production information, on the other we gain a greater analysis of it: by

looking too closely at particular artisan’s hands risks missing horizontal transmission of

cross-section and catch-plate-variants over a wider area. My view is that the processes

behind this transmission are more important than the elucidation of a particular craftsman

(cf. Beazley 1956; Hampe 1936,7; Whitley 1997).

See Profile-Variant List: Volume 2, Plates: 1-99

2.2.3.2 Cross-section-variants:

‘The cross-section of the bow from the centre taking into account its shape

throughout the bow. If there is a protuberant feature towards the centre, such

as a boss, the cross-section is of the feature and not the wire supporting it’.

The necessity of including the cross-section category is the assumption that the craftsman

would need to decide on the type of cross-section as the central component in manufactur-

ing the design (or prototype) they wished to realise. The cross-section would determine

the feel of the bow as well as constrain (or suggest) the form a profile could take. Firstly,

the cross-section is taken from the centre to attempt consistency, for in fact, some fibulae

have multiple cross-section types along the bow. However, the shape throughout the bow
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is considered because a 2D section would not distinguish swelling, for example, so here

I subdivide the cross-sections in perspective. Finally, if a protuberant feature is found

towards the centre, the cross-section is of the feature and not the wire. My contention is

that the feature would be more prominent to the consumer as well as the craftsman; the

wire being merely an adjunct or secondary consideration. As seen above, Kilian (1975)

attempts to define the wire rather than protuberant features as his primary key, and so

there are confusing distinctions based on a trivial relative size of the swell (e.g. between

Kilian’s nos. 664 and 675), or a fibula such as Kilian’s no. 324 which, being made up of

bosses and fillets, has almost no wire to distinguish it, and yet is placed under ‘D’ (very

swollen).

Now that the cross-section is defined, the variants are divided by shape and given a code.

The Roman numeral, together with letter, denotes an individual variant; by itself, a shape

group, e.g. round; flattened; rhombus. Each variant is individual and mutually exclus-

ive. There are 166 variants in total. The category therefore has a secondary hierarchical

element. The nesting of the variants by shape is in addition to the individual designa-

tion, it assists in not only simplifying the system but allowing careful analysis of the 31

cross-section-groups.

See Cross-Section-Variant List: Volume 2, Plates: 100-12.

2.2.3.3 Catch-plate-variants:

‘The catch-plate is the catch in the form of a hook or plate that holds and

guards the pin. It is located at the base of the forearm or the prow, in place of

the forearm’.

The great variety of variants we have now seen is shared by the catch-plates, and here

a lot more information may be found than previously investigated. The catch-plates are

subdivided by shape. The groups are given an individual number, 1-27, and variants add
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a letter, e.g. 1a; 1b. It is possible to group the shapes into super-groups, especially catch-

plates 9-10 (vertical plates), 12-15 (horizontal plates), and 20-28 (hilts).

Some catch-plates have added decoration, particularly incised, and an additional thesis on

decoration would be useful. However, like the profiles, this would highlight the particular

craftsman more than the homologues or homoplasies of the corpus in general.

See Catch-Plate-Variant List: Volume 2, Plates: 113-29.

2.3 Typological issues

2.3.1 Cross-section-variants in perspective

Whilst a simple 2D drawing works for most cross-section-variants, it fails to distinguish

those cross-sections that change shape throughout the bow. A dotted line in perspective is

sufficient to show the subdivision here (Figure: 2.5). As defined above, the cross-section

takes into account its shape throughout the bow rather than being a 2D section of the central

point. In taking this position, it seems there is a risk that the cross-section is capturing an

attribute state of the profile category: an oval swell in cross-section (Ib) could be shown

with a swelling arch profile (Fδ1); but this is not actually the case as the swelling profile

could have, for example, a IIb, VIIIc, or XIIIb section. The oval swell section determines

what it is not: it does not have any knobs or other protuberant features along the bow, for

example.

2.3.2 Mutual exclusivity, weight, and distance

As I have shown, some variant categories appear to overlap (as variants inherently do,

being polythetic), however, crucially they remain mutually exclusive, and so they are not
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(a) XIIIa
Rhombus

(b) XIIIb
Swelling
Rhombus

(c) Vd
Flattened
Horizontal
straight-
sided
leaf

(d) Ve
Flattened
Horizontal
round leaf

Figure 2.5: Cross-sections in perspective (Source: Author).

being counted ‘twice’. The synergy of variant categories, where a fibula is easily recog-

nised as a sum of its parts, as opposed to any individual variant, is important to note. This

notion of synergy raises the issue of ‘weight’ between category subdivision. Weight takes

into account the difference between subtle and obvious subdivisions. It is fairly likely that

some consumers may not have noticed a variant subdivision clear to a craftsman. This is

particularly true when it comes to including protuberant features with the cross-section and

profile subdivisions, but is also clear between shapes, for instance, catch-plate-variant 9c

(Vertical Plate Ascending Curve) and 9i (Vertical Plate Ascending). They are quite similar

whilst catch-plate-variant 9o (Vertical Plate Plateau) is clearly distinct; 10a (Vertical Plate

Apex) even more so. It is also reasonable to assume that the craftsman was not always

able to properly reproduce two of the same artefact, and production error may account

for difficulties in both subdividing and sorting for the typologist. I could call weight ‘dis-

tance of similarity’, proposing a measure for distance to see how close one assemblage is

to another, in terms of stylistic similarity (typological similarity, not necessarily regional,

chronological, or shared-presence). This issue is encountered in biological studies, and

will be discussed in Chapter 4. Note, the weight issue is compounded if a network ana-

lysis combines profile and cross-sections in the same analysis; that is, if links are formed

upon exceeding a threshold. Counting dependent variables is erroneous, hence I analyse

variant categories separately.
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2.3.3 Decorative features

Originally, four variant categories had been proposed. The fourth was decoration. This

category was discarded for three main reasons. First, it made the typology overly complex

as multiple types of decorations exist on some fibulae, and in varying places. Moreover,

all four categories would be needed to ensure sufficient subdivision. For example, an

M4.IIc.12–14 with certain beads and incision would not only be convoluted (M4.IIC.12-

14+2ii+8iv+11x), but also very different to an M4.XIVb.– with knobbed rhombus, even

though the first part of the coding indicated similarity. Second, these ‘decorative’ features

could be incorporated in the other variant lists. Moreover, could a protuberant feature

be disassociated from the cross-section or profile definitions? To analyse a cross-section

without its feature would surely fail to fully subdivide: protuberant features must be in-

herent to their subdivision if the division is based on shape gestalts. The trouble with this

solution is that whilst mutual exclusivity is maintained, attribute weight is compromised,

as discussed above. A Swelling Convex cross-section with or without ridges is a good

example (cross-section-variant VIIIa versus VIIIb). It is obvious that all typologies pos-

sess this problem when attempting to subdivide independent attribute clusters to the same

value. So, I avoid grouping categories of different hierarchical levels during analysis.

Third, Aegean fibulae were seldom decorated, and those that are belong late in the series,

so for most fibulae ‘no decoration’ would have to be checked. Yet, all fibulae are decor-

ative in their own way, in that their style is in their shape; not in added decoration. My

database includes the field ‘decoration present’ where decoration is defined in Section 2.1

above. A further typology on fibula decoration would be useful but is beyond our scope

(cf. Jennings 2016).
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2.3.4 Scope of analyses and Mediterranean comparisons

The network analyses have to be restricted to the Aegean and Anatolia as my typology

does not extend beyond these areas. It would be erroneous to quantitatively compare

fibulae from my typology to those of another that is based on different subdivisions. I

cannot assess diversity between non-included regions. Yet, if an analyst would like to

assess the connectedness of fibula variants with fibulae found across the Mediterranean,

this would require the tally of Aegean-like variants across Mediterranean Prähistorische

Bronzefunde catalogues. It may be possible to quantify a degree of connectedness to non-

Aegean fibula assemblages but not the other way around (without first quantifying the

fibulae in the other regions).

Of course, non-Aegean fibulae found in the Aegean will be included in my typology, but

they, being extracted from their home seriation, will be relative outliers. The presence of

outliers in all variant categories is good reason to consider an alien nature. Even a fibula

with a unique protuberant or shape is likely to possess features from of one or two other

variant categories, thus indicating a local origin. In this way, even very exceptional fibulae

may be shown to be produced in the Aegean and fit well into the classification.

2.4 Chronological reckoning

2.4.1 The problems of absolute and relative chronology

Aegean absolute chronologies in the Early Iron Age are framed by two historical dates

from the Levant. The start is marked by Philistine Monochrome pottery (Mycenaean

IIIC:1b) found in Philistia during 20th Dynasty Egypt, that is, the beginning of the 12th

century. The end is marked by the Levantine destructions by the Assyrians, recorded in

their annals of 722 and 712 BC (Coldstream and Mazar 2003, 41). In between there is
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dead-reckoning, the assignation of phase length on diagnostic pot numbers, and a few

handfuls of sherds at Levantine sites with disputed stratigraphy. At the time of Cold-

stream’s (1968) seminalGreekGeometric Pottery, Aegean sherds had been found at Samaria,

Megiddo, and Tell Abu Hawam. As for dead-reckoning, the excavated pottery corpus

tends to determine the historical record: ‘long and stable phases are documented by a

much greater abundance of grave groups that are also homogeneous in character, display-

ing a settled and harmonious style: phases for which we assume a comparatively slow

development’ (Coldstream 2003, 248). My principal query with dead-reckoning is that it

does not satisfactorily take into account the prevailing economy, population levels, chan-

ging burial customs, or the use-life of the artefacts deposited. Indeed, caution is needed

for innovation can increase rapidly in short time, as it appears to do with fibulae.

On the basis of dead-reckoning, Coldstream (2003, 251-55) linked Aegean sherds in Le-

vantine contexts to the ‘low-chronology’. It is not so much that those contexts are ques-

tionable (Brandherm 2008, 150-53), rather that the debate between the low- or high-

chronology in the Levant remains inconclusive. The low-chronology was reinforced by

Finkelstein (1996, 179), who argued that the foundations for a United Monarchy in the

10th century, the time of King David and King Solomon, were on unstable ground. It was

a description in Kings (I, 9:15) about the architecture of Megiddo in the 10th century that

Finkelstein argued was wrongly identified with Megiddo Stratum IV. Finkelstein (1996,

181) would instead date Stratum IV to the 9th century; Arad’s Stratum XII is the only

level, in his view, that can be dated to the 10th century. To accommodate this, Finkel-

stein had to lower the dates of Philistine Monochrome pottery (the upper anchor) by al-

most a century using negative evidence: no data showing contemporaneity with Pharaonic

20th Dynasty levels. Proponents of the high-chronology immediately refuted this key is-

sue; some argued for cultural segregation, with Philistine Monochrome pottery acting as

an ethnic marker (Bunimovitz and Faust 2001, 7). Yet, there is evidence for the upper

anchor: three Late-Helladic IIIC-middle pictorial kraters are found in the destruction at

Ugarit, providing an absolute date as early as 1195/1185 BC, whilst Late-Helladic IIIC
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stirrup jar fragments from Beit Shean are dated to the reign of Ramses III (Yasur-Landau

2003, 236-38). Furthermore, it has been shown that Philistine Monochrome ware is con-

temporary with Late-Cypriot IIIA (and thus Late-Helladic IIIC) (Sherratt 2006, 368-70).

Coldstream’s (2003) support of the low-chronology was refuted by Mazar (2004, 27-31)

as a misreading of the evidence, however, Mazar does not dispute the conventional chro-

nology of the Aegean. Mazar (ibid. 34) also pins blame for low radiocarbon dates from

Tel Dor on the Weizmann Institute consistently but erroneously providing dates 100 years

too low.

But it is not favouring the high-chronology in the Levant that is most important to raising

the Aegean absolute chronology, rather Radiocarbon and dendrochronology dates from

Iberia, North Africa, Italy, and Central Europe (Brandherm 2008; Doctor et al. 2008;

Newton et al. 2014; Nijboer and van der Plicht 2006; van der Plicht et al. 2009). These

readings consistently call to raise the Aegean chronology by 70-80 years, and it is for

this reason that I largely follow Brandherm’s (2008) review, agreeing that the conven-

tional absolute chronology is untenable. Whilst the Levantine strata harbouring Aegean

sherds continue to share a dazzling array of bitterly disputed inconsistencies (Bruins et al.

2011; Fantalkin et al. 2011), accepting the high-chronology causes less ‘havoc’ than the

low alternative. The latter would particularly affect the West and Central Mediterranean.

This view favours scientific data over conventional dead-reckoning, biblical descriptions

such as Solomon’s city, or Thucydides’ colonial foundation dates. The main effect of

adopting the high-chronology is the raising of Protogeometric to early-mid-11th century.

This does not, however, cause as much congestion as once thought, because the Submy-

cenaean phase has been argued to be coterminous with another phase: Late-Helladic IIIC-

late/Submycenaean (cf. Hallager 2010; Vaessen 2014, 134); the absolute dates of Late-

Helladic IIIC are 12th century (Weninger and Jung 2009; Yasur-Landau 2003, 239). From

a historical point of view, the beginning of the ‘Dark Age’, the decline in Late-Helladic

IIIC/Submycenaean before a new ‘Greek spirit’ is found in Protogeometric (Desborough

1972, 133), loses half a century of time. This reminds archaeologists that absolute chrono-
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logy, and relative chronologies for that matter, are elusive abstractions of historical reality

(Trachsel 2004, 335). These chronologies are ultimately ceramic sequences and a focus

closer than 25-50 years is largely meaningless.

The wide geographic extent of this thesis means that discussion by centuries will take

precedence for Mediterranean-wide analyses whilst relative sequences will be used for

specific contextual examples (Figure: 2.6). When conducting comparative analyses, both

(centuries and pot phases) encounter the difficulty that the phases (of pots and of the con-

texts where fibulae are found) are of dissimilar length. Finally, it should be noted that

chronological sequences of Italy and Central Europe are often synchronised with the Ae-

gean by fibulae and other metalwork (Nijboer 2008; Pare 2008; Trachsel 2004). Can

fibulae, given their complexity, play a constructive role in Aegean-Mediterranean syn-

chronisations?

2.4.2 Key chronological markers

Before beginning, I must stress the warning that a deposition date may not have reference

to manufacture or the initial date of use; especially if the object were an heirloom or gift.

Furthermore, I argued in Section 2.2.2. that stylistic sequencing is problematic. Firstly,

fashions may go in and out of use, and it is not obvious that one style is an improvement

over another in evolutionary terms. Secondly, style is created by innovation. Variation can

be created in weeks and months let alone the generations that archaeologists often prefer

to assign their phases. This was found with the failed application, or rather, guesswork,

of phylogenetic trees.
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Figure 2.6: Aegean world relative and absolute chronology (1. Brandherm 2008; cf. Weninger
and Jung 2009, 416; 2. Coldstream and Catling 1996; Hallager 2007, 196; 3. Kilian; 4. Trachsel
2004, 196, Fig. 109; 5. and 6. Pare 2008; 7. van der Plicht et al. 2009, 214; 8. Sams 2011; 9.
Trachsel 2004, 319, Fig. 195).
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2.4.2.1 Late-Helladic IIIB

The very first fibulae found in Aegean contexts (profile-variant A1) are found in T.1, T.8,

T.29, and T.61 at Mycenae; at least a further seven were found on the Acropolis. These

provide a context of Late-Helladic IIIB, in the latter half of the 13th century (Blinkenberg,

46-7; Gates 1985, 263; cf. Furumark 1941a, 92-3; Karantzali 2001, 70). For this reason

Blinkenberg (38-40) believed that fibulae were invented in Greece.

2.4.2.2 Lefkandi

Amongst many closed tomb contexts, Lefkandi is the most prolific of the early period.

Moreover, the prevailing burial practice at Lefkandi, as for Athens, was for single burial

(Kübler 1943; 1954; Popham et al. 1980). The first tombs at Lefkandi provide a date of

Late-Helladic IIIC/Submycenaean (12th century) for simple arch forms, and their ensuing

development to Subprotogeometric III. Tombs of multiple burial over many generations,

such as at the Knossos North Cemetery, are inherently more problematic; not only are the

ceramic dates wider, but it is often difficult to assign fibulae to specific burials within the

tombs (Coldstream and Catling 1996, 543-4, 554).

2.4.2.3 Phrygian Gordion

Gordion is well established as the originator for ‘Phrygian’ fibulae, profile-groups BM-

DT, give or take a few groups representing imitations. Phrygian fibulae are easily identi-

fied by their distinctive horned catch-plate-groups 21-24, which come in many variants.

If Gordion is the progenitor, then the great tumuli mounds, and the destruction of the old

city, are key chronological markers for these fibulae. Although the dates are often debated,

the consensus (Rose 2017, 138, 171; Sams 2011, 60, 63; cf. Kohler 1995, 192, Table 4)

is as follows:
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Tumulus W

Destruction Level c.800 BC

Tumulus K-III

Tumulus P

Tumulus MM c.740 BC

This indicates that very few fibulae pre-date the destruction at the turn of the 8th century.

They are profile-groups CP, DD, DG, and DH from Tumulus W; moreover, they have

exclusively the same catch-plate-variant: 21d. Indeed, most types proliferate in the mid-

8th century, coinciding with a renaissance of fibula popularity in the Aegean, as we shall

see.

2.4.2.4 Sanctuary contexts

It is very unusual for a sanctuary context to provide coterminous dating to the periods in

which fibulae were manufactured. Most provide a terminus ante quem in the Archaic and

Classical periods, where the votive offerings, perhaps dedicated centuries before, have

been collected together and buried. An example is with the construction of the Western

Retaining Wall and Second Temple at the Argive Heraion in the later 5th century (Strøm

1988, 185; 1995, 38).

There are two important sanctuaries that break this trend. The first is Ephesus, where a sig-

nificant number of fibulae were found in the Artemision dated to 700-650 BC; moreover,

in later layers dating to 650-550 BC, fibulae are surprisingly scarce (Figure: 2.7; Klebinder-

Gauß 2007, 21). The second is Kalapodi, where there are layers dated to the mid-8th

century when it was ‘ritually buried’, and here the fibulae are found (Felsch 1983, 124-6;

Klebinder-Gauß 2015, 193-4; Niemeier 2016, 234). These two sanctuaries provide chro-
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nological evidence that is much more consistent with the dating of fibulae found in closed

burials.

2.4.3 Summary

Ultimately, only relatively few fibulae may be assigned such close dates as described

above. Even when a fibula group or variant is found in a good closed context that does

not necessarily mean others from the same group shared a similar date. There is much

uncertainty over the length of which a certain group was manufactured or its use-life be-

fore deposition. To overcome this difficulty in the analyses it was decided to create four

periods where each group could be more or less confidently placed (Table: 2.1).

Period Absolute Date Ceramic phase (Attic sequence)
Period 1 1200-1000 BC Late-Helladic III - Protogeometric
Period 2 1000-800 BC Early-Geometric - Middle-Geometric II
Period 3 800-600 BC Late-Geometric - Subgeometric
Period 4 600-400 BC Black-figure - Red-figure

Table 2.1: The four periods used in this thesis and their absolute and ceramic dates (Source: Au-
thor).

2.5 Variant lists, overview, and chronology

2.5.1 General overview

The typology is generally ordered by number of protuberant features along the bow, start-

ing with plain bows and followed by swelling, one feature, two, three, four, five features,

and so on. It is important to state that this sequence was created independent to prior

knowledge of chronology or sequence at a cemetery, which in any case is rare in the study

zone, unlike say, at Veii, in Italy (Toms 2006). I thus part company with fibula typolo-
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Figure 2.7: The distribution of metal finds in the Peripteros at Ephesus; fibulae are shown in red
(Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 23, Fig. 1).
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gies that are created to fit into a pre-existing ceramic chronology, not because they are

disagreed with, but I wished to prioritise the evolution of stylistic complexity, regardless

whether this was true or not (Figure: 5.4 on page 229; cf. Clarke 1978, 185, Fig. 38).

The methodology was dissection by equivalent value, so each variant may be compared

like-for-like. This is particularly important when assessing diversity ratios in Chapter 5. I

contend the difference between a J4 and J5 is roughly the same as that between a BW1 and

BW2, even though they are radically different. Group-level dissection at equivalent value

is harder to approach: whilst the difference between J and K is similar to BW and BX, the

dissimilarity between J and BW is markedly greater than J1 and J7. Within-group cohe-

sion is thus greater than between-group cohesion, depending on the number of steps taken.

As I shall show in Chapter 5, the number of variants per group and groups per super-group

is important when questioning diversity, hence the critical issue of equivalent value.

The key super-group break is between A-BL and BM-EF, where the latter are termed

‘anchor’ for having a protuberant feature contiguous to the spring and catch-plate. There

is a coterminous technological difference between them where A-BL have a spring made

with the bow whilst BM-EF have a replaceable pin slotted into the stem, known as two-

piece fibulae (Birmingham 1963; Pedde 2000; 2001; Stronach 1959). Replaceable pins are

common to the Near East and Anatolia and are not earlier than 900 BC. Within the latter

are eight groups, CK-CKδ and CM-COδ, late versions local to the Aegean and Central

Balkans, which use a pivot to hold a replaceable pin (cf. Bader 1983, 118, Pl. 38; Vasić

1999, 102, Pls. 51-56). None are earlier than 650 BC. Pivoted pins are common to Roman

(e.g. EP) and Medieval brooches (Baxter and Cool 2016; Martin 2015).

One of the most important features are the catch-plates, dealt with separately. But the

location on the profile is not to be overlooked; especially the difference with a high, mid,

or low catch-plate. Some super-groups have both: a telling sign of different regional

manufacture of the groups. Compare, for instance, profile-group F with Fδ (Plates: 3 and

4). Also notable, is a distinct low (or high) rhomboidal stem, different to the cross-section

of the bow (e.g. U and AH); others are round, and sometimes very thin (AJ). The addition
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of finials or birds, as well as decoration, are also distinguishing features (e.g. G and H).

After the BM-DP groups, there are the Triangular DU-EF series, common to the Near East,

but the groups are more complicated than that, with quite a high regional distribution in our

area. When arriving at the more obviously distinct and advanced fibulae, profile-groups

EK-GF, there are fewer general patterns. The groups are quite clearly internally defined,

however, and I can note in particular the bone/ivory plaques fixed onto a simple violin

fibula (often missing), profile-groups FA-FC and GB-GC, and metal facings likewise at-

tached, FE, and the round and figurative brooches, FJ-FM. These are often later, and have

a richer use of precious metals; perhaps they have a more decorative than functional pur-

pose (Pülz 2009).

The following overview should be read in conjunction with the variant descriptions given

in Plates 1-129 (Volume 2) and the fibula catalogue Appendix G (Volume 3). It is aimed

to be as brief as possible to allow space for analysis; further information may be found

in the references provided for each catalogue entry in Appendix G. Groups marked with

the Greek ‘δ’ have an equal value as the main groups: they are not sub-groups; though

sometimes they appear such. They arose during the recursive addition of new types.

The aim was to include all fibulae published in the Aegean and Anatolia, starting with

Blinkenberg and the Prähistorische Bronzefunde catalogues. Other site reports are in-

cluded as known to the author through references and general browsing. Naturally, un-

published fibulae are not included; they include those due to be published from Miletus

(Donder 2002) and Prinias (Rizza 2008). Examples seen on eBay and other auction houses

are likewise absent. A few museums do not have their whole collection included where the

objects have no provenance; notable examples include the Harvard Art Museum (Ebbing-

haus 2014), the Metropolitan Museum of Art (Muscarella 1988, 425-7), and the Tübingen

University Museum (Herrmann 1982). Now follows a discussion of the series.
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Figure 2.8: B3.Ve.2a, #72, from Kerameikos T.2, Athens, scale 1:1 (Kraiker and Kübler 1939, 48,
Pl. 28).

2.5.2 Profile-variant series

A-D

See Figure 2.8; Volume: 2, Plates: 1-2; Volume: 3, 1-6, #1-83.

These are Violin bows with some variation in cross-section: round, swelling, or horizontal

leaves, and almost exclusively a large spring. A strikingly wide distribution across Cent-

ral Europe and the Eastern Mediterranean is exhibited for A1 and B1, yet with only few

examples at each site (e.g. Glogović 2003, Pl. 1; Lo Schiavo 2010, Pls. 1-2; Vasić 1999,

Pl. 1). The incised or pointillé decoration on about half the sample is not continued in

the Aegean’s plain and swelling ‘arch-bow’ series E-Fδ; in clear contrast to surrounding

regions, including Italy and the Balkans (Bader 1983; Gergova 1987; Glogović 2003; Lo

Schiavo 2010). Georgian examples, on the other hand, are usually undecorated (Sulava

2011). The date of A-B begin in the late 13th century, probably slightly earlier than the

first E1-E4 variants, and are considered a development of the Alpine foothills due to the

history of bronze coil use there (Alexander and Hopkin 1982, 405-6). Their typological

development in the Aegean (A1-A4; B1-B4) does not necessarily correspond to chrono-

logy, however, as simpler A-B types are also found in later Protogeometric contexts.

Furumark (1941a, 92) believes the Italian sequence may confirm a linear chronological

development, from profile-groups A-F, but it is not known where the simple Plain Arch

E first developed, or the nature of its transmission between the two regions. In terms of

quantity, it is clear that B1 became widespread in the Aegean in the 12th century, whilst

E1-E4 are 11th century. C1 is also 12th century. D is a 10th and 9th century type found
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Figure 2.9: E2.IIIa.2a, #299, from Phaistos, scale 1:1 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pl. 6, No. 194).

at Lefkandi, whose open-ring is analogous to the otherwise dissimilar ‘Monachil’ fibulae

from Spain, ‘Megiddo’ fibulae from Israel, and ‘Cassibile’ fibulae from Sicily (Carrasco

et al. 2014, 96, Fig. 1; Catling and Catling 1980, 239; cf. Pare 2008, 93, Fig. 5.12); whilst

these other types share the positioning of protuberant features and have the same catch-

plate, my D does not. C2 may well be Roman (cf. Ridgeway 1901, 582, Figs. 133-5). C3

is another outlier, but the chance that it is a misshapen A or B is reduced for it does not

share the characteristic large spring of the former groups.

E-Fδ

See Figure: 2.9; Volume: 2, Plates: 2-4; Volume: 3, 6-75, #84-1188; 576-588, #9202-

9407.

The origin of the arch bow is contentious. Blinkenberg (38-40) felt it originated in Greece,

but Alexander and Hopkin (1982, 406) place it to Central or Northern Europe, if only for

its distribution from Scandinavia to Italy. Most notable are how Aegean arch bows diverge

from their European counterparts. The bulk of Italian and Balkan arch bows, as already

mentioned, are decorated (Lo Schiavo 2010, Pls. 3-105). The cohesiveness of the Aegean

E group is that they are not decorated: the most distinguishing features are instead the

size of the spring and whether the bow is symmetric. The lack of decoration is divergent

from A-B, and so is the quantity. Where before only a few fibulae were found per site,

now there are many, suggesting their use had, in certain areas by the 10th century, become
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somewhat integrated with dress and local manufacture.

In terms of chronology, E1-E4 are available from the 12th century on. E5 is markedly

later, marking the shift from thin bow to a more sturdier version, and the catch-plate often

widens to catch-plate 2b. Catling and Catling (1980, 239-40) place this in the 9th cen-

tury at Lefkandi, where the E series appears to be reintroduced after a hiatus in Middle-

Protogeometric/Late-Protogeometric. A different picture is found at Athens, where E5

never materialises (Müller-Karpe 1962).

The difficulty distinguishing E5s from F1/Fδ1, is negated by taking the layout of forearm

and catch-plate into account. Es have a full-length forearm whilst Fs have a catch-plate

at mid-forearm and Fδs have a high catch-plate and no forearm. We see here a clear

divergence from Fs emanating from Thessaly and Fδs emanating from Rhodes. Thessalian

fibulae generally take on the catch-plate-groups 12-15 whilst Rhodes takes group 9. This

is a position shared with the later divergence between BF and BH. Another feature of the

F/Fδ series is the moulding of the stem, often rhomboidal as in F2 and Fδ3/4, that shows

a progenitor feature that becomes standard in later types.

The vast majority of the F series are symmetric, with asymmetry caused by a high catch-

plate rather than a deliberate bending of the forearm. From F-BL spring sizes are notably

smaller; there are only few large springs, and they are decidedly early, E2, E4, J3-4, N1-

2, and O2. The number of turns in the spring increase from one to three, although this

is difficult to quantify due to damage and publication quality. Unfortunately, many later

fibulae from Izmir, Lindos, and Pherai end up indeterminably in F/Fδ. Such issues decline

for the rest of the typology as protuberant features increase. Kilian (25) places F to the

8th and 7th century and Fδ may be similarly assigned (Boardman 1967, 208; Coldstream

and Catling 1996, 124; Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 84). #9241 was, for example, found in a

Late-Geometric-late pithos (Coldstream and Catling 1996, 123-4).
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Figure 2.10: G1.VIIIc.9k, #1214, from the Acropolis at Lindos, scale 1:1 (Blinkenberg, 93, Fig.
95).

G-H

See Figure: 2.10; Volume: 2, Plates: 4-6; Volume: 3, 75-88, #1189-1398.

G-H are grouped for the addition of the waterfowl. There are clear links to the Fδ and M

series, e.g. G1->Fδ1, G2->Fδ3, G4->Fδ5, G5->Fδ7, and G6->M4. Just as notable as the

waterfowl, G-H fibulae have an exclusively high-catch-plate. 97% of G and 100% of H

were found in Rhodes. They date between 850-650 BC (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 99-100).

A waterfowl is featured on a unique square catch-plate, variant 11h, #2887 from Lousoi,

whose profile, AH, is familiar with Thessalian examples. Whilst G-H are, besides #1236,

not found on the mainland, waterfowl often feature as incised decoration on the face of

mainland catch-plates, employing repertoire common to vase painting (DeVries 1974, 119;

Hampe 1936), and as stand-alone bronzes (Strøm 1995, 62-6).

I

See Volume: 2, Plate: 6; Volume: 3, 88, #1399-1407.

Group of few examples that appear to be a progenitor of the U-V series, and are assigned

to Period 3 with other examples from Pherai.

72 Vol. 1



Figure 2.11: K4.XIIIc.6a, #1520, from Lefkandi T.13, scale 1:1 (after Popham et al. 1980, Pl.
173).

J-Q

See Figure: 2.11; Volume: 2, Plates: 6-11; Volume: 3, 88-114, #1408-1821.

These comprise fibulae with two primary protuberant features, commonly at prow and

shoulder. J1, J3, J4, and N are the earliest, dating to the 11th and 10th century. Catling

and Catling (1980, 237) have argued J1 is a development of the Cypriot asymmetric arch

fibulae, noting #20 from Lefkandi and a further 10 J’s from Athens in Submycenaean

contexts, against examples in Late-Cypriot IIIB contexts. The direction of ‘influence’ is

less clear, in part depending on the high or low Aegean chronology, and even if there were

a direct stylistic borrowing the Aegean series has multiple variants, J1-J7, that Cyprus

does not (cf. Giesen 2001). Indeed, the Cypriot series goes in another direction, R. J

has the bead at low-mid-stem whilst K at shoulder or hind, and are dated 11th to the

8th century. K5 may be dated to the 9th century, with examples from Kerameikos T.41

(#1531-5; DeVries 1972, 113) and Lefkandi (#1531). L are squat, a development Catling

and Catling (1980, 238-9) argue from K3, but the distribution is not as restricted as they

suggest: 28 (60%) are from Lefkandi, whereas the remaining 18 are from 7 other sites. M

have a mid-high-catch-plate and low rhomboidal stem, giving away their consistency with

a Thessalian provenance; Kilian (34) assigns them to the 8th and 7th century. N is an early

group, indicated by their large springs and relatively thin wire. O, P, and Q are particularly

heterogeneous in style and distribution, and appear to show a creative manufacture that

never quite gets going. An O example is found with Subprotogeometric II pottery in SP.4
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Figure 2.12: T1.Ia.3a, #1840, from Lefkandi T.32, scale 1:1 (Popham et al. 1980, Pl. 186).

at Lefkandi (Popham et al. 1980, 136); others are in Protogeometric contexts at Athens

(Müller-Karpe 1962, 108-9) and Nea Ionia (Smithson 1961, 173-4), though one example

(#1753) from Perati is as early as LH IIIC (Konstantinidi 2001, 137; Pare 2008, 89, Fig.

5.10: A1). Boardman (1967, 206) dates P to the 7th century. The group variation in J-Q

is slightly greater than in most super-groups; consistent with their wide, regional spread.

After this fairly haphazard start (but not for J, K, M, or G), the remaining profile-groups

become more internally consistent, and also more prolific. They are easier to identify for

their distinct arrangement of protuberant features, thus allowing a more robust typology.

R-T

See Figure: 2.12; Volume: 2, Plates: 11-12; Volume: 3, 114-117, #1822-1860.

R-T are fibulae with three unobtrusive features. R is unequivocally Cypriot; only one,

an R3, is found in our study area. S is a complex type of only two unique examples. R

dates to the 10th and 9th century (Birmingham 1963, 91-3, 95-7; Pedde 2001, 487, 490,

Fig. 1.6); S is unclear. T1 is a type introduced to Lefkandi in the 9th century. Catling and

Catling (1980, 242) question whether their inspiration is from Italy and, though Italian

fibulae share a wider catch-plate (e.g. Lo Schiavo 2010, Pl. 38), this is not enough to

negate the possibility of convergent adaptation. The groups of this super-group are fairly
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Figure 2.13: U1.XXIa.15–, #1889, from Olympia, scale 1:1 (after Philipp 1981, Pl. 60, No. 1004).

dissimilar.

U-Y

See Figure: 2.13; Volume: 2, Plates: 13-15; Volume: 3, 117-151, #1861-2415.

Three main groups of protuberants where the centre is usually dominant, and there is a

significant level of ‘inter-object citation’ (for discussion of this term see Section 5.1.1.4

on page 224; Sørensen 2015a, 89), including the use and position of interspersed discs and

hollowing of one or more bosses for encrustation, suggesting a close point of manufacture.

The catch-plate is almost always a variant of the Descending Horizontal (groups 14-15).

The distribution of these groups is overwhelmingly at Pherai.

Further subdivision of U at the stem could be carried out, some being tall or short, with

a rhomboidal lower-stem. Kilian dates U, V, and Y to the 8th century (Kilian, 36-8, 40),

and W and X to the 8th and early-7th (ibid. 37, 61).
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Figure 2.14: AC7.XXIVc.9b, #2587, from Ialysos, scale 1:1 (after Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pl. 9,
No. 277).

Z-AG

See Figure: 2.14; Volume: 2, Plates: 15-24; Volume: 3, 151-180, #2416-2870.

As each group develops, additional features are found along the bow until the whole length

is covered. These groups have a divergent distribution easiest to spot, where surviving,

by catch-plate-group. AE-AF have Square catch-plates (consistent with a Thessalian pro-

duction), whilst AC-AD more usually have a Vertical catch-plate (consistent with an Asia

Minor Coast production).

Z is dated to the 8th and 7th century (Kilian, 129; Kilian-Dirlmeier, 39). AA is assigned to

the 8th century by Kilian (38), but an example from Vrokastro Bone Enclosure XII, #534,

was found with Protogeometric-B/Early-Geometric pottery (Hayden 2002, 12), whilst an-

other from Knossos North Cemetery T.104, #177, contained Protogeometric-B to Early-

Orientalising pottery (Coldstream and Catling 1996, 139-40). In addition, AA examples

are found in Cyprus in the 9th century (Birmingham 1963, 97). Sapouna-Sakellarakis (57)

dates AA between the 8th and 7th century. AAδ may be slightly earlier, being found in the

tomb of the Rich Athenian Lady, #2498 (Smithson 1968), and Pithos 23 at Fortetsa, #2499

(Brock 1957). AAδ are also found in Bulgaria (Gergova 1987, 24, Pl. 2, Nos. 24-27).

AB is unusual for having a very wide, regional distribution yet small overall quantity.

Dusenbery (1998, 981-3) argues that the spring and pin were made separately, attached

using a rivet, which is at odds with the usual understanding that such evidence indicates

an ancient repair. In addition, the examples from Samothrace (#2512-3, #2521, #2524-6,

76 Vol. 1



Figure 2.15: AN1.XXIVa.9a, #3168, Knossos North Cemetery MF.78, scale 1:1 (after Coldstream
and Catling 1996, Fig. 159).

and #2530) appear to be made in two halves and joined together, as shown by seam marks

(ibid.). Caner (49) dates AB to the 8th and 7th century (cf. Gergova 1987, 24-5, Pl. 2,

Nos. 28-35).

AC and AD are dated by Sapouna-Sakellarakis (59), and AE by Kilian (118), to the 8th

and 7th century. AF has a very close association to BH. BH is tentatively placed in super-

group BF-BH for its high poised stem and diamond cross-section: it feels like BF but their

distributions (and catch-plates) rarely overlap, perhaps indicating a parallel development.

AF are dated to 850-650 BC (Kilian-Dirlmeier, 37) and AG to the 8th and 7th century

(Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 85). AE, AF, and AH are also found at the Argive Heraion with a

terminus ante quem of 450 BC (Strøm 1988, 185).

AH-AQ

See Figure: 2.15; Volume: 2, Plates: 24-30; Volume: 3, 180-221, #2871-3527.

AH and AI are dated to the late-8th and 7th century (Felsch 2007, 136; Kilian, 132; Kilian-

Dirlmeier, 39), as are AJ (Boardman 1967, 206). AM are found in Assyria and Babylonia,

and dated by Pedde (2001, 488, 490, Fig. 2.12) to the 7th century. AN have been found

in a Late-Geometric-late pithos at Knossos (#3168; Coldstream and Catling 1996, 123-4),

and are dated by Klebinder-Gauß (2007, 34) to the 8th and 7th century, whilst AO is dated

to the 7th century (ibid. 35). AP is not a homogeneous group. AQ could be a development

from AH; they share the square catch-plates common to Thessaly, and are here assigned
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Figure 2.16: AR4.XIIId.9j, #3535, from the Acropolis at Lindos, scale 1:1 (Blinkenberg, 91, Fig.
91).

to Period 3.

AR-AS

See Figure: 2.16; Volume: 2, Plates: 30-31; Volume: 3, 221-232, #3528-3707.

An intermediate group whose protuberant features, although spaced along the length of

the bow, are not dominating. 98% (N=180) are from Rhodes, and although the examples

from Ida (AR2) and Troy (AR1) are unique variants, they share Stemmed Vertical catch-

plates that are consistently found at Lindos. It is difficult to judge whether there are many

more variants of AS, as Blinkenberg (1931) and Sapouna-Sakellarakis published only ten

drawings between them; they show between 9 and 15 discoids each, depending on size.

They probably date to the 8th and 7th century (Caner, 35; Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 67, 77).
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Figure 2.17: AU1.IXb.15d, #3777, from Pherai, scale 1:1 (Kilian, 91, Pl. 36, No. 1004).

AT-AZ

See Figure: 2.17; Volume: 2, Plates: 31-35; Volume: 3, 232-264, #3708-4215.

These are termed Dolphin for having a swollen back and dorsal swelling or finial at either

side; AT-AY are dated by Kilian to the 8th and 7th century (Kilian, 25, 84, 95). AZ is 7th

century (Boardman 1967, 206; Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 28). AT-AX have a low rhomboidal

stem and Descending Horizontal catch-plate. This, alongside their continuous develop-

ment of style, support my later argument of manufacture at Pherai (see Section 4.4). AU-

AX stand out for their incised decoration. However, fibulae found at Pherai and Philia,

especially AE-AF, BE, and BH, are also decorated though in a different manner. Although

their morphology and decoration has obvious similarity to examples in Italy (Lo Schiavo

2010, Pls, 139-183, 236-279), and a scattering across the Balkans (cf. Glogović 2003,

Pls. 49-52; Novotna 2001, Pls. 18-21), those examples have a narrow foil catch-plate,

in definitive contrast. Hence, only when profile, cross-section, and catch-plate match in

combination, do they have an Italian provenance, as #4132 and #4133 from Olympia (cf.

Lo Schiavo 2010, Pl. 243, No. 3374).

BA-BD

See Figure: 2.18; Volume: 2, Plates: 35-36; Volume: 3, 264-268, #4216-4282.
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Figure 2.18: BA5.VIIIk.9k, #4221, from the Acropolis at Lindos, scale 1:1 (Blinkenberg, 105,
Fig. 116).

This super-group has two broad trajectories. BA and BC seem to follow from AY-AZ

by forming a deep leech shape, dated to the 8th and 7th century (Klebinder-Gauß 2007,

31), whilst BD, a disparate group, seems to be the forerunner for the BE series, but not

necessarily. On the other hand, a number of BA examples and a rare mould have been

found in Bulgaria (Gergova 1987, 28-30, Pls. 3-5, Nos. 47-67). K3-4 may be a progenitor

for BE, or perhaps they run in parallel. BD have been found in a Late-Geometric-late

pithos at Knossos (Coldstream and Catling 1996), a niche in T.292 with Middle-Geometric

to Orientalising, at Sellada with Geometric to Early-Orientalising (Sapouna-Sakellarakis,

37-8), and with Late-Geometric pottery at Agora T.XVII at Athens (Müller-Karpe 1962,

127).

BE-BEδ

See Figure: 2.19; Volume: 2, Plates: 37-38; Volume: 3, 268-289, #4283-4616.

Of the Sail fibulae, the classic BE3 variant is perhaps the most famous, and takes its place

at the forefront of many museum collections (though oddly not the Ashmolean, despite

the rich number in store). The most probable reason is their early depiction of ‘narrative
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Figure 2.19: BE3.VIb.11d, #4336, from Thebes, scale 1:1 (Source: Author).

art’, including figures of warriors, horses, ships, swans, and other floral and geometric

decoration on their sail-like catch-plate (Bates 1911; Hadaczek 1903; Reisinger 1916).

Hampe (1936) dedicated a separate volume, and a look at the plates reveals this preoccu-

pation with the catch-plate rather than the fibula itself. DeVries (1972, 117) has sketched

their development over time, placing them between 850-750 BC, however, his earlier 9th

century examples are here my K5’s with a rounded cross-section. DeVries (1972, 114)

argues shallow narrow cross-sections are early 8th century, and they develop more deeply

and widely in the late-8th and early-7th century (DeVries 1974, 88; Kilian, 108). The

chronology of the catch-plate shape is not yet settled (DeVries 1974, 87; Smithson 1968,

111). The majority are without context, being prized in the 19th and early-20th century

AD, many are said to have been plundered from Thebes (DeVries 1972, 113). Blinken-

berg (147-49) combined them in his typology as ‘attico-béotiens’, however, the recent

finds from Philia lend weight to putting this designation into question (Kilian-Dirlmeier

2002). Although the distribution shows a wide diversity of sites and regions, there are no

concentrations anywhere outside of Athens, Thebes, Pherai, and Philia. This is in contrast

to the concentration of popular types at individual sites at this time. In terms of variants,

they increase at Pherai and Philia with a higher stem and unusual combination of flanks

and beads at prow and shoulder. They date between 850-750 BC.
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Figure 2.20: BG1.VIIIl.9h, #4957, from Exoche, scale 1:1 (after Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pl. 23,
No. 669A).

BEδ has the same morphological features as BE, with high rhomboidal stem and bead on

shoulder and prow, and a Sail catch-plate, but it now has between one and six domes along

the bow. Again, many have no provenance, and some appear too good to be true, such

as those in Heidelberg, purchased by Hampe (1971; Donder 1994, 30). They can be of

considerable size, indeed up to 270mm in length (e.g. #4585).

BF-BH

See Figure: 2.20; Volume: 2, Plates: 38-42; Volume: 3, 289-336, #4617-5367.

Morphologically similar, BF and BH are actually quite distinct. BF’s have a rounded

arch bow, vertical catch-plate, and rhomboidal stem that starts below the shoulder. They

are produced in Rhodes. BH have a flatter bow, a Square or Apex catch-plate, and its

stem comes higher at the shoulder. BH are typically Thessalian in manufacture, with a

great number of variants (25) too, seemingly produced between Philia and Pherai. They

total 137 examples. BG, a plain variant that morphologically looks as though it may be

a progenitor of BH, is, however, different in character and provenance. 95% come from

Lindos alone, with some 249 examples, and there are only 3 variants. This is evidence of
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Figure 2.21: BK2.IVb.–, #5397, provenance unknown, in the Ashmolean, scale 1:1 (Source: Au-
thor).

mass production in clear contrast to the individual variety of the BF and BH groups.

BF is dated to the 8th and 7th century (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 77). BH is dated by Kilian

(113) to the 8th and 7th century, and there is an example (#5298) at Kalapodi in the ritual

deposit, dated 750-700 BC (Klebinder-Gauß 2015, 194; Niemeier 2016, 234). I assume

BG to be of similar date.

BI-BL

See Figure: 2.21; Volume: 2, Plates: 42-44; Volume: 3, 336-340, #5368-5432.

The crescentic super-group is quite distinct from its neighbouring groups, but placed here

because they have been found together with a K5 progenitor of the BE series, indeed in a

chain in Kerameikos T.41 (#1532, #5379, #5380, #5381, and #5382). BI has the unusual

protrusion of the bow front down to a low catch-plate, bearing some resemblance to AAδ.

The petal bead on BI4 has some resemblance to CO but they are not chronologically con-

tiguous. Indeed, BI is probably 10th century, whilst CO is 6th century. BJ’s provenance

can be hypothesised based on their catch-plates. BJ and BK date to the 9th century; BJ

being found in Kerameikos T.41 (DeVries 1972, 113), and BK being found at Lefkandi

P.45 and T.36 (Popham et al. 1980, 241). BJ are distinct for their finer stem and forearm,
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Figure 2.22: BU2.XXIVa.21a, #5630, from Tumulus S-1 at Gordion, scale 1:1 (Caner, 128, Pl.
51, No. 818).

and more adept decoration. BL, also largely 9th century, is not a homogeneous group, but

makes sense when taken in combination with cross-section and catch-plate.

BM-CE

See Figure: 2.22; Volume: 2, Plates: 44-53; Volume: 3, 340-368, #5433-5882.

Here marks the shift from single piece to two-piece fibulae with replaceable pin. This

super-group is determined by anchor bows with five distinct protuberant feature groups,

save BR and BQ4, each having six. There is considerable between-group citation, where

the features at anchor are shared but the style of central feature changes between group.

The sharpness of the features is also notable; they would feel quite different to the fibulae

discussed above, and with their thick bows are generally heavier. The catch-plate is the

key to identifying local examples versus imitations.

The groups also cover a considerable chronology, from the 8th to the 5th century. The

critical question is the date of the destruction of Gordion, c.800 BC, for only Tumulus W

is earlier, containing CP1, CP3, DD1, DG1-3, DH3, and DH7. By the time of Tumulus

MM, c.740 BC, a huge amount of variation has been created. All the following groups are

thus in Period 3 (800-600 BC), whilst it is the later CK-CKδ and CM-COδ groups, with

Pivot hinges, that are Period 4 (600-400 BC).

The dating is complex. Some groups that are found in the 8th century are still to be found
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Figure 2.23: CEδ1.XXVIIb.19h, #5883, from Thymbra, scale 1:1 (Caner, 148, Pl. 59, No. 1030).

in 6th and 5th century city mound contexts, such as BT and BU (Caner, 134-5). BW is

dated to the 8th and 7th century (Caner, 137, 144), BX likewise (ibid. 148-9, 174). BY

is dated to the 7th century (Bischop 1996, 150) and BZ to the 8th and 7th century (Caner,

136). BN is dated to the 7th century (Caner, 156-7) and BO to the 7th and 6th (Caner,

144, 151); Felsch (2007, 140) dates an example to the 5th century, whilst Bischop (1996,

146) and Klebinder-Gauß (2007, 60, 63-4) refer to the 7th century. BP is dated to the 8th

to the 6th century (Caner, 129), BQ to 8th and 7th (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 129), BR to 8th

and 7th (Bischop 1996, 150; Caner, 149-50), BS to the 7th (Caner, 109), BT to 8th and

7th (Caner, 135, 140), BU to 8th to the 6th (Caner, 134-5), and BV to 8th and 7th (Caner,

148). CA is dated to the 7th century (Caner, 140), CB to the 8th and 7th (Caner, 174;

Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 61-2), CC to 8th and 7th (Bischop 1996, 149; Caner, 136, 174),

CD to the 8th (Caner, 138, 174), and CE to 8th and 7th (Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 62).

CEδ-CFδ

See Figure: 2.23; Volume: 2, Plates: 53-55; Volume: 3, 368-371, #5883-5926.

CEδ is dated to the 8th and 7th century (Bischop 1996, 152; Caner 148-9; cf. Dusenbery

1998, 980), as are CF and CFδ (Caner, 161, 166; Pedde 2001, 487, 490, Fig. 1.8).

CG-CI

See Figure: 2.24; Volume: 2, Plates: 55-57; Volume: 3, 371-373, #5927-5968.
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Figure 2.24: CH8.XXVIIf.23m, #5959, from Tumulus MM at Gordion, scale 1:1 (Caner, 173, Pl.
67, No. 1169).

Figure 2.25: CJ1.XXVb.21a, #5994, from Tumulus S-1, NE charred deposit at Gordion, scale 1:1
(Caner, 114, Pl. 44, No. 659).

Distinct for their scales, these anchor groups are divided by their number of protuberant

feature groups. CG is dated to the 8th (Tumulus S) and 7th century (Boardman 1967, 206;

Caner, 161-2), as are CH and CI (Caner, 146-9).

CJ-CL

See Figure: 2.25; Volume: 2, Plates: 57-59; Volume: 3, 374-384, #5969-6129.

CJ is a cohesive group with some similarity to CR and CS. The features of CJ are closer

together than the latter. CK is interesting for none are found in Anatolia. It may be that

an itinerant smith produced them closer to the sanctuary sites in the Aegean, or they show

imitation.
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Figure 2.26: CMδ1.XXVIb.19d, #6162, from Elis, scale 1:1 (Marshall 1911, Pl. 67, No. 2846).

CJ may be placed to the 8th to the 6th century (Caner, 94-5, 99, 116; Klebinder-Gauß

2007, 55; Philipp 1981, 310). CK are supposedly dated to the 8th and 7th century, based

on similarity to Gordion, though none are found at Gordion (Philipp 1981, 315); rather,

they are found in Greek sanctuary contexts, namely the Argive Heraion, Perachora, and

Olympia in particular. All 22 CK and six CKδ examples were found in the Central Ae-

gean Mainland, indicating a local origin. That they have a pivoted pin suggests they may

actually be of the 6th century and are here assigned to Period 4. CKδ may thus also be

after the 7th century. CL, found at Gordion, are dated to the 7th century (Caner, 158-9).

CM-COδ

See Figure: 2.26; Volume: 2, Plates: 59-62; Volume: 3, 384-394, #6130-6298.

The Pivot Anchor super-group is distinct morphologically for having a hinge to support

the pin, rather than slot or spring. The development from a simple hinge to those elab-

orately decorated has chronological bearing. The next most important point is that none

have a ‘Hilt’ catch-plate, another chronological and geographic marker. Instead, they have

a riveted ‘Eye’ catch-plate. The group shares fundamental characteristics: a symmetrical

round bow adorned with flanked beads, later developing to petals, and very fine, technic-

ally exquisite versions of the 5th to the 3rd century (CM4; CO8). We further see a shift

where most are produced in the Aegean and Bulgaria than in Anatolia, which is instead

producing Riveted fibulae (DK). The earliest are 6th century, and they make up the bulk of
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Figure 2.27: CU4.XXVIIa.21a, #6630, from Gordion Tumulus MM, scale 1:1 (Caner, Pl. 49, No.
764A).

fibulae of the Classical period, mainly dating to the 5th and 4th century (Bader 1983, 118,

Pl. 38; Brøns 2014, 88; Vasić 1999, 102, Pls. 51-56). Kilian (156) dates CM, CN, and CO

to the 6th and 5th century, whilst Kilian-Dirlmeier (96) is a little more generous, allow-

ing the 7th to the 4th century (see also Walker and Goldman 1915, 426). The technically

exquisite COδ are closer to the 4th century (Richter 1937, 294).

The late Pivot fibulae show a very strong change from the variety of the Geometric and

Archaic periods.

CP-CX

See Figure: 2.27; Volume: 2, Plates: 62-68; Volume: 3, 394-418, #6299-6677.

The main Anchor 3 groups are here, they have three groups of features, and they show

much inter-group citation: the protuberant features are similar between variants of dif-

ferent groups. Groups are defined by the type of feature at centre (except CR, which is

defined by the features at anchor). There is a notable variation of size in this super-group.

CP includes examples from Tumulus W at Gordion going back into the late-9th century, if

the destruction is set at 800 BC, whilst others are later, the 8th and 7th century (Caner 87).

The groups shall be assigned to Period 3, whilst Tumulus W examples shall be overridden

to Period 2. CPδ is found at Ephesus (Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 51). CQ is dated to the
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Figure 2.28: CY6.XVIIIa.21a, #6700, from Gordion Tumulus MM, scale 1:1 (Caner, Pl. 38, No.
494).

7th and 6th century (Caner, 109-11), and CR and CS to the 8th to the 6th (Boardman

1967, 206; Caner, 118-23; Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 126). Caner (95-6, 120-1) dates CT to

approximately the 7th century, and CU to the 8th and 7th century (Caner, 119). CV is

dated to the 8th to the 6th century (Caner, 121-3; Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 57) whilst CW is

perhaps 7th and 6th century (Caner, 120), and the technically fine CX are suggested to be

8th century (ibid. 123).

CY-DAδ

See Figure: 2.28; Volume: 2, Plates: 68-69; Volume: 3, 418-424, #6678-6774.

These groups are heavier in general. 37 examples were found in Tumulus MM, suggesting

an 8th century date (Caner, 92). CZ is later, dated to the 7th and 6th century (Caner, 98-9,

105); DA is dated to the 8th and 7th (Caner, 69, 105; Kilian 152) and DAδ to the 7th (Pülz

2009, 149).

DB-DH

See 2.29; Volume: 2, Plates: 70-74; Volume: 3, 424-444, #6675-7094.
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Figure 2.29: DH3.IVg.21a, #6963, from Boğazköy, scale 1:1 (Caner, Pl. 19, No. 242).

Figure 2.30: DI1.XXIXa.23b, #7095, from Olympia, scale 1:1 (Furtwängler 1890, Pl. 22, No.
375).

Anchor 2 groups. DB is dated to the 8th and 7th century (Caner, 85, 105), and DC from the

8th to the 6th (Caner, 184-5; Philipp 1981, 294-5). Some DC examples have an affinity

with Lo Schiavo’s Types 280-1 (Lo Schiavo 2010, 584-6, Pls. 354-6). DD is dated to the

8th century (Caner, 62), DE to the 8th and 7th (Boardman 1967, 206; Caner, 103), and DF

to the 7th and 6th (Caner, 88-9, 95-7, 100-3; Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 53).

DG are generally 8th and 7th century, though 17 are found in Tumulus W at Gordion of

the late-9th century (Caner, 59-60). DH are dated to the 8th and 7th century (Caner, 86,

105); 46 are found in Tumulus MM. Two DH examples are uniquely riveted, #6940 and

#7007.

DI-DT

See 2.30; Volume: 2, Plates: 74-78; Volume: 3, 444-458, #7095-7325.

The primary groups, DI, DJ, and DK have a very similar morphology of the bow: it is

the variation at anchor that makes them distinct. Groups DL-DP are eclectic. DQ has
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Figure 2.31: ED1.Ib.8d, #7425, from the Argive Heraion, scale 1:1 (Source: Author).

an unusual cross-section, and rivets feature only on the anchor beads. DR-DT show the

adoption of cross-bars, some are fixed, and Vassileva (2014, 224) considers this peculiarity

a Greek imitation. A feature of the Anatolian series is the later adoption of a double pin

with ‘Case Lock’ (catch-plate-variant 25a). The trouble is most have been destroyed, so

it is very difficult to take this into account in the typological series.

DI, DJ, and DK are dated from the 8th to the 6th century (Caner, 76-8, 83-4; Klebinder-

Gauß 2007, 45-7; Philipp 1981, 307). DL is from Tumulus III in Gordion, so 8th century.

DM is dated to the 7th or early-6th century (Caner, 94), DN to the 8th and 7th century

(ibid. 79), and DO, DP, DR, and DS are also 8th and 7th century (Caner, 78; Philipp 1981,

307). DQ is dated to the 7th or early-6th century (Caner, 95; Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 50).

DU-EF

See Figure: 2.31; Volume: 2, Plates: 78-83; Volume: 3, 458-468, #7326-7486.

Triangular fibulae are characteristic of the Near East, and show a divergence from the arch

bows of the 11th and 10th century. There is more variety than depicted in my typology

since I only cover types found in the study area (cf. Birmingham 1963; Pedde 2000;

Stronach 1959).

DU are probably 8th and 7th century (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 131). DV are dated to the

late-8th and early-7th century (Pedde 2001, 487, 490, Figs. 1.10 and 1.11), and DW, DX,

DT, and EC to 8th and 7th, or possibly 6th (Caner, 180-2; Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 132).
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Figure 2.32: EH4.XXI.–, #7727, from the Argive Heraion, scale 1:1 (Source: Author).

Pedde (2001, 492-4) dates ED to the 6th century; DX and EA and are dated from the end

of the 7th to early-5th, and DY and EC to the Achaemenid period, the 5th and 4th century.

EE is dated to the 8th and 7th century (Caner, 183), and is a disparate group. EF is dated

by Caner (179-81) to the 8th and 7th century.

EG-EIδ

See Figure: 2.32; Volume: 2, Plates: 83-85; Volume: 3, 468-511, #7487-8175.

A type from the Asia Minor coast distinguished by the size of boss in relation to the fibula.

EG are more triangular. It is not clear where this super-group should fit in the overall

typology; I could have placed it after profile-group L.

EG, EH, EI, and EIδ may be dated to the 8th and 7th century (Boardman 1967, 206; Caner,

45; Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 32). #7510, an EG1, was found in a Late-Geometric-late Pithos

at Knossos (Coldstream and Catling 1996, 123-4).

EJ-ES

See Figure: 2.33; Volume: 2, Plates: 85-87; Volume: 3, 511-515, #8176-8225.
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Figure 2.33: EJ3.Ia.5b, #8178, from Exoche, scale 1:1 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pl. 47, No. 1553).

Figure 2.34: EU3.XXXIb.15a, #8245, from Aegina, scale 1:1 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pl. 55, No.
1724).

EJ-ES represent later types mostly found at Olympia, with particular influence from Italy.

EJ, EJδ, EK, and EL are too few to date (Philipp 1981, 263; Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 114).

EM1 corresponds with Lo Schiavo’s (2010, 376-20) Types 389-393 and EM2 to Type 384

(Lo Schiavo 2010, 765-71); both are late-8th and 7th century. EN1 corresponds with Lo

Schiavo’s (2010, 755-60) Types 378-379, whilst EN2 to Type 380; both are dated to the

8th century.

EO is found with two unique examples on Rhodes with uncertain date. EP, a pivoted type

with a catch-plate turning up at the toe (17a), is dated by Philipp (1981, 319-20) to the

6th and 5th century. EQ1 is Lo Schiavo’s (2010, 679-713, 727-8) undecorated Serpentine

fibula Types 343-7 and 352b, dated late-9th and 8th century. EQ2 is Type 370, dated 8th

century (Lo Schiavo 2010, 746-9, Pls. 526-7). ER is uncertain as only a portion of the

single example survives. ES corresponds to Lo Schiavo’s (2010, 613-7) Type 302, dated

from the 11th to the 9th century, and is also found in an Early-Protogeometric context at

Knossos (Coldstream and Catling 1996, 91, Fig. 24, No. 158; Pl. 270).

Vol. 1 93

Max
Typewritten Text
The image originally presented here cannot be made freely available via ORA because of copyright.

Max
Typewritten Text
The image originally presented here cannot be made freely available via ORA because of copyright.



Figure 2.35: EW1.XIIIa.7c, #8274, provenance unknown, scale 1:1 (after Blinkenberg, 80, Fig.
70).

ET-EU

See Figure: 2.34; Volume: 2, Plates: 87-88; Volume: 3, 515-516, #8226-8255.

For ET-EU see Buchholz (1986). ET is dated by Pare (2008, 93, Fig. 5.12) to the 9th

century, though Carrasco et al. (2014, 96, 107, Fig. 1) provide an unconvincingly early

date from the 13th to the 9th century for examples from Spain. EUs are principally found

in Cyprus and date to the 8th century (Giesen 2001, Pls. 43-59; Pare 2008, 93, Fig. 5.12).

EU3 examples with pivot in place of the spring are found at Kamiros and Aegina, and may

indicate a later date.

EV-EW

See 2.35; Volume: 2, Plates: 88-89; Volume: 3, 516-518, #8256-8280.

EW1 and EW2 with forearm loop are largely recognised as an Illyrian type (cf. Gergova

1987, 71, Pls. 9-12; Vasić 1999, Pls. 25-30), whilst EW3 and EW4 with multiple loops

may have a wider though rarer distribution. EW is dated by Kilian-Dirlmeier (48) to the

8th and 7th century, and an example (#8264) is found at Emporio Period IV (Boardman

1967, 206). EV is not datable on present evidence.
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Figure 2.36: EX3.XIIIa.1a, #8350, from Vergina LXVI.E, scale 1:1 (Bräuning and Kilian-
Dirlmeier 2013, 280, Fig. 228, No. 24α

EX-FF, FN, and GF

See Figure: 2.36; Volume: 2, Plates: 89-92, 94 and 99; Volume: 3, 518-565, #8281-9026;

575, #9198; 595, #9518-9519.

Alexander dates EX and EY between the 10th and end of the 6th century (Alexander 1965,

8, Fig. 1). FN is his type IVaii (Alexander 1965, 17, Fig. 9; cf. Lo Schiavo 2010, Pls.

705-8). Most examples are assigned between the 8th and 7th century in this study (cf.

Strøm 1995, 73).

FA, the ivory or bone plaques fixed onto a violin fibula, have been found in a 7th century

Middle-Orientalising polychrome pithos (no. 33) at Knossos (Coldstream and Catling

1996, 250, Fig. 54, No. 172, Pl. 284), 6th century contexts from Halae and Olynthus

(Goldman 1940, 426-7; Robinson 1941, 100), an early-6th century grave at Corinth (Ble-

gen, Palmer, and Young 1964, 185), and at Emporio Periods II, III, and IV, from the 8th to

the 6th century (Bischop 1996, 140; Boardman 1967, 206). The most prominent find-spot

is the sanctuary to Hera Limenia at Perachora. An FA may be depicted on a black figure

Attic dinos signed by Lydos dated c.560-540 BC; it is extremely rare for a fibula rather

than pins to be depicted on pottery (Figure: 1.7 on page 14; Brøns 2014, 67).
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Figure 2.37: FH1.Ia.16a, #9031, from Pherai, scale 1:1 (Kilian, Pl. 43, No. 1250).

Figure 2.38: FI1.XVIIb.2d, #9118, from the Argive Heraion, scale 1:1 (Source: Author).

GF are uncertain.

FG-FH

See Figure: 2.37; Volume: 2, Plate: 92; Volume: 3, 565-570, #9027-9115.

The two FG examples were found at Kamiros; one with a Protocorinthian aryballoi (Blinken-

berg, 81). For FH compare Lo Schiavo’s (2010, 360-70, Pls. 183-210) Type 169 and ex-

amples from the Adriatic Coast (Glogović 2003, 37-42, Pls. 35-42); they are dated largely

to the 8th and 7th century (Kilian, 103-5).

FI

See Figure: 2.38; Volume: 2, Plates: 92-93; Volume: 3, 571-572, #9116-9146.
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Figure 2.39: FJ8.Vf.–, #9185, from Ialysos Zambico T.CXXXVI, not to scale (Sapouna-
Sakellarakis, Pl. 47, No. 1549A).

Figure 2.40: FP1.—.–, #9408, from Ephesus, scale 1:1 (Marshall 1911, Pl. 10, No. 1036).

FI is to be tentatively dated to the 7th and 6th century, with one example (#9134) from a

Late-Geometric context (Strøm 1995, 72, Note 246).

FJ-FO

See Figure: 2.39; Volume: 2, Plates: 93-94; Volume: 3, 572-576, #9147-9201.

FJ are dated by Caner to the late-8th and 7th century (Caner, 48; cf. Lo Schiavo 2010, 894-

5, Pl. 736, Type 460). The date of FK is uncertain. FN is part of an EY or FD Spectacle

fibula (Lo Schiavo 2010, 882, Pl. 704, Type 450). FO, a hammered sheet fibula with three

examples found in Boeotia, may be of 7th or 6th century date due to the Orientalising face.

FP-FU

See Figure: 2.40; Volume: 2, Plates: 94-96; Volume: 3, 588-590, #9408-9440.
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Figure 2.41: GA2.—.9h, #9452, from Ialysos Sanctuary of Athena, scale 1:1 (Sapouna-
Sakellarakis, Pl. 41, No. 1457).

FP, a brooch with bird fixed to a pin, could be 7th century (Pülz 2009, 148-9; cf. Evans

1893, 205, Fig. 7). FQ may be 8th century (Blinkenberg, 277). FR is more common in

Italy and of uncertain date (cf. Lo Schiavo 2010, Pls. 737-9). FS and FT are probably 6th

century or later. FU is likely 6th century and provides the only inscribed fibulae (#9428

and #9434) found in the Aegean (see on page 284; Blinkenberg, 280; Cahn 1950, 190;

Philipp 1981, 318).

FV-GA

See Figure: 2.41; Volume: 2, Plates: 96-97; Volume: 3, 591, #9441-9452.

A disparate super-group of figurative fibulae including Equidae, Panthera, and humanoid

figures attached to or forming the bow. They are loosely dated from the 8th to the 6th

century (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 100-2). FV, the Aloni horse, is supposedly 10th century,

and there are dissimilar examples in Poland, Croatia, and Slovakia that possess the unusual

pin configuration (e.g. Gedl 2004, Pls. 1-22; Glogović 2003, Pls. 46-7; Novotna 2001,

Pl. 2).
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Figure 2.42: GB4.—.–, #9456, from Sanctuary d’Orthia, Sparta, not to scale (Thompson 1909,
287, Fig. 2).

GB-GC

See Figure: 2.42; Volume: 2, Plates: 97-98; Volume: 3, 591-592, #9453-9471.

All from Sparta, these are orientalising plaques that are fastened to fibulae and assigned

from the 8th to the 6th century (Blinkenberg, 276-7; Dawkins 1929).
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Figure 2.43: GD2.Va.2a, #9491, from Philia, scale 1:1 (Kilian-Dirlmeier, Pl. 93, No. 1459).

GD-GE

See Figure: 2.43; Volume: 2, Plate: 99; Volume: 3, 592-595, #9472-9519.

GD are fibulae used for attaching plates, such as bronze, bone, or ivory spectacles (GD2

for EX or FA), round metal brooches (GD1 for FJ, see #9510), or the GB-GC plaques.

Since the date of Spectacle fibulae are 8th to the 5th century, it is unclear where to place

these except where there is a closed context such as at Assos (Bischop 1996, 155-6; cf.

Caner, 47-8; Felsch 2007, 139-40; Kilian, 156-7; Lo Schiavo 2010, 845-9, Pls. 632-42,

Types 435-7). GE is uncertain.

2.5.3 Cross-section-variant series

The cross-section series is more straightforward. The key distinction is between groups I-

XVIII and XIX-XXVIII. The former are cross-sections of lengths of bows or wire whilst

the latter are cross-sections of beads or bosses adjunct to the bow or wire. The more

complex shapes are not necessarily later in date; for instance, some variants from V and

XVI are decidedly early. The stylistic variation uncovers a regional and local diversity

of manufacture, yet the difficultly of assigning variant designations due to inadequate

publication renders the cross-section data less useful than the profile or catch-plate series.

See Volume: 2, Plates: 100-113.

I-III The sections are a length of wire, taken from a rod or casting. The earliest form

is Ia, a round piece of wire, and also IIIa, where the wire is twisted. Both have
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a wide, regional spread.

IV-V Sections that are flattened vertically (IV) and horizontally (V).

VI-IX These sections are like the hull of boats, starting with eggshell-thin concave

sections (VI). There is a 3D element to these sections. VIIa-VIIc are convex

with a central ridge whilst VIId-VIIf forms a cross at the centre of the bow.

VIII is a plano-convex version of VI, whilst IX has the addition of finials to

the sides; IXa is convex whilst IXb-IXg are increasingly swollen.

X X are amygdaloid and more pronounced than VIII.

XI-XVIII Here are lengths of wire taken from a rod or casting, and unlike the round

cross-sections I-III, these have sharp edges. XI is three-sided. XII is four-

sided and perpendicular to the horizon. XIII is rhomboidal, whilst XIV has the

addition of knobs. XV is pentagonal, XVI hexagonal, XVII septagonal, and

XVIII octagonal.

XIX-XXIII The following super-groups mark the shift to identifying the cross-section of

the most prominent protuberant feature towards the centre of the bow. These

bosses are usually supported by wires with cross-sections of the preceding

groups. Bosses are defined by their diameter which is more than double the

diameter of the supporting wire. XIX are Bosses, XX are Knobbed Bosses

common to Asia Minor, whilst XXI have cut-outs for attachments or encrust-

ations; XXI are common to Thessaly. The encrustations are almost entirely

lost, but may have included amber or precious stones. XXII are sliced, and

the smooth finish is lost. XIII are cuboid; they are usually accompanied by a

variety of beads.

XXIV-XXVIII Beads are generally less distinct than bosses, being less than double the

diameter of the supporting wire. It is common for bows to have only one boss

whilst if they have beads they have many. XXIV are standard beads; they

are usually smooth and in a variety of shapes. XXV are discoids; XXVc-e
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resemble a diamond, and their sides are sharp. XXVI are petal beads common

to Period 4. XXVII are ellipses, often thin and sharp. XXVIII are beads with

round balls or petals.

XXIX-XXX XXIX is usually a rectangular cross-section punched with rivets common to

the DI-DP profile-groups. XXX has rivets on two planes.

XXXI The Collared Boss group is exclusive to the ‘cassibile’ fibulae of profile-group

EU; they are quite distinct from the Aegean and Anatolian series and are found

in the Near East, Cyprus, and Central and Western Mediterranean (Buchholz

1986, fig. 9; Giesen 2001).

2.5.4 Catch-plate-variant series

The catch-plates are quite easily divided visually by those that are: folded wire (1), hammered

wire (2-8), ‘Vertical Plates’ (9-10), ‘Square Plates’ (11), ‘Horizontal Plates’ (12-14), and

those with ‘Eyes’ (19), ‘Horns’ or ‘Hilts’ (21-22), ‘Riveted Hilts’ (23), and so on. Such

group shapes have distinct regional distributions, and also important local variation. The

catch-plate series provides significant evidence for manufacture location. Two profiles

that are alike can be deemed local if they possess closely matching catch-plates, whilst

profiles that appear quite distinct may be shown to be closely related due to a finial af-

fixed to a catch-plate. Catch-plate data is the least well recorded, since they were prone

to breakage during deposition.

At super-group-level the catch-plate data is less rewarding as the regional and local in-

sights afforded by group and variant are not taken into account.

See Volume: 2, Plates: 113-29.

1 The first group are simple wire bows where the catch is simply folded and not

hammered into a pin guard. It therefore covers a few of the earliest fibulae
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of the violin type, however, it is much more prevalent in the Spectacle fibulae

(EX-EY) common in Period 3. Unlike most catch-plates that are designed to

offer some protection from the pin, these offer little.

2-8 The second super-group is made up of catch-plates where the wire or rod is

hammered into shape. Each group and variant is quite distinct, such as 4b,

common to the Balkans (Gergova 1987, Pls. 14-7; Vasić 1999, Pls. 33-8), 7c,

almost exclusive to thin wire bows, or 8g, in the shape of a hand, more common

to the Near East (e.g. Pedde 2000, 227, Pl. 46, No. 626).

9-11 Here lies the important ‘plate’ style common to the Aegean area. The grouping

of 9, 10, and 11 overshadows important regional distinctions; 9 is common to

Rhodes, whilst 10 and 11 to the mainland (see Table 4.5 on page 186).

12-14 These horizontal plates are often difficult to distinguish at variant-level because

the distinctive feature at the apex is often missing.

15-17 Plates that elongate into a foil are common to Thessaly and Italy. 15 often have

a finial which provides regional distinction (e.g. Lo Schiavo 2010, Pl. 344),

whilst fibulae of Italian provenance have catch-plates akin to 16a: sharp narrow

foils that do not descend like 15. 17 are later in date, Period 4, and variations of

this catch-plate are found across the Adriatic (e.g. Glogović 2003, Pls. 54-7;

Lo Schiavo 2010, Pl. 342).

18-19 This super-group is interesting for its wide distribution across Anatolia and the

Aegean, and their use on fibulae which appear to be derivatives or imitations

of profiles that, on present knowledge, originate in Central Anatolia. They

belong to Periods 3 and 4.

20-24 Hilted catch-plates are common to Anatolia, especially those with rivets, and

share a fashion of rivets on the profile of the DI-DP groups. The style of catch-

plate is a useful indication for provenance in Central Anatolia or a development

from the Asia Minor Coast.
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25 The Case Lock acts to protect the pin and catch-plate. Often the case is held

in place by a catch-plate of the preceding groups. The overall effect is quite

removed from the preceding examples.

26 This super-group was created for one catch-plate of tentative provenance, and

is not included in my analyses.

27 An elaborate spiral catch of Period 1, the two examples predate and are inde-

pendent of the Spectacle brooches (EX-EY) common to Period 3 (Alexander

1965; cf. Bader 1983, 16, Pl. 1, No. 3; Vasić 1999, 17, Pl. 2, No. 23).

2.5.5 Summary

Read in conjunction with the variant descriptions (Plates: 1-129) and catalogue (Appendix

G) it is clear that the most significant aspect of fibulae is their variety. It is also apparent

that fibulae can and should be categorised at different levels of stylistic similarity. The

hierarchical typology made up of super-group, group, and variant, enables the typologist

greater control in their analyses that a traditional fixed-typology would not allow. Indeed,

the subdivision of variants betray the craftsman’s hand, and their ability to create new

styles through a desire for innovation, or conversely, copy-error. The consumer or distant

observer may not, of course, recognise the variation at variant-level, and that is where the

groups and super-groups come in. Moreover, the higher levels provide us with different

orders of information at the cultural level. The next chapter begins to chart the data ac-

cording to distribution and chronology in preparation for the analyses of Chapters 4 and

5.
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Chapter 3

Nominal Data

3.1 Nominal data overview

The order of analysis is to reveal the principal patterns in a historical perspective to better

situate the research questions to be addressed with the network and diversity analyses of

Chapters 4 and 5. In those chapters, case studies shall be used to test such hypotheses,

and lay the foundation to address both the value of fibulae and what diversity was for;

discussed in Section 5.3.

3.1.1 Database

10,282 fibulae were inputted and classified in the database as described in Chapter 2; the

records may be found, with references, in Appendix G (Volume 3). With 15 useful fields

this makes approximately 150,000 relevant data points. The database software is File-

Maker Pro 16.0.3.302 and chart visualiser package Tableau Desktop 10.3.5. FileMaker

Pro is an excellent cross-platform database system and Tableau is a leading data-visualiser

software designed to prioritise data analysis and design rather than the coding language
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behind it. The data from FileMaker Pro was exported as an XLSX document for Tableau

to read. The radial tree diagram, maps, and typology were drawn in Adobe Illustrator and

Adobe InDesign CS6. Finally, this document was created in LyX 2.3, a user-friendly pro-

cessor based on TeX/LaTeX. The Bibliography was integrated using BibTeX and managed

by Mendeley Desktop.

3.1.2 Confidence codes

The incomplete nature of the artefacts and the varying quality of their publication required

a confidence code that grouped data by identifiable features. The number of confidence

codes is 27 due to the three variant-categories that make each artefact-type: the profile,

cross-section, and catch-plate, and their three possible stances: identifiable at variant,

group, or unidentifiable. A count of data by confidence code is provided in Table 3.1.

The most important category, the profile, was identifiable at variant level in 7,389 records

(72% of total), and 9,519 at group level (93% of total); a considerable number given that

251 fragmentary fibulae (2% of total) were unidentifiable in any category. FileMaker Pro

and Tableau enable the analyst to choose the desired confidence for each analysis, so if

they wanted to filter data definable by both profile-variant and cross-section-variant they

would be dealing with some 6,663 (65%) of the records. Important groupings, taken by

combining the relevant confidence codes, are recorded in Table 3.2.

3.1.3 Variant counts

Table 3.2 also lists the total number of variants. This shows that there are, on average, 46

fibulae per profile-group (a ratio of 46:1) and 8 fibulae per profile-variant (a ratio of 8:1).

The variant ratio is not inconsistent with other typologies: Blinkenberg had 2,431 fibulae

in 206 types (12:1) and Lo Schiavo (2010) has 8,168 in 471 types (17:1), as well as further

‘Varietà’. Charting the fibula count by profile-group shows an immediate unevenness of
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Confidence Variant Group Number Percent
1 PF, XS, CP - 2,906 28%
2 PF, XS CP 867 8%
3 PF, XS - 2,890 28%
4 PF, CP XS 77 1%
5 PF, CP - 45 0%
6 PF XS, CP 169 2%
7 PF XS 136 1%
8 PF CP 4 0%
9 PF - 295 3%

10 - PF, XS, CP 300 3%
11 - PF, XS 329 3%
12 - PF, CP 35 0%
13 - PF 427 4%
14 XS, CP PF 137 1%
15 XS PF, CP 373 4%
16 XS PF 480 5%
17 XS, CP - 15 0%
18 XS CP 4 0%
19 XS - 127 1%
20 - XS, CP 75 1%
21 - XS 66 1%
22 CP PF, XS 19 0%
23 CP PF 30 0%
24 CP XS 1 0%
25 CP - 151 1%
26 - CP 73 1%
27 - - 251 2%

Table 3.1: Data recorded by confidence code given as a percentage of total fibulae (N=10,282).
The confidence indicates which features were coded given the artefact’s preservation and public-
ation quality. PF = profile; XS = cross-section; CP = catch-plate (Source: Author).
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Grouping Confidence codes Total fibulae Percent No. of variants Ratio
Profile at variant 1-9 7,389 72% 888 8:1
Profile at group 1-16, 22-23 9,519 93% 208 46:1
Cross-section at

variant
1-3, 14-19 7,799 76% 166 47:1

Cross-section at
group

1-4, 6-7,
10-11,14-22, 24

8,971 87% 31 289:1

Catch-plate at
variant

1, 4-5, 14, 17,
22-25

3,381 33% 148 23:1

Catch-plate at
group

1-2, 4-6, 8, 10,
12, 14-15, 17-18,

20, 22-26

5,281 51% 20 168:1

Table 3.2: Category-variants and category-groups, and the number of fibulae within each (Source:
Author).

the data (Plate: 132). The top 14 profile-groups, 7% of the total (N=208), contain 50%

of the recorded assemblage. This unevenness is not an arbitrary reflection of typological

design: indeed, the primary goal of the typology was to subdivide at a roughly equivalent

level of complexity (see Section 2.2.1.1 on page 44), rather this unevenness is an important

cultural residue. Coupled with the fact that half of the profile-variants have only one

known example, the skew shows several contingent features. First, diversity of form was

the norm: experimentation and innovation of profile-groups, or prototypes, was common

practice. The evolutionist presumption that stylistic variation is a result of copy-error

or cultural drift needs to be questioned, including the extent to which these factors have a

varying prevalence amongst different artefact-classes (see below on page 171; cf. O’Brien

and Lyman 2009, 235). Second, if the above is true, were fibulae in particular, rather

than rings or swords, subject to an unusually high level of variation? Third, was this

stylistic variation consumer led; did people want, to borrow Knappett’s (2005, 148) phrase,

‘individualising’ fibulae, and did stylistic diversity, or rarity, carry a social power? Fourth,

is the popularity of a small number of variants restricted to a small number of production

sites, and is there regional divergence?

Cross-section ratios are greater. There are about 289 fibulae per group (289:1) and 47

fibulae per variant (47:1), and they are just as unevenly distributed (Plate: 133). The
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Figure 3.1: The difficulty of distinguishing the cross-section-variant by drawing convention; only
few include the luxury of the additional drawing telling us which (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, Pls. 18-9,
Nos. 593, 602 and 614). Not to scale.

top 11 cross-section-variants, 7% of the total (N=166), contain 50% of the assemblage.

Naturally, this similarity with the profile data lies upon their close dependency. Whilst

some profile-groups have several cross-section choices the majority of profile-variants and

cross-section-variants are dependent. However, assigning cross-section codes is measur-

ably more difficult than for profiles. For fibulae published by drawing, only a few have

a separately drawn cross-section; the exceptions are recent publications, notably Philia

(Kilian-Dirlmeier 2002), Kalapodi (Felsch 2007), Lefkandi (Popham et al. 1980), and the

Knossos North Cemetery (Catling 1996). The remainder use drawing conventions that are

not universal; for example, the shading of the lower half of certain profile arches could

indicate a concave, three-sided, or plano-convex section that is only identifiable because

of the additional cross-section drawing (Figure: 3.1). Very few fibulae have the additional

drawing in Sapouna-Sakellarakis’ catalogue. It is certain the database contains errors in

the cross-section coding, particularly in group VIII. Those fibulae published with a low

resolution photograph (or no image at all) are even harder to code, and so given a lower

confidence code accordingly.

The ratios of catch-plates are, on average, 168 fibulae per group (168:1) and 23 fibulae

per variant (23:1). It is important to note that the greatest loss of data is in the catch-plate,

identifiable at variant level in only 33% of the records (N=10,282). Larger catch-plates,

such as the square or rectangular ‘Sails’, are more often damaged or missing entirely.

Damaged examples are often coded at group-level, for instance 9–, 10–, or 11–. Never-

theless, the similar unevenness of catch-plates (Plate: 134), where the top 12, 8% of the
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variants (N=148), contain 50% of the assemblage, can only reinforce our appreciation of

the dependence each variant category has upon the other. The question is whether there

was a restriction placed over the craftsman by the prototype (sensu Gell 1998), where

the jeweller felt restricted to use a prescribed selection of catch-plate-variants for a given

profile? Or more simply, were there only a few types of catch-plate known to them?

For the reasons of dependence and fewer identifiable examples for cross-section and catch-

plate-variants, the majority of the forthcoming analysis is initially based on the profile-

group and profile-variant. The profile data is best recorded and intuitively the most im-

portant feature of a fibula as any fibula typology will show. However, the other variant

categories contain important information, especially for questions of provenance, and will

be used when relevant in the following chapters.

3.1.4 Location and region counts

Whilst 10,282 fibulae feature in the database this number includes Blinkenberg’s entries

from other regions. The regions were coded as shown in Table: 3.3 and Figure 3.2. Re-

moving those fibulae either without site provenance or outside the study area leaves 9,916

fibulae found at 223 sites across the Aegean and Anatolia. Unless otherwise stated, the

remaining data analyses of this thesis are contained to the 9,916 fibulae from Regions 1-7.

A fruitful discussion comes from arranging the data by region. These boundaries were

drawn on intuition, with Tartaron’s (2013, 186, Table 6.1) maritime landscapes and Mor-

ris’s (2000, 196, Fig. 6.1) material culture regions in mind. These groupings will be

compared to the fibula distributions mapped in Chapter 4, and the reader is free to draw

different conclusions by drawing boundaries of their own; they are not fixed. It is well-

known that maps are a product of our conceptions, and risk obscuring the land and sea-

scapes understood by those of past communities. Ethnographic study demonstrates that

mapping was understood as a series of vista transitions as much as relations by distance;
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Region Code Region Fibula Count
1 North Aegean Mainland 595
2 North Aegean Coast 2,330
3 Central Aegean Mainland 1,205
4 Aegean Islands 331
5 Crete 250
6 Asia Minor Coast 4,055
7 Central Anatolia 1,150
8a Greece (Unknown) 80
8b Anatolia (Unknown) 92
8c– Unknown 35
9a Italy 22
9b Cyprus 67
9c Levant 69
9d Balkans 1
All All 10,282

Table 3.3: Region codes (Source: Author).

knowing where one is, is by remembering journeys previously made (Ingold 2000, 219,

231, 237; Istomin and Dwyer 2009, 36). All this is to say the regions prescribed are etic

and impose a somewhat arbitrary structure to the data (Melas 1989, 140).

The next piece of information is the fibula count by site (Figure: 3.3; Plates: 135-137).

The distribution is surprisingly uneven. A decisive 63.3% of fibulae (N=9,916) are re-

corded from just six sites: Pherai (1,806), Lindos (1,586), Ialysos (1,064), Gordion (829),

Philia (570), and Ephesus (418). Thereafter come Izmir (264), Emporio (244), Vergina

(228), Lefkandi (165), and Olympia (160). However, this decline in count is not accom-

panied by an equally dramatic decline in profile-group variety, indeed Olympia has 49

profile-groups against Pherai’s 62, and yet Pherai has 11 times the fibula count. The aver-

age number of fibulae per site is 88.5 whilst the median is just three. 93% of sites (N=223)

have fewer than 100 fibulae, 73% have fewer than 10, and half have less than two. Other

sites have none. It must be hypothesised that sites possessing only one or no fibulae re-

veal not a dearth of archaeological recovery, or indeed deposition practice, but a conscious

rejection of fibulae as an item of jewellery or clothes fastener. Did those communities re-

ject fibulae in favour of straight dress-pins or buttons (Elderkin 1928, 333; Lorimer 1950,

338)?
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Figure 3.2: Regions discussed in the text; fibulae found outside these areas are excluded from the
analyses (Source: Author).
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Figure 3.3: Histogram showing the number of sites per fibula count (Source: Author).

In any case, the unevenness of site counts do have a regional dimension (Figure: 3.4).

First, the coastal areas of Asia Minor have the highest fibula count (40.9%) by a wide

margin, due primarily to Rhodes, despite this region being less well excavated than the

Central and Western Aegean (Broodbank 2013, 36-53). The North Aegean Coast is next

(23.5%), heavily skewed by Pherai, then the Central Aegean Mainland (12.2%), and Cent-

ral Anatolia (11.6%). It is striking that Crete (2.5%) and the Aegean Islands (3.3%) have

so few fibulae even though the count per individual site is not unusual (Plates: 135-137).

The North Aegean Mainland (6%) also has few recorded fibulae even though across the

Adriatic Lo Schiavo (2010) has recorded 8,168 in South Italy. This must be a combination

of geography, culture, and historiography.

Combining type counts and location counts shows us the spread that each profile-variant

had (Plates: 138 and 139). The charts are ordered by number of fibulae per profile-variant.

If a variant has a larger number of fibulae should it be found at a greater number of loca-

tions? The data is striking, squares (distinct locations) above the line (number of records)
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Figure 3.4: Fibula count by region. N=9,916 (Source: Author).
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have a wider distribution relative to their total counts than those below. Data below the

line is much more restricted. Profile-variant BG1 has 263 examples at only six sites (44:1)

and V1 has 136 at just two (68:1). Conversely, DK2 has 71 examples at 20 sites (4:1), BE3

has 60 examples at 20 sites (3:1), and B1 has 37 examples spread across 23 sites (2:1).

At this overview stage, we can immediately see that chronologically early fibulae, such

as E1, E2, and B1, are spread over a very wide range of sites, whereas later types often

appear to be more clustered and held together. This hypothesis is discussed in Section

5.2.3.

There is a powerful regional dimension to this data (Plates: 140 and 141). The charts are

ordered by number of fibulae per variant. Evidently some profile-variants have a large

number of examples across a large number of regions, but there are some fibulae that

seem particularly mobile. For example, B1 is spread across 6 regions with 35 examples

and CQ6 is found in 5 regions with only 7 known examples.

3.1.5 Site-types

Reviewing fibula data by site-type shows an overwhelming preponderance for depos-

ition at sanctuaries, with 70.3% of recorded data, against only 19.2% from cemeteries

(N=9,916). The remaining 10.5% are from sites whose context is unknown or ‘other’, a

small minority of which come from houses and cellars. There is a critical chronological

distinction here (Figure: 3.5). Of 9,916 fibulae, 9,093 can be assigned to periods; 823 are

without date. Selecting 12th and 11th century fibulae, Period 1, returns just 492 examples

(5.4% of the total); selecting 10th and 9th century fibulae, Period 2, returns only 545 ex-

amples (6% of the total). This means that 88.6% of all examples post date 800 BC. Indeed,

some 7,824 fibulae (86% of total) are from Period 3 alone, c.800-600 BC. Moreover, the

distribution by site-type shows a sharp contrast post 800 BC: of the 12th to the 9th century

examples 49.9% are from cemeteries, 41.5% from sanctuaries, and 8.6% other (Figure:

3.5a and b). However, by the 8th and 7th century, this has dramatically shifted to only
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(a) Period 1 (1200-1000 BC). N=492. (b) Period 2 (1000-800 BC). N=545.

(c) Period 3 (800-600 BC). N=7,824. (d) Period 4 (600-400 BC). N=232.

Figure 3.5: Fibula count by site-type: (a) Period 1; (b) Period 2; (c) Period 3; (d) Period 4 (Source:
Author).

15.8% from cemeteries, 73.4% from sanctuaries, and 10.9% other (Figure: 3.5c). This is

consistent with a huge rise in metal dedications in the 8th and 7th century (Blinkenberg,

22; Snodgrass 1990, 287; Whitley 2001, 144-6, 311, Tables 7.1 and 12.1).

Period 4 is not too dissimilar to Period 3 in terms of site-type proportions, but the count

drops greatly to just 232 (Figure: 3.5d). If the chronology is right, by the 6th, and espe-

cially the 5th century, fibulae are very rarely visible in any context across the Aegean and

Anatolia. This is not because metal dedications were declining, to the contrary, rather the

dearth in fibulae must be explained in terms of a change in fashion or dress styles.
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3.1.6 Site-types by region

I can begin to explain the low counts of Cretan and Aegean Island fibulae by adding the

site-type variable. Regions with high fibula counts have a 81%-89% provenance from

sanctuaries whilst Crete and the Islands have, at first sight, a markedly different deposition

pattern: only 18% and 15% respectively. Fibulae in Crete, at least, appear to be dedicated

to the dead rather than a deity. The Aegean Island data is skewed by Lefkandi’s assemblage

of 164 fibulae, and Lefkandi is chronologically early. In Central Anatolia the pattern is

also quite different. About half the fibulae are found in tumuli, with 175 from Tumulus

MM at Gordion alone; the other half are found throughout the settlement, including in

numerous cellars (Caner, 3-13; Körte and Körte 1904).

The period data adds detail (Figure: 3.6). The first thing to stress is that the period data is

assigned by profile-groups and not on individual assemblages that may span one or more

periods. The dating of profile-groups found at cemeteries is more secure than those found

at sanctuaries. Since groups are assigned by period there is the problem where groups lie

close to the edge of another; more problematic for groups said to have been produced over

many centuries. Indeed, one scholar has said that forms often do not change for centuries

(Dusenbery 1998, 970). By the end of the thesis I shall have shown this is simply incorrect.

There is scarce evidence that more than a handful of fibula groups were produced over

centuries without significant variation and development.

The profile-variants most difficult to distinguish are E1-E5. This erroneously raises the

percentage of sanctuary dedications in the North Aegean Mainland (Region 1) and Central

Anatolia (Region 2) in Periods 1 and 2. On close inspection many of these examples are

likely Period 3, but to assign them new variant codes would contradict the principles the

typology was designed: style not chronology. Thus, the important information for the

North Aegean Mainland, Asia Minor Coast, and also Central Anatolia (Regions 1, 6, and

also 7), is that in Periods 1 and 2, having removed the sanctuary figures, they have far

fewer fibulae than in the North Aegean Coast, Central Aegean Mainland, Aegean Islands,
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(a) Period 1 (~1200-1000 BC). N=492.

(b) Period 2 (1000-800 BC). N=545.

Figure 3.6: Fibula count by site-type and region (Source: Author).
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(c) Period 3 (800-600 BC). N=7,824.

(d) Period 4 (600-400~ BC). N=232.

Figure 3.6: Continued.
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and Crete (Regions 2 to 5). This situation dramatically changes in Period 3 where Region

6 has the highest count and Region 7 has the third highest, after Region 2.

Having dampened the sanctuary figures in Period 1 and 2 we see a great propensity for

cemetery dedication; in contrast, by Period 3, there is a dramatic shift to sanctuary dedic-

ations in all regions save Crete (Region 5) and Central Anatolia (Region 7); regions that

have different fibulae use.

In terms of count, it is clear that Regions 1, 4, and 5 get left behind in Period 3; they do

see a rise, but they become peripheral to wider patterns. Yet by Period 4, there is still

further divergence. Fibulae use across the study zone has all but vanished. Region 1

has the most (only 88), manufacturing the late Pivot fibulae (profiles CM-COδ), whilst

Crete has none, and the Aegean Islands only two. It is possible that some of Gordion’s

production continued into the 6th and possibly the 5th century but it is difficult to tell for

the chronology comes from the Tumulus mounds of the late-9th to the 7th century (Sams

2011). Mapping the diachronic count of fibulae visually confirms this picture (Plates:

142-145).

What is clear is the remarkable increase in number of fibulae in the 8th and 7th century, as

well as the fundamental shift from cemetery to sanctuary find spot. Why after this striking

rise of popularity are they hardly to be seen in the 6th century? Amongst this general trend

certain regions used fibulae more than others, and there must be clear differences in style

of dress and deposition practices. It is evident that the five top sites (Pherai, Lindos,

Ialysos, Gordion, and Philia) have local production, whilst other sanctuaries (and perhaps

almost the whole island of Crete) appear to be importing their fibulae from a wide but

specific set of locations. This will be discussed when looking at networks in Chapter 4

and assemblage diversity in Chapter 5.

How can I explain this varying distribution? Firstly, it is affected by cultural practices,

as a reflection of deposition patterns rather than everyday circulation (Schiffer 1972).
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Secondly, there is the importance of sanctuaries and votive practice, as well as exchange

and loci of production (cf. Baumbach 2009; Gunter 2009; Niemeier 2016). The nature of

these distributions will be explored in Chapters 4 and 5.

3.1.7 Material type

The following table displays the count of material types recorded in Regions 1-7 as well

as 8a and 8b (Table: 3.4a). Some fibulae are composed of multiple materials, such as the

ivory Spectacle (profiles FA, FB, and FC) that is attached to a bronze or iron pin, or the

Beaded fibulae (profiles FG and FH) where other materials are threaded onto a wire bow.

Notwithstanding the fact that precious metals were often recycled in antiquity (Linders

1990), there are three main points to be made. Evidently, copper-alloy has an overwhelm-

ing presence, supporting both the functional nature of fibulae and stylistic variation that

bronze affords. The recording of precious metals are few, and yet whilst I must be cautious

about reading into the counts, it is clear that the Central Aegean Mainland and Asia Minor

Coast have the most diversity, with the largest number of material types present. Finally,

the presence of iron must be broken down, as only half are the primary fibula material

(Table: 3.4b). 35 records are for repair: such as rivets to the stem to support a new spring

and pin, a rivet to the spring to strengthen it, or a new pin made wholly of iron. 31 are

for certain groups of the 6th to the 4th century Pivot fibulae (profiles CM, CN, and CO),

an invention where a replaceable (bronze or iron) pin is pivoted on the stem. 44 likely

formed the fibula for the ivory/bone Spectacle fibulae (profiles FA, FB, and FC) whilst

one instance is of decoration. Caution is required for reading into the regional dimension

for iron use due to quality of publication, especially where it is not reported whether the

rivets are of iron (at Lindos they are often of bronze). I can, however, consider the chrono-

logical dimension for iron as primary material for fibulae, although the disproportionately

high corrosion of iron make many of them unidentifiable at profile-group, and therefore

date. For Period 1 there are 12 fibulae (out of 492 records = 2.4%), for Period 2 there are
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(a) Metal counts; some fibulae have several metals.

(b) Iron uses; almost half of iron use (44.2%) is recorded as a secondary material
(N=251).

Table 3.4: (a) total material count by region and (b) iron use (Source: Author).

20 (out of 545 = 3.7%), for Period 3 there are 34 (out of 7,824 = 0.4%), and for Period 4

there are 0 (out of 232 = 0%). The key find-spots are Athens with 20 fibulae (out of 112

records = 17.9%), Kalapodi with 11 (out of 80 = 13.8%), Lefkandi with 17 (out of 165

= 10.3%), and Lindos with 38 (out of 1,586 = 2.4%). The iron fibulae from Lindos are

without figures and difficult to identify in my typology.
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Figure 3.7: Wire fibula production technique (Carrasco et al. 2014, 100, Fig. 4).

3.1.8 Manufacture and chaîne opératoire

It is surprisingly difficult to pin down the exact mode of production from visual examin-

ation. For the early arch bows (A-E5), and those without protuberant features (profiles

EK, ES, ET, and EV-EY), it is likely that a piece of round wire was cast or a strip was

taken from a rectangular plate (Carrasco et al. 2014, 99-103). The wire was heated and

the spring coiled over a rod, the catch-plate would be hammered, and the pin shaped in the

original cast or annealed and filed (Figure: 3.7). Any incised decoration could be applied

thereafter.

Fibulae with swelling or protuberant features, about 87% of the assemblage (N=9,916),
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must have been cast prior to being worked. The principal method of casting is the lost-

wax technique. This is done by sculpting a model of the intended fibula in beeswax and

over it layering clay to form an investment mould (Maryon and Plenderleith 1958, 634-5;

Noble 1975, 368). A runner is left to allow the wax to pour out as the mould is heated.

Now empty, the mould is turned the other way up and the bronze poured in. Once cooled

the mould is broken away and the fibula is subject to further working and hammering, in-

cluding to the catch-plate, and finally polished. Orfanou (2015, 206-10) has distinguished

four degrees of working: ‘as-cast’, ‘slightly worked’, ‘worked’, and ‘intensely worked’,

showing clearly distinguishable crystalline microstructures, provided a Scanning Elec-

tron Microscope is at hand. Of 10 fibulae from Pherai, three were slightly worked, three

worked, and four intensely (ibid. 214, Fig. 7.19).

A mould from Miletus is preserved (Figure: 3.8) showing a fibula very close to my

CH1.XXIVa.20e variant (Treister 1995, 169-70), but it is marginally different due to the

uniformity of the three flanked beads (which appear closer to profile-variant CJ1). This

was a two-piece mould where each half would be pressed together, being tied or pegged

at each corner, thus it need not be broken to reveal the finished object (cf. Karageorghis

1989, 442; Tölle 1966, 92). Note, the ornament to the left of the fibula could not have been

cast at the same time, as the molten bronze is poured in through vents located at both the

top and bottom of this mould. In all probability, this mould was instead for making wax

models, as casting bronze would risk a defect at the join of the moulds at the fibula peri-

meter. The wax models, by contrast, could be smoothed before casting in an investment

mould as described above. Two further moulds from Anatolia, from Kalehöyük-Kaman

and Bayindir-Antalya, support this conclusion (Anadolu 2004, 31).

I know of one mould from the Aegean mainland, from Kalapodi, that could be part of

a two-piece mould. The design is similar to an FD2, a rare type made usually in silver

(Figure: 3.9). On the reverse, the mould is signed EYDA which the excavator’s consider

to be the name of the goldsmith (Felsch 2007, 140). In the absence of other moulds, it

is nevertheless possible to posit the manufacture technique from the count of near-perfect
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Figure 3.8: A 6th century slate limestone jewellery mould from Miletus (Tölle 1966, 92, Fig. 1).

Figure 3.9: A mould from Kalapodi (Felsch 2007, 140, Pl. 32, No. 518).
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examples, especially when they are found together; usually in a grave, and sometimes one

at each shoulder. Many such pairs are actually different in size as well as minor detail,

as though one piece was made after the other, consistent with individual production using

the lost-wax technique. 246 fibulae (2.5% of total) are published as being one of a pair or

chain.

Incidentally, the Miletus mould supports, alongside the relief sculptures (Figure: 1.8 on

page 16) and figurative profile-variants FY1, GA1, and GA2, that fibulae of Asia Minor

were worn ‘falling down’. Fibulae with the well-known Sail catch-plate, BE¬.VIII¬.11¬,

characteristically have their figurative decoration facing the other way, with the pin at the

bottom of the fibula. There are only a few exceptions: #4332, #4348, and #4374. The

analysis of manufacture technique may, in part, explain why so few fibulae are the same:

an important point when it comes to the question of diversity.

3.1.9 Colour

A note should be made on colour (Giumlia-Mair et al. 2010a, 258-60). Whilst gold,

silver, and electrum fibulae are obviously distinct in colour, there is variation amongst

copper-alloy examples as well. The fibula’s colour may mislead us today, as they have

been subject to a lengthy deposition and changing conservation techniques. De Cou (1905,

192) describes the cleaning technique used for the excavation of the Argive Heraion: first,

the bronzes are placed with a layer of zinc scraps in a bowl of water diluted with 10% hy-

drochloric acid. Second, at intervals of two days the pieces are brushed and re-immersed.

Third, upon removal from the bowl they are placed in a solution of 10% potash for 24

hours, then removed and placed in distilled water. Finally, they are dried and covered in

a coat of melted white wax to await polishing.

Its result is to leave the surface of the bronze entirely free from Verdigris
and covered with a dark brown deposit which in no way interferes with the
clearness of the finest details (de Cou 1905, 192).
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Figure 3.10: Colour shift in copper-alloys with different tin contents (Fang and McDonnell 2011,
56, Fig. 1).

But it is not only post-deposition factors such as cleaning that have determined the colour

of bronze fibulae. The inclusion of high levels of tin, zinc, and to a lesser degree, lead, as

well as the standard of smoothness or polishing, have a significant influence on the colour

(Chase 1994, 94; Jones and MacGregor 2002, 5). When tin is about 15%, a reduction

in redness gives the copper-alloy a golden hue, but when greater than 18%, the colour

becomes more silvery (Figure: 3.10). The addition of zinc greater than 15% provides a

more yellowy than gold appearance, whilst a lead content of 5-10% reduces both yellow

and red: dimming the alloy (Fang and McDonnell 2011, 54-7; Giumlia-Mair 2015, 493).

Finally, the colour at point of manufacture, perhaps a golden red, would within weeks

become blacker and dull, only later acquiring the patina so often seen in the museum today

(Gettens 1970, 57). A ‘converted’ offering, produced directly for the deity or deceased,

would thus be a different colour to a ‘raw’ one (sensu Snodgrass 1990), more likely to

have attained a dull, verdigris patina over several years.

In some cases, the colour of copper-alloy was chosen by the craftsman. In a sample of

119 fibulae from Thessaly, there is a wide range of composition in terms of tin and lead

content (Orfanou 2015, 219, Fig. 7.22a), although today the colour is fairly consistent.

Two examples, despite not having any unusual composition, have a teal colour, similar
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to some in the Ashmolean Museum (cf. #3719, #4144, #4380, #4409, and #4608) where

there is a wide range of colour. Whether this is representative of how they would have

looked in antiquity is another question.

3.1.10 Composition

Several recent studies have looked into the composition of fibulae to assess their proven-

ance (Bonev et al. 2015; Felsch 2007; Giumlia-Mair et al. 2010b; Orfanou 2015, 224). In

terms of provenance, on the whole they provide inconclusive results, and this is discussed

in Section 4.2.3.2 on page 176. On the other hand, the content of bronze is significant in

terms of manufacture ease and decoration. An important element is lead, well-known to

have been used at >c.2% to increase the fluidity of the molten metal, allowing an easier fill

of an intricately decorated mould, whilst also lowering the melting point (Craddock and

Giumlia-Mair 1988, 319; Giumlia-Mair et al. 2010b, 479). At the same time, a high lead

content (>c.5%) could cause the artefact to crack under hammering (Bonev et al. 2015,

118; Giumlia-Mair 2015, 486-7, Figs. 3 and 4; Orfanou 2015, 212-3). Orfanou confirms

that this knowledge was carefully dealt with by craftsmen producing fibulae at Pherai:

the lead content was consistently reduced as the required intensity of work (hammering)

increased (Figure: 3.11). Incidentally, a high lead content provides a method to determ-

ine whether an artefact was not manufactured by hammering (Bonev et al. 2015, 119). A

clear contrast in lead content appears in fibulae with deep, detailed decoration of the bow

and narrow rolled foil catch-plates, evidently cast with a high lead %, against those with

a flattened paper-thin Sail catch-plate where the lead-content is below 2%. Giumlia-Mair

et al. (2010b, 478-9) show that some Italian fibulae were produced in several parts, where

the bow would have a higher lead content than the pin and catch-plate. This suggests

craftsmen carefully managed metal contents to make different types of bronze jewellery.
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Figure 3.11: Tin (Sn) and lead (Pb) content for ‘as cast’ (A), ‘slightly worked’ (B), ‘worked’ (C),
and ‘intensely worked’ (D) (Orfanou 2015, 211, Fig. 7.14b).

3.1.11 Size and repair

The problem of preservation heavily affects measurements of fibula length; only 32.4%

of data is recorded with a total length. I include data from Regions 8a and 8b in this

subsection (N=10,088). Historically, length has been measured from the outer edges of

the spring and catch-plate, so data on the arch diameter is not easily available. The data

availability is thus also dependent on the loss of the catch-plate. Larger catch-plates are

more fragmentary, especially those from Pherai, and the results therefore depress aver-

age length. Nevertheless, a recovery of 3,264 (32.4%) measurements is still informative

(Figure: 3.12). This chart is more difficult to interpret than it appears. At the outset it is

clear that fibulae can vary in size dramatically, being as small as 15-29.9mm (482: 14.8%)

and as great as 270mm: the average is 71mm. Fibulae larger than 180mm are not excep-

tional, amounting to at least 40 when including fragmentary examples. Over half the data

is between 30-59.9mm (1,749: 53.6%). The sharp and steady decline in number as length

exceeds 45mm is influenced by the tendency for larger fibulae to have more frequently

suffered damage during deposition, particularly at the catch-plate; in other words, the de-

cline is probably shallower. It may be hypothesised that fibulae have a practical length

of 20-120mm (3,085: 94.6%), and to assess this the scholar can investigate the frequency

of repairs, shown in yellow (Figure: 3.12). Although a small sample (only 71 out of all
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Figure 3.12: Length count in bins of 5mm, and the number of repairs (Source: Author).

140 repairs have total length data) this chart clearly shows that fibulae of all sizes were

repaired and thus had a practical use in antiquity. In addition, it shows that larger fibulae

were more likely to be repaired, presumably because they were more likely to suffer a

broken pin, not only because of their greater size, but the heavier fabric it can be assumed

larger fibulae were intended.

If repair suggests a longer use-life, it is possible to plot whether the use-life of a fibula was

a factor in dedication by site-type. Might a fibula made not for wearing but dedication,

a converted offering, be more likely found in a sanctuary rather than tomb, and without

evidence of repair? Here I look at all fibula repairs, but because looking at site-types I

remove Regions 8a and 8b, leaving 134 repairs in total. The reality is that frequency of

repair is the same for sanctuary dedication, with a ratio of about 1:71, as it is for cemeteries,

also with a ratio of 1:71 (Figure: 3.13a). Fibulae worn in life and repaired were just as

likely to be dedicated to a deity as the deceased (DeVries 1974, 92).

As the range of fibula size is large (and there can be a wide range of sizes for the same
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(a) Number of repairs by site-type (b) Length by site-type

Figure 3.13: Repairs (a) and length (b) by site-type (Source: Author).
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type), it must be hypothesised that size was not a factor for type of offering, but a concern

of function: a large fibula may be at the shoulder for a cape, whilst smaller fibulae were

for shawls, sleeves, or finer material, including the shroud. Fibulae could have many

functions (Alexander 1973, 191). Moreover, fibulae must have been subject to value,

prestige, and experience: small fibulae are harder to discern, and the viewer may have

to step closer to see them and their details; a larger fibula, more valuable, is a greater

statement of wealth. It could be pondered whether a large fibula was used for clothing an

oversize deity (Neils 2009), but the evidence is clear: larger fibulae (>180mm) are more

often found with the dead than a deity (Figure: 3.13b). The count is striking considering

the sanctuary sample is 70.3% of data to cemeteries 19.2% (Figure: 3.5 on page 116).

Indeed, the median length of sanctuary fibulae across the study area is 43mm against

52mm for cemetery fibulae, almost 20% smaller.

Comparing the data by region informs us of significant variation (Figure: 3.14 on the next

page). Overlaying repair by region is equally interesting. As a ratio, fibulae were much

more likely to be repaired in the Regions 1 to 4 than Regions 5 to 7. Naturally, Anatolian

fibulae, being two-piece, are not listed with repairs, since the pin was designed to be re-

placed. The sanctuary ratios of Regions 1 and 2 compared to Region 6 are important. This

is a working hypothesis since the data may be skewed due to preservation and publication.

In terms of length, there are several notable points (Figure: 3.15). First, whilst larger fib-

ulae are reserved for the grave, the very largest are squarely found in mainland Greece,

and consulting my database, about half are from Attica. Second, and more importantly,

the median and average length of fibulae in the West Aegean is significantly greater than

that of Asia Minor/Anatolia. The average of the North Aegean Mainland, North Aegean

Coast, and Central Aegean Mainland is 71mm and the average of the Asia Minor Coast

and Central Anatolia is 44mm: fibulae of the former are some one and a half times larger.

There are all sorts of caveats to this point: to what extent is the sample skewed because of

deposition practice, the dedication of small fibulae for the gods, or the different choice of

catch-plate? It is difficult to tell the extent that the longer catch-plate of the West Aegean
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Figure 3.14: Repairs by site-type and region (Source: Author).
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accounts for the increase in size. Alternatively, do we witness a cultural phenomenon?

Were fibulae in the East Aegean smaller than those of the West because the clothes people

wore were different in style (cf. Lorimer 1950, 345, 363)? Or did they prefer less osten-

tatious jewellery? Finally, there is a chronological, not only regional, dimension. Late

fibulae (Period 4: 600-400 BC) are smaller. The average length for the whole sample is

54mm whilst the average for Period 4 examples is 40.6mm.
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(a) Period 1 (1200-1000 BC).

Figure 3.15: Length box-plots by region and site-type (Source: Author).
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(b) Period 2 (1000-800 BC).

Figure 3.15: Cont.
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(c) Period 3 (800-600 BC).

Figure 3.15: Cont.
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(d) Period 4 (600-400~ BC).

Figure 3.15: Cont.
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3.2 Summary

To summarise this sketch sets the stage for the main data analyses. Commencing with

the undeniable, fibulae were practical objects, manufactured with copper-alloy in a wide

range of sizes, consistent with a range of uses and clothing types. Furthermore, they were

often fairly plain. Yet, in spite of their functional value, there are clear indications that

they possessed a powerful semiotic role in the societies they were situated. They are both

highly personal objects and objects on display in life and death. It is no accident that

the data is so skewed to dedication in the sanctuaries at Pherai, Lindos, and Ialysos, and

to some cemeteries but not others. It is not accidental they have been recovered in two,

or just one, in number at the majority of sites. It is crucially important that fibula types

are so diverse; both stylistically and regionally. The number of variants being so easily

distinguishable suggests a desire for uniqueness rather than a residue of copy-error or

stochastic variation.

The network analyses of Chapter 4 will look at the shared-presence of types and identify

production locations using a manufacture test. It presents hypotheses of interaction that

can be explored by case study. There are two kinds of diversity to explore in Chapter

5. The first is site assemblage diversity. This is complimentary to a network analysis, in

that it tries to explain distribution based on expected diversity and any divergence from

that expectation. The second is stylistic diversity. Does diversity increase over time; do

certain groups exhibit more diversity than others, indicating a different regional or cultural

diversity rate?

Vol. 1 139



140 Vol. 1



Chapter 4

Networks, Similarity, & Exchange

4.1 Methodology part 2: assemblage distribution and con-

nectivity

The first part of this chapter analyses fibula distribution to show a minimum dimension

of connectivity between sites previously unstudied; heretofore impossible due to the in-

congruity of regional typologies (Caner; Kilian; Sapouna-Sakellarakis). The traditional

method to explore connectivity is to map similar artefact-types to show their distribution,

and create groups of regional styles or koiné (Blinkenberg, 16, 284-5; Coldstream 1968;

Handberg and Gadolou 2017; Lemos 2002, 212). Alternatively, the similarity between

sites may be measured where ‘nodes’ are sites and ‘edges’ are the relationships between

them, often determined by artefact count or number of types (Collar et al. 2015, 12-4;

Figure: 4.1). This is known variously as Network Analysis, Social Network Analysis,

Correspondence Analysis, and Agent-Based Modelling, but they are essentially similar,

and the results may be diachronically assessed by ceramic phase.
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Figure 4.1: Types of basic network: (a) lattice linked by close distance, with cabotage/coasting;
(b) random (or directed); (c) small world with close distance and long links; (d) scale-free with
high centrality, hub sites (Östborn and Gerding 2015, 310, Fig. 3).

4.1.1 Problems with assemblages and networks

The most obvious problem is that the archaeological record is incomplete. How does the

analyst uncover the level of interaction, or connectedness, via only those artefacts that did

happen to get both deposited and excavated (Figure: 4.2)? Second, the deposition prac-

tice may have a meaning out of kilter to the question the analyst is interested; indeed, the

artefact itself is only a ‘slice of history’, and not a picture of the organisational framework

that conditioned it (Binford 1981, 201; Clarke 1973, 16; Schiffer 1985, 20). Finally, sites

may exhibit only a handful of connected objects over centuries of use. The objects them-

selves may be chronologically fuzzy, and when no connected objects are found, that does

not necessarily confer no contact (Manning and Hulin 2005, 282-5; Östborn and Gerding

2015, 314; Sherratt 2015, 75). To come to terms with these issues entails appreciating

that the results of a network analysis are only hypotheses, most data being missing, and

monitoring the data for chronological contiguity.

These, unfortunately, are the simpler problems, for recent scholars, evolutionary archae-

ologists in particular, have dealt us a range of more complex ones. The most important
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Figure 4.2: The deposition of durable artefacts (Schiffer 1972, 158, Fig. 1).

is cultural drift, where it has been demonstrated that new variants may appear stochastic-

ally (e.g. via transmission copy-error or one-off creations), and are then independent of

natural selection (Figure: 4.3). Trait A comes under selection and increases in preval-

ence. Shortly after, Trait C came to be favoured and Trait A goes out of use. Finally,

Trait B was never selected, it represents stochastic variation (O’Brien and Lyman 2009,

235). Indeed, it is also possible that Trait C preceded A and comes back into popularity,

called character-state reversal (O’Brien et al. 2016, 74). Thus the variation measured (e.g.

profile-variants) may not be meaningful (cf. O’Brien and Lyman 2003, 18; Read 2007,

199; Schiffer and Skibo 1997, 32; Shott 2010, 887).

The rate of cultural drift is partly dependent on the innovation rate and population size,

but also tool use and occupation span (Dunnell 1988, 187; Shennan 2011, 1073). Histor-

ically, scholars have assigned stylistic traits to cultural drift and functional traits as akin to

natural selection (O’Brien and Lyman 2003, 2; O’Brien and Lyman 2009, 235). Ancient

metalwork has been subject to this dichotomy (Figure: 4.4). This is unfounded; stylistic

traits are at least ‘quasi’ functional, under weak selection, or to an equal extent, just in a

different mode, ideational rather than material (Read 2007, 267, 289; Sackett 1990, 38;

Shennan and Wilkinson 2001). This discussion can go a step further, and refute the tend-

ency for evolutionists to see the selection of functional traits, the fitness of one artefact
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(a) Hypothetical model of natural selection
(O’Brien and Lyman 2009, 235).

(b) Simulation of traits under drift. The changing
proportions are due to random copying over time
rather than selection or meaningful variation (Steele
et al. 2010, 1350).

Figure 4.3: Hypothetical model of natural selection (a) and traits under drift (b).

over another, go hand-in-hand with progress (Flannery 1972, 400; O’Brien and Lyman

2009, 245). Artefact variants are selected not for functional but ideological advantage, as a

means to gain a lead in agency relations (sensu Gell 1998). Variants are selected by people

because they were thought to be effective; variation can be restricted if power is deemed

to be consolidated. In this understanding stylistic variation is desired to enhance the status

and survival of individuals involved in its creation (Binford 1963, 92). The concept of cul-

tural drift should be reserved for variants that are indeed non-meaningful, and it reminds

scholars that it is possible to create a network where the relationships between sites are

defined on meaningless attributes. The defining feature of fibulae is style, which I will

argue is far removed from the concept of cultural drift.

Another issue is whether second- and third-generation artefacts are imports or simply

an adaptation of the first-generation import. This is clearer in the case of local pottery

imitation, as a petrographic analysis is possible. Ongoing similarity between fibula as-

semblages, such as the continued use of a catch-plate style, could in fact represent no

connectivity at all; evolutionary archaeologists call this convergent adaptation or parallel

innovation (Crema et al. 2014, 289; Heggarty et al. 2010, 3840; and represented by Clarke

in Figure: 2.3 on page 49).
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Figure 4.4: The separation of the Prähistorische Bronzefunde series into functional and symbolic
(Jockenhövel 2011, 12, Fig. 4).

4.1.2 Emphasising process

Scholars have tried to circumvent these issues by looking less at material contacts and more

to process. The fundamental instigator for what scholars now call ‘Mediterranean Archae-

ology’ was connectivity; an idea that came to the fore in The Corrupting Sea (Horden

and Purcell 2000) and The Making of the Middle Sea (Broodbank 2013). Connectivity

is based on the presupposition that sea transport was substantially cheaper than land, so

that coastal sites became disproportionally connected, with the prime mover being ‘in-

escapable redistribution’ caused by Mediterranean micro-environments (Halstead 1990,

149; Horden 2005; Purcell 2005). Morris (2003, 50) coined the term ‘Mediterraneanisa-

tion’, the connecting up or ‘globalising’ of Mediterranean regions: a dynamic process that

could move forwards and backwards. Whilst convincing, neither concept was well rooted

by evidence; nor was it clear when it began (Morris 2003, 44, 48). Mediterraneanisation is

now less glossy, and it has been demonstrated that not everywhere came to be connected

in the same way or at the same time (e.g. Riva 2010; Pappa 2013, 31). Nevertheless, the
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connectivity process is an excellent explanatory tool for Mediterranean history.

One of the problems of understanding connectivity is whether its increase actually causes

greater similarity or whether, by contrast, increased connectivity drives increased region-

alism? Whilst similarity can demonstrate a level of connectivity, dissimilarity cannot

prove a lack of connectivity. In terms of fibulae, should scholars be looking for conver-

gence in style or evidence of their import? Measuring the latter will provide more concrete

evidence for connectivity.

Another branch of network analysis has also sidestepped the archaeological assemblage by

idealising the network. Rather than question the ambiguity of the material record, the goal

is to theorise the network that would have allowed such material culture to be carried. Such

analysts begin with ranking sites by site density within a certain distance, then increase

the rank based on site size and presupposed directionality (Rivers et al. 2013). Such an

ideal network depends on ‘optimisation’ in choosing trade on a least cost basis, such as

transport cost in the context of currents and prevailing winds (Leidwanger 2013; Östborn

and Gerding 2014, 77), rather than social reasons. Yet, by ignoring any political and

cultural constraints or opportunities involved in the process of connectivity, the models

grapple with only part of the picture.

4.1.3 Further problems: network analysis today

The problems now highlighted demonstrate that the creation of artefact-type distribution

maps, an aim of Prähistorische Bronzefunde, is an unsustainable endeavour; rather, the

relationships between the distributions need to be explained or at least hypothesised. In

addition to the problems above, further risks lie in the methodologies, namely binarisa-

tion and attribute definitions. Ostborn and Gerding’s (2015) in-depth network analysis

of Hellenistic bricks falls squarely into this trap, although the overall methodology is ex-

emplary. They define 13 attributes of brick similarity and argue that 9 shared-attributes
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between sites is the ‘critical network’ threshold; >9 shared-attributes overly fragments the

results where similarity was in fact present. <9 attributes was discounted to minimise the

risk of defining edges without a ‘close causal link’ (Östborn and Gerding 2015, 319). The

trouble lies in their attributes which, as with any typology, undoubtedly skew their results.

Firstly, they are ‘hierarchical’ in that: ‘the value of one attribute limits the possible val-

ues of another. The structural use of a context determines the function to a considerable

degree’ (Östborn and Gerding 2015, 315).

Hierarchy is here used incorrectly. The purpose of hierarchy is to assess different degrees

of similarity or behavioural complexity: it is not supposed to assess different levels of

behavioural complexity at the same time. This is most obvious where two attributes (size

and thickness) are merely different measures of the same dimension. Furthermore, five of

the attributes are binary yes/no categories, and it has been shown that binary data provides

network visualisations substantially different to weighted data, depending in particular on

the threshold selected (Heggarty et al. 2010, 3842; Peeples and Roberts Jr. 2013, 3008).

Bricks with a stamp present (a binary yes/no attribute; not a range of types) may be more

similar or connected to others with a stamp, or they may not. The analyst would need to

know which type of stamp was present and whether stamping was applied to all bricks

in the batch. Without this information this attribute may be arranging the entire dataset

erroneously to less than, equal to, or more than the critical 9 attributes.

The other issue with network data is that it relies on a scientific certainty where absent

or ambiguous data is eliminated. For instance, in recent network studies O’Brien et al.

(2016, 79-80) ignore classes containing three or fewer specimens, whilst Jennings (2016,

100) ignores sites/nodes with single instances. Understandably this circumvents a sample

size problem and it is easier to understand the remaining data, but that removed is entirely

arbitrary: few examples are as much a peculiarity of reality as archaeological recovery.

Furthermore, scientific analysis has a tendency to favour attributes that are easily meas-

ured and weighted, thus ignoring an artefact’s other, culturally salient, qualities. Sørensen

(2015b, 743-4), cautioning against a ‘new-empiricism’, argues that some objects (or at-
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tributes) are deliberately vague, possessing a ‘virtual dimension... powerful due to the lack

of clarity’ (Sørensen 2015b, 759). When Jennings decides to remove the ‘placement po-

sition’ attribute of his decorative elements study because it is ‘not universally applicable’

(Jennings 2016, 92, 93: Fig. 1), and yet, goes on to infer that a ‘Divided Wave’ scheme

may have been an emblem of a social warrior identity (ibid. 110), it is a conclusion far

removed from his analysis of distance similarity. Becoming more scientific risks widen-

ing the gap between studying etic and emic attributes. Indeed, one could argue that the

geometric decoration was not symbolic at all, rather a vague ‘generative agent in the read-

ing of the image’ (Sørensen 2015b, 749), or latent power in the objects ongoing agency

relations (sensu Gell 1998). This is to say that, despite the critique now given, the analyst

must get stuck into the problems rather than concoct a method that appears to avoid them.

4.1.4 Summary

The benefit of network analysis is not to explain social network processes but rather un-

cover relationships that need interpretation; it is a first and not a last step (cf. Munson

2015, 430). The important point is that network analyses present hypotheses to be tested

by further contextual case study. The Achilles’ heel is that the evidence from which a

hypothesis was created is largely that needed to test it, and it is woefully incomplete. The

accepted approach is to compare a number of hypotheses created using different models

and methods to show the power of relationships between them. My similarity network will

be based on shared-presence and counts, and visualised by matrix diagrams and maps. I

will argue that a hypothesis of where objects originate goes some way for determining

direction and weight of the results.
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4.2 Site assemblage analyses: first attempt

4.2.1 Shared-presence counts

The first analysis is a count of shared-presence of profile-groups and profile-variants

between sites. Shared-presence is a count of binary data. 26 sites with highest profile-

variant richness are included. The data is given in Appendix A, and the number of shared

profile-groups (a) and profile-variants (b) is given in Figure 4.5. For clarity, brown matrices

are for profile-groups and blue matrices are for profile-variants. Darker colours show a

greater shared-presence. The data is normally ordered alphabetically by site for consist-

ency. The site with the combined highest shared-presence, or for brevity, ‘joins’, is Pherai

(374 groups and 338 variants), and if lines on a map were drawn (which, despite reser-

vations, they will) Pherai would have the most. Shared-presence is the sum of individual

joins; each join being the presence of a particular profile-group or profile-variant between

two sites. Pherai has of course the largest sample size, perhaps this sum of shared-presence

is inevitable? On the other hand, Olympia and the Argive Heraion with more than ten times

fewer fibulae, have the 5th and 6th, and 6th and 7th, highest join counts.

In any case, there is a diversity of shared-presence across the data, and it appears as though

the larger sanctuaries have a greater share of the connections. Before discussing what these

connections represent let me continue this line of reasoning and give context to the join

counts. I present two indexes, dependent one upon the other, that can be applied to the

group and variant matrices (Figure: 4.6). For concision the rest of this discussion will

focus on variants (Figure: 4.6b). The first index is the percentage of the total profile-

variants of Location-A that have a shared-presence with Location-B; so reading down

from Location-A-‘Pherai’: 7% of Pherai’s profile-variant types may be found at Aegina,

1% at Alisar, and so on. The second is the reverse of that, the percentage of Location-B’s

total profile-variants that have shared-presence with Location-A; so reading across from

Location-B-‘Pherai’: 31% of Aegina’s profile-variant types may be found at Pherai, 4% of
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(a) Matrix of profile-group shared-presence count.

Figure 4.5: Shared-presence counts between 26 sites (Source: Author).
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(b) Matrix of profile-variant shared-presence count.

Figure 4.5: Cont.
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Alisar’s, and so on. The average of the two scores is given in Figure: 4.7, hence the matrix

is symmetric, and the data is ordered by highest shared-presence. The results are different

to the counts in Figure: 4.5 now that they take into account varying sample size. They

show, with a pinch of salt, how much one assemblage ‘looks like another’. The top three

averaged assemblages are Gordion-Boğazköy (49% similarity), Pherai-Philia (48%), and

Athens-Vrokastro (42%). In addition, there is the cumulative shared-presence: the top

three are Vrokastro (4.71), Pherai (4.66), and Ialysos (4.52). Again, before discussing the

nature of this similarity, there is one more test.

The Location-A and Location-B data poses some interesting questions (Figure: 4.6b). As

an example, reading down from Kalapodi (Location-A) to Pherai (Location-B) reveals a

shared-presence of 0.56: 56% of Kalapodi’s profile-variant types may be found at Pherai.

Reading across from Kalapodi (Recipient-B) to Pherai (Location-A): Kalapodi’s profile-

variants are found in only 9% of Pherai’s profile-variant richness. According to this table,

if there is to be a direction to the shared-presence between these two sites, Pherai definit-

ively comes out on top. Indeed, Pherai often appears to have the upper hand, consistently

having other sites assemblages looking more like it than looking like them, as depicted by

the positive disparity results (Figure: 4.8a); Kalapodi’s is distinctively negative (Figure:

4.8b). Disparity is the difference between the readings from Figure: 4.6b; so for Pherai-

Kalapodi, it is 0.56-0.09 = 0.47. A similar picture is drawn by Boğazköy and Gordion:

72% of Boğazköy’s types may be found at Gordion; the reverse is 25%. That is not to

say with certainty that fibulae found at Boğazköy are imported from Gordion, but that

designs and moulds have a close level of similarity. Reading across the matrix (Figure:

4.6b) a number of Location-B sites have quite a strong (greater than 30%) shared-presence

in Location-A assemblages: Athens (3 sites), Ephesus (7 sites), Gordion (4 sites), Ialysos

(10 sites), Lindos (5 sites), Pherai (14 sites), and Philia (5 sites). Reading down the mat-

rix, those same sites have a low percentage of their types found in Location-B. Similarly

a number of assemblages look like many others. A site could be dominated by, exchan-

ging ideas with, importing from, or exporting to another. These are (3 or more sites with
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(a) Matrix of profile-group shared-presences. The x-axis (Location-A) shows the percent of shared profile-
groups the y-axis (Location-B) has as a percentage of its (Location-B’s) total profile-groups. The y-axis shows
the reverse.

Figure 4.6: The shared-presence of sites as a percentage of their total profile-variants (Source:
Author).
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(b)Matrix of profile-variant shared-presences. The x-axis (Location-A) shows the percent of shared profile-variants
the y-axis (Location-B) has as a percentage of its (Location-B’s) total profile-variants. The y-axis shows the reverse.

Figure 4.6: Cont.
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Figure 4.7: Average profile-variant shared-presence, as a percentage of total profile-variants
between sites (Source: Author).
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greater than 30%) Alisar (3 sites), Emporio (4 sites), Izmir (4 sites), Kalapodi (5 sites),

Kamiros (3 sites), Knossos (4 sites), Perachora (5 sites), Phana (6 sites), Samos (3 sites),

Samothrace (4 sites), Thebes (4 sites), and Vrokastro (9 sites). The site Hephaisteia has no

shared-presence greater than 30% with any site: Hephaisteia’s assemblage is dissimilar to

other sites. This evidence is consistent with the lower diversity ratios these sites possess

that I discuss in Chapter 5: for each variant there are few examples (see Figure: 5.8).

Ultimately I am questioning whether these sites are secondary to the production found

at larger assemblages. Aggregating the percent of shared-presence of Location-A and

Location-B sites draws a summary diagram where the distance between them shows the

relative disparity (Figure: 4.9). Nine sites have their types more present in others against

17 recipients.

Finally, the matrix data (4.6b) may be plotted on a map (Plate: 146). To avoid visual

entanglement three sites are initially plotted: Pherai, Ialysos, and Gordion. The lines

represent the largest percentage of the profile-variants that either one of the sites being

compared possesses. In this case, central sites have a greater disparity for all lines plotted,

as a minimum 20% similarity is used. The direction following this logic is out from the

central site, and Pherai trumps Ialysos, if marginally (21% to 18%). The lines are drawn in

darker and thicker steps at intervals of >20%, >30%, >40%, and >50% shared-presence.

At first sight, the map appears to show a convincing representation of profile-variant dis-

tribution and connections between assemblages. Indeed, it represents the count of binary

shared-presence of types. Stronger links between geographically close sites makes sense

intuitively, and the clear circular coastal flow of shared-presence around the Cyclades is

revealing. It is not impossible to imagine a jeweller (or their agent) leaving Ialysos with

their moulds (or wares), and stopping off at Ephesus, then Phana, across to Pherai, down

to Aegina, and then Crete; the classic anti-clockwise cabotage model (Figure: 4.10).
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(a) Disparity of assemblage similarity (joins as a % of total variation) from Pherai.

Figure 4.8: Disparity of Pherai and Kalapodi (Source: Author).
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(b) Disparity of assemblage similarity (joins as a % of total variation) from Kalapodi.

Figure 4.8: Cont.
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Figure 4.9: Disparity between shared-variants as a % of their totals between Location-A and
Location-B (Source: Author).
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Figure 4.10: Prevailing currents in the Aegean Sea (Tartaron 2013, 98, Fig. 4.5).
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4.2.2 Is this valid?

The contention of this thesis is that to paint such a picture is to mislead. Networks based

on the presence of shared-types between sites demonstrate a flawed methodology; their

results just as contentious as a network of artefact counts. This is a list of the issues:

Similarity

1. A ‘matching’ type at two sites may not match at all but derive from an earlier separ-

ation in the evolutionary tree (Figure: 2.3 on page 49), be the result of adoption via

horizontal transmission, or an adaptation, perhaps presenting a circular or indirect

link.

2. The shared-presence data is based on profile-variants but this does not mean joins

are from the same workshop; indeed, they are only rarely. A cross-analysis with the

cross-sections and catch-plates can assist, notwithstanding the fact that a confident

distinction of cross-sections requires handling the material.

Significance

3. Fundamentally, the data is not even, indeed, as shown, it is quite the opposite (Plate:

132). Certain profile-variants are dramatically more popular than others. Creating

a network giving equal value to each join where the popularity is unknown creates

misleading results; a stray profile-variant is of different significance to a popular

type being manufactured in large number, or the import of a series of variants from

the same group.

4. A network of shared-variants only superficially takes account of the directionality

of the material between sites. Without a weight the network is unable to rank the

joins, and makes no attempt at explaining them.
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5. To what extent does shared-presence actually represent a tangible connection between

two sites, and what does it mean? Single objects, or any number of objects, may

not represent a direct or meaningful connection. Archaeologists lack the history of

how the object got there and why, and where it may have travelled in between.

6. Objects that look the same may have no shared meaning. There are two points here:

first, the reception of an object may vary in different cultural contexts, and second,

it is possible to arrive at the same design fortuitously (Hodder 1982, 8).

Sampling

7. Archaeological recovery adds an element of chance into the data. Moreover, artefact

damage restricts identification to group rather than variant level in 28% of the data

(N=9,916), thus reducing the number of determinable joins. Loss of catch-plates

affects 68% of the data.

8. Artefacts may be missing from the record because they were melted down or looted

in antiquity (Linders 1990).

9. For an assemblage with a low richness there is a larger margin for sample-size error.

There is not a great deal archaeologists can do to negate the sampling issues that arise from

damaged and missing data. Damaged artefacts are very problematic; the catch-plate often

provides a key regional distinction of fibulae with the same profile-type, yet the uneven

loss in this data can be as unrelated as the composition of the soil it was buried or disturb-

ance through continued tomb use (Catling 1996, 543-4; Orfanou 2015, 161). One purpose

of dividing the typology into profile, cross-section, and catch-plate was to be able to utilise

as much fragmentary data as possible. Artefacts looted in antiquity or never deposited due

to deposition practices is problematic, but more manageable. Indeed, negative evidence

is an important indicator for cultural practice. For instance, should a sanctuary deposit

contain 1,000 pins and only 20 fibulae, I would argue it unlikely that thieves stole only
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the fibulae and not the pins. Moreover, it would be odd if pilgrims dedicating clothing

fasteners dedicated their pins and jealously held onto their fibulae; rather, the significance

may be that they did not use fibulae to fasten their clothes in the first place. This can be

corroborated by other evidence, such as dress styles (Lorimer 1950), and that sites in high

pin/few fibulae regions have a different source for their fibulae than regions with high

fibulae/few pins. Sites with few fibulae show much more diverse assemblages (in terms

of number of types to counts, as well as spread across profile-groups), such as Olympia

and the Argive Heraion (see Chapter 5). There are only 699 fibulae in the Peloponnese in

my catalogue against some 5,000 pins (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984); whilst at a site with a high

proportion of local types, like Lindos, there are 1,583 fibulae against just 42 pins (Blinken-

berg and Kinch 1931, 75). Moreover, Kilian-Dirlmeier (2002, 175-200) has shown that,

at Philia, the proportions of dedication types diachronically rise and fall together. The

purpose of this aside is to suggest that point 8 is perhaps less problematic overall; caution

instead needs to be applied in specific cases of wholesale looting of an entire cemetery.

The final point, 9, is somewhat related; I addressed the sample-size issue for diversity

already (above, plotting against a background expectation), and here it is addressed by

restricting my analysis to sites with a profile-variant richness greater than 30 (cf. Kintigh

1989, 26-7; Shennan 1997, 79).

Next, I address the first two significance issues, points 3 and 4, by weighting the binary

network. One weighting method is summing the count of shared-fibulae, and not just the

unique count of shared-types. Naturally, the results reflect the assemblage size (Figure:

4.11). To reduce this problem I turn this figure into a % of its overall assemblage (Figure:

4.12a). Note the overall assemblage is counted, of course, by identifiable profile-variants,

and not the total number of fibulae to ensure like-for-like comparison. The results look like

the shared-presence matrix in Figure: 4.6b, but there are important differences. The first

matrix would depress edges between sites with a low percentage of shared-variants. The

latter takes into account for just which variants that sharing is taking place. A small number

of variant-types, if popular, may make up a large percentage of the joined assemblage, thus
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providing a more realistic picture of how much ‘this site looks like that one over there’.

Generally speaking, the results are consistent between the charts (cf. Figure: 4.12a and

Figure: 4.6b), however, there is more contrast in the latter. For example, reading across

from Location-B Gordion the site Alisar now has 56% of its profile-variants having a

shared type with Gordion, whereas in Figure: 4.6b only 48% of its profile-variants were

shared. The Argive Heraion has now 14% of its profile-variants having a shared type with

Gordion, whereas in Figure: 4.6b it had 24% of its profile-variants shared: though almost

a quarter of the types were shared the actual number of shared fibulae is fewer. Plotting

this data on a map only reinforces the links that I had uncovered, suggesting a high level

of interaction between these sites (Plate: 147).

Here a binary unique count of shared profile-variants under-reads (only occasionally over-

reads) the relationship between two sites whilst the sum of shared profile-variants usually

over-reads it (only occasionally under-reads). Averaging the two leaves one matrix (Fig-

ure: 4.12b). Here are the key points. First, Izmir (7.06), Vrokastro (5.89), and Knossos

(5.73) have the highest cumulative shared-presence. These site’s assemblages were de-

pendent on a large number of other sites. Gordion, Alisar, and Boğazköy naturally have

the least being so removed geographically. Looking between sites it is possible to see

the extent that sites were dependent to Gordion: Boğazköy (79% against 39%) and Alisar

(52% against 7%). There are very strong similarities between Pherai and Ialysos (33%

and 20%), and Ialysos and Lindos (39% and 44%). Is this surprising when Pherai is much

further away from Ialysos than Lindos? Indeed, more than fifty percent of Lindos’ vari-

ants are not found at Ialysos. Izmir’s assemblage is strikingly close to Ialysos’ (69%),

and has only a single shared-type with Gordion. Distant sites have similarity with Gor-

dion: 34% of Ephesus’ assemblage, 19% of the Argive Heraion’s, and 18% of Olympia’s

respectively. Hephaisteia’s assemblage does not look similar to any others so far recorded.

Despite the reservations with network analyses the exercises so far have demonstrated that

a large number of patterns lie in the fibula assemblages. However, I have not quite argued

for the validity of points 3 and 4 since I still cannot be sure which direction the artefacts
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Figure 4.11: Count of fibulae whose types are shared between the sites (Source: Author).
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(a) Weighted shared-presence of profile-variants.

Figure 4.12: Weighted profile-variant synergy (Source: Author).
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(b) Average results of Figure: 4.6b and 4.12a.

Figure 4.12: Cont.
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were moving. I need to know this before I can appreciate what is meant by the weight of

shared-presence. No doubt the importance of each join varies; for example, a join between

sites of two fibulae made by the same hand is more important than two fibulae of the same

profile-variant but different manufacture. In addition, the measure does not yet address

the issue of evenness: for though one fibula may be a copy of a popular variant at another

site, it is still just one artefact. Moreover, it is not known whether these results are being

skewed by parallel development. It is not known whether the larger shared-presence is

in fact a recipient-site taking one variant, and then making the rest of their fibulae look

like it, perhaps even exporting them back to where the innovation took place. So, I need

to consider which types represent a direct rather than indirect link. To make a start at

resolving this, the next step is to look at manufacture location, and then I shall return to

the most fundamental concerns, those which underpin the network, the nature of similarity

itself: points 1 and 2.

4.2.3 A manufacture test

Traditionally, archaeologists have ascribed a manufacture source based on find frequency

by location. Archaeologists know that why the artefact was found (because they found it)

or why it was deposited (because it was thought appropriate to dedicate rather than recycle)

does not necessarily relate to where it was produced. Archaeologists know the archaeolo-

gical record represents a sample. Thus, it is understandable that scholars have shied from

earlier work that assigned fibula groups to production areas or ethnicities (Blinkenberg,

16; Snodgrass 1976, 76). Yet provenance is vitally important. It makes a whole lot of dif-

ference where the fibula came from when it was dedicated to Hera at the Argive Heraion

(Strøm 1995; 1998). A worshipper commissioning a local jeweller to produce a fibula, a

traveller from Gordion taking their very own fibula to dedicate, or an itinerant craftsman

peddling designs from Ialysos, matter a great deal in terms of the social significance and

biography of the dedication.
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There is a method that relies less on artefact frequencies and instead on the peculiarities of

manufacture, akin to identifying the craftsman’s hand. Yet I do not need to look so much

at the craftsman’s details, as Hampe (1936) has for the Sail fibulae or Beazley (1956)

for vases (Whitley 1997), but the frequency of category-variant variation. This variation

shows the innovations (and mistakes) of a workshop as it produces fibulae: variation that

is commonplace; partly a result of the way they are made, each requiring a new wax model,

and partly a result of demand for individualising fibulae. This thesis identified the variants

of the same groups in the hierarchical and logical structure of the typology, and this can

be displayed on a radial tree diagram (Plate: 152). Profile-variants, on the outer ring, are

hereby the minor innovations (or mistakes) made within the profile-groups on the middle

ring: themselves divided by super-groups on the inner ring.

The manufacture test is simple: the greater the fraction of variants a site has of a group,

the more likely it was a source of production. It is true that a workshop did not necessarily

produce all variants of each group, or that archaeologists will recover all variants at one

site (perhaps a variant was exported or another site created another), and so a secondary

test is required, that is based on the traditional frequency method. A percentage of the

global assemblage must be present to affirm a hypothesis for production. This percentage

is a sliding scale; the more variants of a group a site possesses the lower the threshold

required (Table 4.1). There are special cases of course, particularly for the most widely

distributed profile-groups such as, E, F, M, and EX, in part because they are much harder

to successfully subdivide. In certain cases, the test may be over-ridden if 3 or 4 variants

are contiguous, such as M1, M2, and M3. Variants that are contiguous are more alike than

those at either end of the group, as the typology ordered variants in increments. Profile-

group M does not present a group subdivision error, where variants M1-M3 do not share

a real similarity with M4-M7: they do; rather, the obvious division is in the catch-plate.

Catch-plates, as I shall show, are important indicators for provenance.

Going site-by-site, I re-work the network matrices above to hypothesise an ‘export-only’

matrix and an ‘import-only’ matrix. The results of the manufacture test are marked ac-
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PF variants/group % of global assem. PF variants/group % of global assem.
1/1 ~ 5/9 >70%
2/2 >70% 6/9 >65%
2/3 >75% 7/9 >55%
3/3 >65% 8/9 >40%
3/4 >70% 9/9 >30%
4/4 >60% 6/10 >70%
3/5 >70% 7/10 >55%
4/5 >65% 8/10 >40%
5/5 >55% 9/10 >30%
4/6 >75% 10/10 >25%
5/6 >60% 7/11 >65%
6/6 >50% 8/11 >40%
4/7 >80% 9/11 >30%
5/7 >65% 10/11 >25%
6/7 >50% 11/11 >20%
7/7 >40% 8/12 >60%
5/8 >70% 9/12 >45%
6/8 >60% 10/12 >30%
7/8 >50% 11/12 >20%
8/8 >40% 12/12 >20%

Table 4.1: The manufacture test. A site that meets the required number of variants per group and
the minimum % of total fibulae passes the test and is considered a manufacturer of that fibula group
(Source: Author).
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Result Definition
1 Profile-groups that pass the test, and were manufactured locally
2 Profile-groups that fail but I argue were highly likely manufactured
3 Profile-groups where the evidence is unclear
4 Profile-groups that are certainly imports or imitations

Table 4.2: Manufacture test result scores (Source: Author).

cording to the score set out in Table 4.2. A result of 1 or 2 indicates that the profile-group

was manufactured at the site; a result of 3 indicates the profile-group was probably not

manufactured at a site, but it is unclear; whilst a result of 4 indicates that the profile-group

was almost certainly not manufactured locally.

It could well be argued that the definition of result 2 is not scientific and there is truth in

that. It is based on a number of factors: first, intuition; second, whether the catch-plates

are consistent with fibulae with a result of 1; and third, whether there is a good range of

variants in a group present. In all likelihood, members of that group were produced in

the vicinity of the site and it is perhaps the result of archaeological recovery or artefact

damage that a full set of variants are not present. The purpose of the manufacture test is to

make the data much clearer: it is much easier to see which fibulae were almost certainly

local (result 1) and those that were imports (result 4). Some ‘imports’ may, in rare cases,

have been produced on-site by an itinerant craftsman bringing their local mould, however,

I will suggest an alien fibula more likely came to the site with their dedicator. The results

of this test thus add a direction to the network and helps unearth the character of each site’s

fibula assemblage. Initially, I test its validity with Pherai.

4.2.3.1 Pherai and the manufacture test

The site of Pherai is situated about 13km inland from the Pagasetic Gulf. The find spot

of the 1,824 fibulae identified from Pherai, accounting for 78.2% of the assemblage in

the North Aegean Coastal Region (N=2,330; see above on page 110), is largely lost. The

indication is that they came from within and around the Temple of Zeus Thaulios (or
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Ennodia) (Kilian 1975, 6-8; Mili 2015, 30). The dating of them is broad, the 8th and 7th

century, with a few outliers to the Submycenaean and as late as the 4th century. Despite

these difficulties the assemblage is as follows:

1. The richness of profile-variants is 159; of 1,500 identifiable the diversity ratio is 9:1

(1,681 are identifiable at profile-group).

2. There are 93 cross-section-variants and 59 catch-plate-variants.

3. The average length is 76mm although the material is fragmentary; only 255 samples

(13.9%) meet the criteria for total length.

4. There are 37 examples of repair (2.5%).

Pherai has the second highest richness of profile-variants in the data, and also the highest

count of fibulae. This reduces the diversity of the assemblage to nine fibulae per variant

(9:1). The reality, however, is very uneven (Figure: 4.13). A scholar might suspect that

the highest counts (F1, V1, and U1) are of fibulae produced locally, whilst a small count

suggests manufacture error, random innovation, or import. A high count may suggest the

use of two-piece moulds. Making a judgement based on artefact count, potentially skewed

by deposition practice and archaeological recovery, is problematic.

A visual overview of the data is provided for profile-variants and profile-groups in the ra-

dial diagram (Plate: 152). Looking at the variants (the outer-ring), it is critical that there

are many groupings based on the contiguous presence of profile-variants over several

groups (the middle-ring). This is summarised in Table 4.3. The data includes damaged

profiles only identifiable at profile-group; otherwise a particularly disturbed assemblage

might render the results disproportionally low. The second column is the ‘Fraction of

variants’ present in each group; found working around the radial diagram. The percent-

age ‘Percent’ is the number ‘No.’ of fibulae found at the site against the global population

‘Global No.’, on present evidence, whilst the next column shows the result of the man-

ufacture test ‘MTest Result’ (cf. result scores in Table: 4.2). Note, profile-groups with
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Figure 4.13: Evenness of profile-variant’s at Pherai; the quadrangle colour represents an individual
variant; its size its proportion (Source: Author).

fewer than 50% of profile-variants, or less than 3 profile-variants, whichever is greater,

are excluded from the table for concision.

Profiles deemed to be of local manufacture (result of 1) are:

• F (4/4), U (6/7), V (4/4), W (4/4), X (4/5), Y (3/4), AE (9/12), AT (4/4), AU (8/8),

AW (5/5), and AX (8/8).

These 11 groups (59 variants; 1,110 fibulae) make up 66.0% of Pherai’s fibulae identifiable

at profile-group. It is not contentious to confirm Kilian’s (1975, 163) argument that Pherai

was a centre of fibula production. Groups that are highly likely of local manufacture (result

of 2) are:

• E (3/6), I (1/2), M (5/10), AF (6/12), AY (2/2), and EX (4/9).

I affirm E5 as highly likely for their catch-plates (12-15). Those 6 groups (21 variants)

comprise 353 examples; 20.9% of identifiable profile-variants. Thus, I contend 86.9% of
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PF-G Fraction Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 3/6 6.9% 40 576 Yes (2)
F 4/4 81.2% 233 287 Yes (1)
Fδ 2/9 0.7% 3 419 No (4)
I 1/2 66.7% 6 9 Yes (2)
K 2/9 2.7% 3 111 No (4)
M 5/10 69.6% 78 112 Yes (2)
Q 2/6 16.2% 6 37 No (3)
U 8/9 80.6% 145 180 Yes (1)
V 4/4 89.6% 146 163 Yes (1)
W 4/4 86.3% 107 124 Yes (1)
X 4/5 84.1% 37 44 Yes (1)
Y 3/4 72.7% 32 44 Yes (1)
Z 4/6 27.6% 8 29 No (3)

AE 9/12 51.8% 44 85 Yes (1)
AF 6/12 54.2% 58 107 Yes (2)
AH 5/10 25.4% 15 59 No (3)
AI 2/5 8.5% 5 59 No (4)
AT 4/4 90.9% 60 66 Yes (1)
AU 8/8 90.3% 84 93 Yes (1)
AV 1/1 100.0% 2 2 No (3)
AW 5/5 75.0% 6 8 Yes (1)
AX 8/8 86.7% 216 249 Yes (1)
AY 2/2 48.3% 29 60 Yes (2)
BE 4/9 10.9% 24 220 No (3)
BH 9/25 21.5% 29 135 No (3)
CN 4/11 7.9% 5 63 No (4)
CO 4/8 7.1% 4 56 No (4)
EH 3/6 2.5% 8 316 No (4)
EI 4/8 2.5% 6 239 No (4)
ER 1/1 100.0% 1 1 No (4)
EX 4/9 30.7% 142 463 Yes (2)
FH 1/1 26.7% 23 86 No (3)
GD 3/4 8.9% 4 45 No (3)

Table 4.3: Manufacture test for Pherai (Source: Author).
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examples from Pherai were locally made. For some groups, production is unclear (result

of 3):

• Q (2/7), Z (4/6), AH (5/10), AV (1/1), BE (4/9), BH (9/25), FH (1/1), and GD (3/4).

Thus, that is 7 groups (29 variants); 111 examples; 6.6% of Pherai’s assemblage. Finally,

there are sporadic finds easily identifiable by looking at the radial tree diagram. In addi-

tion, EI (4/6) is included as they have non-local catch-plates 9. So, those that are imports

or imitations (result of 4) are:

• B (1/4), C (1/3), Fδ (2/9), K (2/9), O (1/5), T (1/5), AA (1/6), AC (1/15), AD (1/5),

AI (2/5), AO (1/7), AP (1/3), AQ (1/5), AZ (1/6), BA (1/5), BB (1/4), BD (1/3),

BEδ (2/6), BG (1/3), BL (1/2), CJ (1/6), CM (2/4), CN (4/11), CO (4/8), CR (1/9),

DA (1/4), DK (1/9), DS (1/3), EE (1/3), EG (1/2), EH (3/6), EI (4/8), ER (1/1), EW

(1/4), EY (1/2), FA (1/6), FU (1/2), and GE (1/1).

That is some 107 records (54 variants) that make up 6.4% of Pherai’s assemblage. It is

highly likely these were the result of import or an itinerant craftsman.

The few imports are marked by the low ratio of fibulae to variants; in contrast to the high

ratio for variants said to be, or highly likely, locally manufactured (Table: 4.4). This simple

method of analysis begins to show how one site, a major producer of fibulae, operated

in the ancient world. 87% of its fibulae are determined as local, 7% I am unsure, and

6% posited as imports. As I display the data from the other sites I shall start to show

convergences and dissimilarity, thus presenting networks of exchange and different kinds

of site function.
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MTest Result % of total Records Variants Ratio
1 66 1,110 59 19
2 21 353 21 17
3 7 111 29 4
4 6 107 54 2

Table 4.4: Summary of Pherai’s manufacture test (Source: Author).

4.2.3.2 Pherai and composition analysis

How do the results of this test compare to a composition analysis? Orfanou investigated

119 fibulae from Pherai that she grouped into ‘distinct regional traditions’ (Orfanou 2015,

216) on a map: ‘Epirotic’, ‘Thessalian’, and ‘Helladic’ (Figure: 4.14). Orfanou aimed

to explore different regional workshops and the techno-cultural choices exercised by dif-

ferent communities (ibid. 218-9). For Orfanou, the diagnostic indicators were tin (Sn)

and lead (Pb) values; but antimony (Sb), arsenic (As), copper (Cu), iron (Fe), nickel (Ni),

and zinc (Zn) were also measured. The results are reproduced here (Figure: 4.15a); the

graphics somewhat obscure the data, so I place a chart alongside that uses smaller marks

(Figure: 4.15b). Further, I separate ‘Helladic’ from ‘Attic-Boeotian’. One of Orfanou’s

marks was excluded as ‘non-diagnostic’ but elsewhere she determines it as ‘Thessalian’

(ibid. 501-2), which it clearly is. Orfanou makes two main distinctions: first, that there is

a clear-cut difference between ‘Epirotic’ and ‘Thessalian’ groups, and second, that ‘Hel-

ladic’ fibulae never have more than 3% lead (though note after separating ‘Helladic’ from

‘Attic-Boeotian’, ‘Helladic’ have no more than 1.07% lead). On the first point, my dis-

play of the same data shows that any pattern is far from clear. Whilst a good number of

‘Epirotic’ examples have more lead there are many that do not, indeed there is consid-

erable overlap, and now I have included the additional mark, there are four ‘Thessalian’

examples with more than 5% lead. I contend very little can be argued (contra Orfanou

2015, 224); in particular, caution must be applied because the measurements have margin

for error, dependent on the precision of the technique, X-Ray Florescence (XRF), and the

state of any artefact corrosion (Craddock 2009, 44; McNeil and Selwyn 2001, 609-12).

Indeed, the location selected for surface analysis is crucial; on the one hand, higher content
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Figure 4.14: Map of fibula types according to Orfanou (2015, 218, Fig. 7.21).

of lead may be found at the lower part of the mould (it is not always known which way up

the fibula was cast) due to gravity, and higher contents of tin and lead may be found at the

surface depending on the rate of cooling (Giumlia-Mair 2015, 484). Whilst the ‘Helladic’

data is more promising, why is there so much overlapping?

My first question is whether the lead percentage is determined by the level of intensity of

work required, as Orfanou proved earlier (see Figure: 3.11 on page 129)? The designs on

the ‘Epirotic’ fibulae may have been easier to produce with higher lead, as being softer

would allow deeper incision along the bow. Perhaps the ‘Helladic’ fibulae employed low

lead to create harder surfaces, especially in the catch-plate, allowing the very sharp dec-

oration of which they are characteristic?
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(a) Orfanou’s chart (Orfanou 2015, 220, Fig. 7.22b).

(b) Adaptation of Orfanou’s chart (after Orfanou 2015, 379-86, Appendix II).

Figure 4.15: Lead and tin presence in 119 fibulae from Pherai.
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Second, to what extent is measurement error a factor? An example may be demonstrated

by measurements provided of two parts of the same fibula, #3765. Orfanou does not

individually cross-reference her examples against Kilian’s catalogue, and Kilian records

this example as one, now broken, whilst Orfanou (2015, 476-7) treats them separately.

Though the lead is about the same, the tin quantity varies at 8.78% and 11.23% between

them.

My main issue, however, is the way the data is grouped. Orfanou decides to interpret her

data with the cultural groups set out by Blinkenberg rather than following Kilian’s caution,

whose typology is of Pherai itself. Indeed, Orfanou avoids types and sub-types as ‘neither

their dating is clearly defined nor are the minor variations in their shape, decoration or

size necessarily distinctive of different technologies’ (Orfanou 2015, 218). Despite the

excellence of Blinkenberg’s typology, it is 93 years old, and on top of that these particular

groups were ones he was particularly tentative about. ‘Epirotic’ fibulae, according to

Blinkenberg (106-7), are assigned westward of Pherai because of the similarity in design

to Italic examples across the Adriatic; indeed, he calls them ‘épirotes’ because no other

type of fibula was found at Dodone: but in fact only very few fibulae, 10 fragments, are

reported for Dodone (Carapanos 1878, 94). Blinkenberg tries to create a cultural type

between Italy and Thessaly where there is a gap, despite revealing the critical difference

between Italic and Thessalian fibulae, the catch-plate, where Italic ones are narrow foils

whilst the Thessalian descend into the foil (ibid. 107). The actual data shows that 87.7%

of ‘Epirotic’ examples (AT, AU, AW, and AX) are found at Pherai, and my manufacture

test assigns 100% of the ‘Epirotic’ variants to Pherai.

I do not dispute the ‘Thessalian’ designation. The ‘Helladic’ group is simply erroneous,

as is its placement by Orfanou to Attica-Boeotia (Figure: 4.14). Blinkenberg was unable

to assign this group (VII) to a particular place, noting they are found all over the Aegean,

save to suggest a probable manufacture location in Thessaly; the majority being found

at Pherai (Blinkenberg, 130). Indeed, a significant portion I argue were manufactured at

Pherai, my profile-groups AE and AF, and at Philia, profile-group BH. The result of this
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Figure 4.16: Sn% and Pb% according to the manufacture test (Source: Author).

discussion is to look at the data from a different point of view: that these three groups

of fibulae were produced at Pherai itself. Data determined to be manufactured locally are

shown in dark and pale green (Figure: 4.16). The results are not clear-cut, but demonstrate

that most fibulae had a similar composition of tin and lead: an efficient amount, perhaps. If

anything, the choice of Thessalian catch-plates (groups 10, 12-15, and variant 11d) should

affirm local production (Figure: 4.17), in addition to the contiguous profile-variants (Plate:

152). The catch-plate choices look fairly distinct on the matrix, but in fact the ‘Epirotic’

AX shares at least three distinct catch-plates with the ‘Thessalian’ groups F-Y, whilst F

itself also shares three catch-plates with AU-AY. Even more significant, the finial designs

adorning all variants of both ‘Epirotic’ and ‘Thessalian’ catch-plate-groupsmatch exactly.

Finials from other regions are quite different (e.g. Glogović 2003, Pls. 49-57; Vasić 1999,

Pls. 44-50). Positing that all three groups of fibulae were of local manufacture, I suggest

the tin-lead scatter seems fuzzy, because it shows that a broad range of tin and lead content

was used for production at Pherai; it has nothing to do with provenance. Orfanou’s states:
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To conclude, chemical compositions of the fibulae on the whole seem to re-
flect the respective typological groupings too, as fibulae attributed to differ-
ent regional workshops have also provided consistent chemical compositions.
For all the Greek fibulae types, namely the Epirotic, Thessalian and Hel-
ladic types, a similar alloying pattern to produce binary tin bronze emerged,
whereas the possibility of distinct lead-rich copper ores used in northern Greece
is noted (Orfanou 2015, 224-5).

The second statement is not inconsistent with my thesis. The first statement is erroneous

and shows the danger of relying uncritically on a typology. If additional evidence was

needed to affirm my contention for production at Pherai, I can test Orfanou’s data on the

Sb, Zn, Ni, Cu, As, and Fe content (Figure: 4.18 a, c, and e). There is a clear overlap

consistent with the three groups being produced in the same location.

I then see whether I can answer my first question: whether the choice of lead content was

related to the design of fibula the craftsman was trying to create. In this respect it is quite

clear, objects requiring deeper grooves in the bow used higher lead; objects requiring a

very precise incision decoration for the catch-plate had, frequently, their lead removed.

This is consistent with the material properties of lead use in bronze (Giumlia-Mair 2015).

Next I measured the manufacture test against the remaining composition data (Figure:

4.18 b, d, and f). The results are fairly convincing: fibulae said to be (or highly likely)

manufactured locally are clustered in green. Unfortunately, there are few examples I might

suspect as imports in the data, as Orfanou chose to favour the three groups for her meth-

odology. Thus, I am unsure whether the examples highlighted in red, that according to

the manufacture test I consider to be imports, are statistically significant. Nevertheless,

in all four charts they seem to be somewhat removed from the main clusters. Whilst the

tin quantity varies, all red examples bar one have less than 1.19% lead. The antimony and

arsenic levels are generally higher. Yet I suspect these six examples were from a multitude

of different locations, so no further interpretation may be made.

Profile-group FH is interesting, being low in lead and tin, and though I am cautious with

this profile-variant I look to the catch-plate (16), a suspected Italian narrow foil. Of the
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Figure 4.17: Matrix of catch-plate counts of ‘Epirotic’ fibulae (AU-AY) and ‘Thessalian’ fibulae
(F-Y) (Source: Author).
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(a) Sb% and Zn% (b) Sb% and Zn%

(c) Ni% and Cu% (d) Ni% and Cu%

(e) As% and Fe% (f) As% and Fe%

Figure 4.18: Element % according to Orfanou and the manufacture test (Source: Author).
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18 such foils identified at Pherai none are on brooches manufactured at Pherai, rather

13 are on FH’s (where amber and bone was threaded onto the wire); one Italic Serpentine

fibula (ER); two others I am unsure of (an E5 and F1); and two without the bow surviving.

It would be interesting to measure more examples of this catch-plate to see whether the

results are consistent with import rather than local production compositions. This section

shows how fundamental typology is to archaeological research, and needs more detail, not

less, as I shall show shortly.

4.2.4 How similar is profile-variant similarity?

To see whether I was right to question the validity of the profile-variant matrices in Section

4.2.1 requires a closer look at the individual examples, and the aid of the catch-plate data,

that I chose to filter earlier because of limited data (see Section 3.1.3 on page 106). The

catch-plate is the most revealing indicator; being carefully chosen by the craftsman, it has

a vivid regional distribution (Table: 4.5 a and b). The data shows distinct regional vari-

ation between the three major manufacturers of fibulae; it is not a case of most examples

being found in a region, as already expected (Blinkenberg 1926; Kilian 1975; Kilian-

Dirlmeier 2002; Sapouna-Sakellarakis 1978), but up to 95%. Asia Minor Coast fibulae

cluster around catch-plate-group 9, the Vertical catch-plates, and a small number of types

popular in Central Anatolia. The North Aegean Coast, based in particular on Pherai, use

catch-plates groups 10 and 12-15; whilst Central Anatolia, most especially Gordion, has

a dominance in catch-plate-groups 21-23 and 25. The Central Aegean Mainland has the

most diverse spread, having some of everything except catch-plate-group 3. Crete shows

a fascinating exclusion of types from the North Aegean Coast and Central Anatolia, per-

haps because these groups are mid-late in date, even though my current understanding has

Crete importing most of its (small number) of fibulae.

Depicting catch-plate-variants by region adds more nuance (Plates: 148 and 149): show-

ing, where groups overlap, which particular variants are involved. Just one example is
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(a) 11e, #4325, from
Charonea (Hampe 1936, Pl.
6, No. 140).

(b) 11f, #1538, from Lefkandi
(Popham et al. 1980, Pl. 110).

Figure 4.19: Catch-plate-variant style: 11e with short neck and 11f with long neck. Not to scale.

enough to cast light on the use of catch-plates to address the issue of provenance. Catch-

plate-variants 11e are found mostly in the Central Aegean Mainland whilst 11f, a devel-

opment of 11e, are also found in the Aegean Islands, specifically at Lefkandi (Figure:

4.19). This type of Sail plate has a wide neck; a feature that helps differentiate the popular

BE profile-group, a group that has a wide distribution and several probable locations of

manufacture (Strøm 1995, 72-5). At a regional level the group data (Table: 4.5) showed,

for example, the North Aegean Mainland (where Philia is located) and the North Aegean

Coast (where Pherai is located) shared a wide spread of catch-plate-groups, whilst the

variant data (Plate: 148 and 149) shows that the North Aegean Coast had the far greater

diversity.

Now I have shown the importance of catch-plates, I can plot the profile-variant shared-

presence data between Pherai and Ialysos with the actual examples (Plate: 150). I have

to show the data in this way as about 66% of catch-plate-variant data is missing, which

would apply too large a filter for a network matrix, with damaged catch-plate data ex-

cluding shared-profiles erroneously. Yet, my diagram shows that it is risky to make as-

sumptions of assemblage similarity using profile-variant’s alone, as some have multiple

cross-section and catch-plate options. The overview shows that most joins are weighted:

one site having significantly more than the other (e.g. E1 9:4; U1 105:2; EH1 4:56).
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(a) Count of catch-plate-groups by region.

Table 4.5: Summary of catch-plate-groups by region (Source: Author).
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(c) % of catch-plate-groups by region. N=4,750.

Table 4.5: Cont.
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Figure 4.20: Fibula #2780 from Pherai. An instance of a profile (AF2) common to Thessaly
adopting a catch-plate common to Asia Minor, likely 9a, if the lower half conforms to expectations
(Kilian 1975, Pl. 56, No. 1564).

Second, Pherai’s fibulae more often have the Descending catch-plates (15), or Square

(11) or Vertical-Sail catch-plates (10) whilst Ialysos has the popular Vertical catch-plates

(9), as expected (Table: 4.5). So, to put this into context of their total assemblages (not

just the joins), and keeping in mind only 51% of catch-plates (at group) survive, Pherai

has just 17 Vertical catch-plates to Ialysos’ 530, and there is just one instance of a Vertical

catch-plate used on a distinctly Thessalian fibula, #2780 (Figure: 4.20). Pherai has 252

Horizontal catch-plates (12-14) to Ialysos’ zero, and with the Vertical-Sail catch-plate (10)

Pherai has 27 and Ialysos has 1.

Taking this information into account I can assess the joins based on each fibula as a whole

(Plate: 150). Blue designates true type-similarity, where it is highly likely an actual fibula

moved between the two locations. The number of fibulae is harder to ascertain (not every

fibula in the group would have moved); certainly the sum is far fewer than suggested in

the weighted matrix shown above (Figure: 4.11 on page 165). For instance, E1 and E5

show one or two links whilst others are dissimilar, usually because of the catch-plate.

U1, Y2, AA1, AC1, AE1, AF1, AF4, AH1, EG1, EH1, EH4, EI1, EY2, and FH1 show

abundantly clear similarity. There are thus 18 blue joins out of 28 = 64%. Green shows

a tentative link, demonstrating similarity at group-level, where the idea of the fibula was

shared but perhaps adapted with local features (e.g. Knobbed bows and Horizontal catch-

plates). B1 is tentative; the catch-plates in these examples are different. Fδ2 share the
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swollen bow though the one at Pherai has a Tapered Finial at the apex. T5 share 3 groups

of incision but they are composed differently. AT4 and BL1 share their bow but have

different catch-plates, whilst BE2 and EE1 seem to have slightly different characteristics

in general. There are 8 green joins = 29%. Red shows no link; the profile-variant similarity

is too broad to show a variant join, but there is still some design similarity. AF7 looks like

an Ialysos variant adapting features of the AF range. GD have a different cross-section

and catch-plate. The number of red variant-joins equals 2 = 7%.

Making a count of unique variant-joins (let alone total counts) is significantly less than

shown in Figures: 4.5 and 4.11 but, I argue, shows real similarity: blue at variant-level,

and green at group-level.

4.2.5 Summary of initial results

It is impossible to go into such detail for each site-site analysis as 484 such diagrams

would be needed, but now I can judge the quality of the network data generated by the

Pherai-Ialysos results. Shockingly, of the data purporting to show distinct profile-variant

joins only 59% is proved accurate. Almost half the network (41%) is erroneous. This was

not unexpected, but it does have grave ramifications for network analyses more generally.

Networks are ultimately based on similarity, and the strength of that similarity is determ-

ined by the quality and detail of subdivision given by the typology used. It is thus easy to

arrive at misleading results: particularly for studies based on established typologies per-

haps left unscrutinised. Despite this, 87% of the data joins at group-level. This is much

more encouraging. It suggests that only a small minority of the data does not show a link at

group-level. Crucially though, group joins would suggest a different network than variant

joins. Group joins present a similarity of design, a koiné if you like, not necessarily any

real movement of fibulae that the variant analysis aims to uncover.

How can I make a network analysis based on these problems? The answer for fibulae,
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I contend, lies by filtering the results with the manufacture data. If I look again at the

Pherai-Ialysos diagram (Plate: 150) I can see that all bar one of the types affirmed as being

manufactured by either site, are blue: indicating a real join. This result is perhaps because

the variants identified with manufacture location are very distinctive, and their distribution

is weighted heavily to one site (the second feature of the manufacture test). So, filtering

data will reduce the count of the actual contact between sites, but it is a test that does

not require the time-consuming site-site diagrams to be successful. There are much more

important benefits. It provides a filter of likely export, which suggests the resulting data is

directional, and meaningful. It means that the similarity data is comparable; each site-site

network is based on the same kind of data: movement of artefacts rather than a mixture

of circular, weak, and strong links, or cultural ideas. Whilst the overall join percentages

will be lower, the data revealed will have comparable meaning, and so there will be a

measurable relative difference between them. Thus, I hereby go some way to accounting

for the similarity and significance issues (points 1-5, see Section 4.2.2 on page 161) that

created a false network in the first half of this chapter. I can now look into which direction

these fibulae were travelling, not just for Pherai and Ialysos, but the 26 sites in the network

analysis.

4.3 Manufacture test results

The following data is a count of profile-groups through Regions 1-7 (refer back to page

172 for an explanation of how to read the tables). Profile-groups with fewer than 50%

of profile-variants, or less than 3 profile-variants, whichever is greater, are excluded from

the tables for concision. Excluded groups are either imports or where the data is unclear.
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1. Aegina

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 3/6 1.0% 6 576 No (4)
Fδ 2/9 0.7% 3 419 No (4)
Y 2/4 4.5% 2 44 No (4)

AC 4/15 5.2% 6 115 No (4)
ANδ 1/1 33.3% 1 3 No (4)
BE 2/9 1.8% 4 220 No (4)
CP 2/4 8.6% 3 35 No (4)
CR 2/9 1.3% 2 156 No (4)
EI 2/8 0.8% 2 239 No (4)

Table 4.6: Manufacture test: Aegina (Source: Author).

2. Alisar

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
BM 4/10 6.7% 4 60 No (4)
BN 2/5 16.7% 2 12 No (4)
DC 2/4 46.2% 6 13 No (3)
DF 2/5 12.2% 6 49 No (4)
DW 2/5 50.0% 9 18 No (3)
EC 1/1 100% 1 1 No (3)
EF 7/8 78.4% 29 37 Yes (1)

Table 4.7: Manufacture test: Alisar (Source: Author).
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3. Argive Heraion

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 4/6 3.3% 19 576 No (4)

AE 2/12 3.5% 3 85 No (4)
AF 2/12 1.9% 2 107 No (4)
AX 2/8 0.8% 2 249 No (4)
BV 1/1 12.5% 1 8 No (4)
CB 2/4 28.6% 2 7 No (4)
CK 1/1 40.9% 9 22 No (3)
CKδ 2/2 66.7% 4 6 Yes (2)
CS 2/6 3.2% 2 62 No (4)
CU 4/10 9.4% 5 53 No (4)
DK 2/9 2.3% 2 87 No (4)
EV 2/5 62.5% 5 8 No (3)
FA 2/6 2.3% 5 220 No (4)
FI 5/5 93.5% 29 31 Yes (1)

Table 4.8: Manufacture test: the Argive Heraion (Source: Author).

4. Athens

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
B 2/4 4.9% 2 41 No (4)
E 4/6 6.9% 40 576 Yes (2)
J 5/7 19.2% 10 52 Yes (2)
K 3/9 6.3% 7 111 No (3)

BD 2/3 25.9% 7 27 No (3)
BE 3/9 6.4% 14 220 No (3)
BEδ 2/6 5.3% 3 57 No (4)

Table 4.9: Manufacture test: Athens (Source: Author).
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5. Boğazköy

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
BM 5/10 16.7% 10 60 No (3)
BO 2/7 16.7% 6 36 No (4)
BT 2/4 13.6% 3 22 No (4)
BU 6/10 13.1% 16 122 No (3)
BW 3/7 16.7% 4 24 No (4)
CF 3/6 17.6% 3 17 No (4)
CJ 4/6 5.9% 7 118 No (4)
CQ 2/3 25.0% 4 16 No (4)
CR 2/9 1.3% 2 156 No (4)
CS 2/6 3.2% 2 62 No (4)
DC 2/4 23.1% 3 13 No (4)
DF 3/5 20.4% 10 49 No (4)
DH 5/11 13.5% 21 155 No (3)
DJ 3/6 13.9% 11 79 No (4)
DK 4/9 9.2% 8 87 No (4)
DM 1/1 100% 1 1 No (3)
DQ 2/4 33.3% 2 6 No (4)

Table 4.10: Manufacture test: Boğazköy (Source: Author).

6. Emporio

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
Fδ 2/9 12.2% 51 419 Yes (2)
AL 2/6 57.7% 45 78 Yes (2)
CR 4/9 33.3% 52 156 No (3)
FA 3/6 4.1% 9 220 No (4)

Table 4.11: Manufacture test: Emporio (Source: Author).
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7. Ephesus

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 2/6 1.9% 11 576 No (4)
Fδ 2/9 2.1% 9 419 No (4)
M 2/10 3.6% 4 112 No (4)
T 2/5 18.2% 4 22 No (4)

AO 4/7 22.2% 8 36 Yes (2)
AZ 2/6 10.3% 3 29 No (4)
BA 2/5 10.5% 2 19 No (4)
BM 4/10 13.3% 8 60 No (3)
BO 4/7 25.0% 9 36 No (3)
CF 2/6 29.4% 5 17 No (4)
CH 4/8 21.1% 4 19 No (3)
CJ 2/6 16.1% 19 118 No (3)
CP 2/4 17.1% 6 35 No (3)
CPδ 4/4 100% 7 7 Yes (1)
CR 6/9 23.1% 36 156 Yes (2)
CS 2/6 50.0% 31 62 No (3)
CU 2/10 17.0% 9 53 No (3)
CV 3/9 15.8% 3 19 No (4)

DAδ1 1/1 100% 4 4 Yes (2)
DF 2/5 4.1% 2 49 No (4)
DK 2/9 3.4% 3 87 No (4)
DQ 2/4 33.3% 2 6 No (4)
EG 2/2 2.3% 3 129 No (4)
EH 3/6 6.3% 20 316 No (3)
EI 6/8 40.6% 97 239 Yes (2)
EIδ 2/2 100% 4 4 Yes (2)
FA 3/6 9.1% 20 220 No (3)
FL 2/2 100% 2 2 Yes (2)
FM 2/2 100% 2 2 Yes (2)
FP 6/6 100% 9 9 Yes (1)

Table 4.12: Manufacture test: Ephesus (Source: Author).
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8. Gordion

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
Fδ 2/9 0.7% 3 419 No (4)
M 3/10 8.0% 9 112 No (4)

BM 7/10 46.7% 28 60 Yes (2)
BN 3/5 50.0% 6 12 Yes (2)
BO 3/7 27.8% 10 36 No (3)
BP 5/6 56.8% 21 37 Yes (2)
BS 1/2 66.7% 2 3 No (3)
BT 4/4 81.8% 18 22 Yes (1)
BU 8/10 80.3% 98 122 Yes (1)
BV 1/1 62.5% 5 8 No (3)
BW 5/7 25.0% 6 24 Yes (2)
BZ 9/9 84.6% 44 52 Yes (1)
CA 2/2 100% 3 3 Yes (2)
CB 2/4 28.6% 2 7 No (4)
CC 4/6 43.8% 7 16 Yes (2)
CD 3/3 100% 8 8 Yes (1)
CF 2/6 11.8% 2 17 No (4)
CH 6/8 73.7% 14 19 Yes (1)
CI 5/5 100% 8 8 Yes (1)
CJ 4/6 62.7% 74 118 Yes (2)
CL 4/5 61.5% 8 13 Yes (2)
CP 3/4 28.6% 10 35 No (3)
CQ 3/3 50.0% 8 16 Yes (2)
CR 5/9 7.7% 12 156 No (3)
CS 3/6 24.2% 15 62 Yes (2)
CT 2/2 43.8% 7 16 Yes (2)
CU 8/10 43.4% 23 53 Yes (1)
CV 2/9 36.8% 7 19 No (3)
CY 7/7 94.6% 53 56 Yes (1)
CZ 2/4 53.8% 7 13 No (3)
DB 3/7 45.5% 5 11 No (3)
DD 5/6 75.0% 12 16 Yes (1)
DF 4/5 55.1% 27 49 Yes (2)
DG 4/5 76.7% 33 43 Yes (1)
DH 9/11 69.7% 108 155 Yes (1)
DI 4/5 25.0% 5 20 Yes (2)
DJ 6/6 53.2% 42 79 Yes (1)
DK 5/9 49.4% 43 87 Yes (2)
DL 1/1 100% 1 1 No (3)
DW 4/5 38.9% 7 18 No (3)
EF 5/8 13.5% 5 37 No (3)

Table 4.13: Manufacture test: Gordion (Source: Author).
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9. Hephaisteia

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
K 5/9 27.9% 31 111 Yes (2)

AAδ 3/5 37.5% 3 8 No (3)
AG 2/2 100% 2 2 Yes (2)

Table 4.14: Manufacture test: Hephaisteia (Source: Author).

10. Ialysos

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
Fδ 8/9 48.2% 202 419 Yes (1)
G 5/9 48.3% 83 172 Yes (2)
H 2/4 5.6% 2 36 No (4)

AA 3/6 5.8% 3 52 No (4)
AC 12/15 40.9% 47 115 Yes (1)
AJ 5/9 25.9% 22 85 Yes (2)
AK 2/2 80.0% 4 5 Yes (2)
AL 6/6 33.3% 26 78 Yes (2)
AN 3/8 25.2% 78 310 No (3)
AP 2/3 42.9% 3 7 Yes (2)
AZ 4/6 20.7% 6 29 No (3)
BF 8/10 56.9% 190 334 Yes (1)
CE 2/2 66.7% 2 3 Yes (2)
DU 2/3 20.0% 2 10 No (4)
EB 2/3 50.0% 2 4 No (3)
EE 2/3 23.1% 3 13 No (4)
EG 1/2 34.1% 44 129 No (3)
EH 4/6 35.1% 111 316 Yes (2)
EN 1/2 25.0% 1 4 No (4)
EO 2/2 100% 2 2 Yes (2)
EY 1/2 13.6% 3 22 No (4)
FJ 3/8 13.6% 6 44 No (3)

FW 3/4 83.3% 5 6 Yes (1)
GA 2/2 100% 2 2 Yes (2)

Table 4.15: Manufacture test: Ialysos (Source: Author).
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11. Izmir

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
Fδ 3/9 2.6% 11 419 No (4)
AJ 3/9 4.7% 4 85 No (4)
AN 2/8 1.6% 5 310 No (4)
EG 2/2 3.9% 5 129 No (3)
EH 2/6 37.0% 117 316 No (3)
FJ 7/8 70.5% 31 44 Yes (1)
GD 2/4 20.0% 9 45 No (3)

Table 4.16: Manufacture test: Izmir (Source: Author).

12. Kalapodi

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 2/6 0.3% 2 576 No (4)
L 2/4 10.6% 5 47 No (4)
U 2/9 1.1% 2 180 No (4)

BD 2/3 18.5% 5 27 No (4)
BE 3/9 4.1% 9 220 No (4)
BEδ 2/6 7.0% 4 57 No (4)
EX 3/9 2.4% 11 463 No (4)

Table 4.17: Manufacture test: Kalapodi (Source: Author).

13. Kamiros

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
Fδ 3/9 1.2% 5 419 No (4)
J 2/7 5.8% 3 52 No (4)

M 2/9 1.8% 2 112 No (4)
AC 2/15 1.7% 2 115 No (4)
AJ 2/9 3.5% 3 85 No (4)
FG 1/1 100% 2 2 No (3)

Table 4.18: Manufacture test: Kamiros (Source: Author).
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14. Knossos

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 3/6 2.4% 14 576 No (3)
Fδ 2/9 1.0% 4 419 No (4)
K 2/9 2.7% 3 111 No (4)

AN 2/8 1.6% 5 310 No (4)
BD 2/3 14.8% 4 27 No (3)
BE 2/9 2.7% 6 220 No (4)
EG 2/2 1.6% 2 129 No (4)
ES 1/1 50.0% 1 2 No (4)
EX 3/9 0.9% 4 463 No (4)

Table 4.19: Manufacture test: Knossos (Source: Author).

15. Lefkandi

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
D 1/1 100% 3 3 Yes (2)
E 5/6 11.8% 68 576 Yes (2)
J 2/7 23.1% 12 52 No (3)
K 6/9 21.6% 24 111 Yes (2)
L 3/4 59.6% 28 47 Yes (2)
T 2/5 50.0% 11 22 Yes (2)
BI 4/5 55.6% 5 9 Yes (2)

Table 4.20: Manufacture test: Lefkandi (Source: Author).
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16. Lindos

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 2/6 19.3% 111 576 Yes (2)
Fδ 3/9 17.2% 72 419 Yes (2)
G 2/9 37.2% 64 172 No (3)
H 3/4 94.4% 34 36 Yes (1)
K 2/9 1.8% 2 111 No (4)
V 2/4 1.2% 2 163 No (4)
Y 2/4 11.4% 5 44 No (4)

AA 3/6 32.7% 17 52 No (3)
AC 3/15 4.3% 5 115 No (4)
AJ 5/9 45.9% 39 85 Yes (2)
AN 6/8 57.7% 179 310 Yes (2)
AO 2/7 61.1% 22 36 Yes (2)
AR 2/5 76.5% 13 17 Yes (2)
AS 2/2 93.9% 153 163 Yes (1)
AZ 2/6 24.1% 7 29 No (3)
BA 2/5 57.9% 11 19 No (3)
BB 2/4 66.7% 6 9 No (3)
BF 3/10 41.9% 140 334 No (3)
BG 2/3 90.3% 252 279 Yes (1)
CR 2/9 14.7% 23 156 No (3)
DH 3/11 4.5% 7 155 No (4)
DK 2/9 3.4% 3 87 No (4)
DV 2/6 100% 5 5 No (3)
DZ 1/1 100% 2 2 No (3)
EH 2/6 4.7% 15 316 No (4)
EI 2/8 40.6% 97 239 Yes (2)
FA 3/6 9.5% 21 220 No (3)
FY 1/1 100% 1 1 No (3)

Table 4.21: Manufacture test: Lindos (Source: Author).
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17. Olympia

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 3/6 1.4% 8 576 No (4)
U 2/9 2.2% 4 180 No (4)

AX 3/8 2.0% 5 249 No (4)
AY 2/2 6.7% 4 60 No (4)
BE 2/9 5.0% 11 220 No (4)
BV 1/1 12.5% 1 8 No (4)
CF 2/6 11.8% 2 17 No (4)
CK 1/1 13.6% 3 22 No (4)
CS 2/6 3.2% 2 62 No (4)
DC 2/4 15.4% 2 13 No (4)
DI 2/5 20.0% 4 20 No (4)
DO 1/1 100% 1 1 No (3)
DP 1/1 100% 1 1 No (3)
EL 1/1 100% 1 1 No (3)
EM 2/2 50.0% 6 12 No (4)
EP 2/3 40.0% 4 10 No (3)
EQ 2/2 90.9% 10 11 No (3)
EX 2/9 5.2% 24 463 No (4)
FD 1/1 100% 2 2 No (3)
FH 1/1 1.2% 1 86 No (4)
FK 1/1 66.7% 2 3 No (4)
FN 1/1 100% 1 1 No (3)

Table 4.22: Manufacture test: Olympia (Source: Author).

18. Perachora

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 2/6 0.9% 5 576 No (4)

AX 2/8 2.0% 5 249 No (4)
CS 2/6 4.8% 3 62 No (4)
FA 3/6 34.5% 76 220 Yes (2)
FH 1/1 16.3% 14 86 No (4)
FK 1/1 33.3% 1 3 No (4)

Table 4.23: Manufacture test: Perachora (Source: Author).
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19. Phana

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
Fδ 3/9 1.7% 7 419 No (4)
AA 2/6 3.8% 2 52 No (4)
AC 4/15 7.8% 9 115 No (4)
BQ 2/4 54.5% 6 11 Yes (2)
CP 2/4 8.6% 3 35 No (4)

Table 4.24: Manufacture test: Phana (Source: Author).

20. Philia

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 2/6 0.9% 5 576 No (4)
F 2/4 4.5% 13 287 No (4)
Fδ 3/9 1.0% 4 419 No (4)
M 3/10 7.1% 8 112 No (4)
U 2/9 2.2% 4 180 No (4)
V 2/4 8.6% 14 163 No (4)
W 2/4 10.5% 13 124 No (4)
X 2/5 6.8% 3 44 No (4)
Y 2/4 6.8% 3 44 No (4)
Z 4/6 44.8% 13 29 Yes (2)

AE 8/12 12.9% 11 85 No (3)
AEδ 2/2 100% 2 2 Yes (2)
AF 11/12 30.8% 33 107 Yes (1)
AFδ 3/3 100% 6 6 Yes (1)
AH 9/10 39.0% 23 59 Yes (1)
AI 3/5 5.1% 3 59 No (3)
AQ 3/5 42.9% 3 7 No (3)
AT 2/4 7.6% 5 66 No (4)
AU 3/8 6.5% 6 93 No (4)
AX 3/8 6.0% 15 249 No (4)
AY 2/2 3.3% 2 60 No (4)
BE 6/9 8.6% 19 220 Yes (2)
BH 21/25 65.9% 89 135 Yes (1)
BL 2/2 16.7% 4 24 No (4)
CM 4/5 64.5% 20 31 Yes (2)
CN 10/11 65.1% 41 63 Yes (1)
CO 6/8 32.1% 18 56 Yes (2)
EX 2/9 0.6% 3 463 No (4)

Table 4.25: Manufacture test: Philia (Source: Author).
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21. Samos

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
Fδ 2/9 0.5% 2 419 No (4)
AC 3/15 6.1% 7 115 No (4)
AO 3/7 8.3% 3 36 No (4)
BQ 2/4 27.3% 3 11 No (3)
CJ 2/6 1.7% 2 118 No (4)
CR 4/9 3.2% 5 156 No (3)

Table 4.26: Manufacture test: Samos (Source: Author).

22. Samothrace

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 2/6 1.0% 6 576 No (4)

AB 4/6 31.8% 7 22 Yes (2)
ANδ 1/1 33.3% 1 3 No (4)
EH 2/6 1.3% 4 316 No (4)
EI 3/8 2.9% 7 239 No (4)

Table 4.27: Manufacture test: Samothrace (Source: Author).

23. Sparta

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
G 2/9 1.2% 2 172 No (4)
U 2/9 2.2% 4 180 No (4)

CR 2/9 1.9% 3 156 No (4)
EX 2/9 1.5% 7 463 No (3)
EY 1/2 45.5% 10 22 Yes (2)
EZ 1/1 100% 6 6 Yes (1)
FA 3/6 4.5% 10 220 No (3)
FH 1/1 5.8% 5 86 No (4)
FQ 2/2 100% 2 2 Yes (2)
FT 1/1 100% 1 1 Yes (2)
GB 9/10 100% 9 9 Yes (1)

Table 4.28: Manufacture test: Sparta (Source: Author).

24. Thebes
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PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
BE 3/9 12.7% 28 220 Yes (2)
BEδ 6/6 57.9% 33 57 Yes (1)
BK 2/3 14.3% 2 14 No (4)
BY 1/1 33.3% 1 3 No (4)
FO 1/1 66.7% 2 3 No (3)

Table 4.29: Manufacture test: Thebes (Source: Author).

25. Vrokastro

PF-G Fraction of variants Percent No. Global No. MTest Result
E 4/6 1.9% 11 576 No (4)
Fδ 2/9 0.7% 3 419 No (4)
J 3/7 9.6% 5 52 No (4)
K 2/9 4.5% 5 111 No (4)

Table 4.30: Manufacture test: Vrokastro (Source: Author).

4.3.1 Manufacture test results

My first chart displays the number (or richness) of profile-groups by site, in red, and the

number of groups deemed to be manufactured locally, in blue (Figure: 4.21; Appendix B).

The latter includes test results of 1, those that pass the manufacture test, and 2, those that

fail but were very likely produced (see Table 4.2 on page 171). A result of 2 is given for

profile-groups that possess 3 or more profile-variants and a sizeable number of fibulae. A

result of 2 is often given to popular groups with multiple manufacture locations (such as

Es or Fδs); they failed achieving 1 because of their large numbers on one hand, and the

difficulty of subdividing fibula variants of low complexity. Catch-plate data is also taken

into account.

The chart is very clear: 18 sites (69%) likely produced no more than two profile-groups

locally; the vast majority of their assemblages are imported. Particularly surprising cases

are Boğazköy, with over 133 fibulae, posited to have produced none of its fibulae, as well
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Figure 4.21: Site assemblage and manufactured profile-group richness (Source: Author).
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as Knossos and Vrokastro, suggesting that few if any fibulae were manufactured on Crete.

Boğazköy may have a high profile-variant richness (Figure: 4.22) and yet as a percentage

of the global number of those profile-groups its median result is just 17.6%. Almost all

of Boğazköy’s variants may be found at Gordion; Gordion by comparison has a median

result of 53.2%. Similarly, of all the 18 import sites it can be shown that all of the fibulae

(aside from one or two groups) were produced elsewhere.

The second chart shows the number (or richness) of profile-variants by site, in red, and

the number of variants deemed to be manufactured locally, in blue (Figure: 4.22). The

evidence, being somewhat dependent, is consistent with the profile-groups. The primary

manufacture sites have results of more than 50% of variants achieving 1 or 2.

My third chart combines the percentages of groups and variants deemed to be produced

locally by site (Figure: 4.23). So far I have been considering counts of unique groups and

variants. Displaying the profile-variant count manufactured locally as a percentage of the

total assemblages identifiable profile-variants provides clearer results (Figure: 4.24).

90% of Pherai’s assemblage was produced locally; Philia by contrast has a result of 63%.

The obvious movement of fibulae between the two sites has a greater impact on Philia than

Pherai’s assemblage. Lindos and Ialysos’ results are closer, at 78% and 73% respectively,

suggesting a more equal movement of fibulae between them. I suggest greater than 90-

95% of Lindos and Ialysos’ fibulae were produced on Rhodes itself. According to my

results, Gordion produced 88% of its fibulae: the reality was probably more, since of the

groups that failed the manufacture test, 11 groups received a result of 3 (the evidence

is unclear), whilst only four groups received a result of 4 (almost certainly an import or

imitation). Indeed, only 12 fibulae received a result of 4 out of 769 fibulae identifiable

at profile-variant, meaning it is feasible that up to 98.5% of Gordion’s assemblage was

produced locally.

According to the manufacture test import sites are evident. They include the major sanctu-
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Figure 4.22: Site assemblage and manufactured profile-variant richness (Source: Author).
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Figure 4.23: The percentage of profile-groups and profile-variants manufactured by site (Source:
Author).
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Figure 4.24: The percentage of fibulae manufactured locally by site (Source: Author).
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ary sites of Olympia, the Argive Heraion, Samos, Kalapodi, Aegina, Phana, Samothrace,

Izmir, and Perachora. The results from Perachora, the Argive Heraion, and Izmir have

37%, 30%, and 19% fibulae produced locally, due to the production of local groups (FAs,

FIs, and FJs respectively). The great majority of variants remain imported. There is a

possibility that Crete and to a lesser extent the Aegean Islands (save Euboea) produced no

fibulae locally. It is possible an itinerant craftsman produced some of the examples, but

their production was short lived since the relevant sites possess only a few profile-variants

per group. The other possibility is that deposition practices are distorting the results: the

sporadic presence of variants being a result of a desire not to deposit fibulae but recycle

them into other objects. Yet, if this were the case I should not be able to pinpoint a produc-

tion location elsewhere. The fibulae from Knossos and Vrokastro (and the rest of Crete)

can all be posited to come from the Aegean Mainland, Euboea, or Rhodes. This radical

interpretation is consistent with the very low relative count of fibulae found on Crete, as

discovered in Chapter 3. Other cemetery sites however, such as Lefkandi, Thebes, and

Athens, appear to be producing the majority of their deposited fibulae.

The next major argument I would like to advance is that the unevenness of fibula distribu-

tion noted in Plate: 132 is not a distortion by uneven deposition practice or archaeological

recovery, but rather an approximate picture of local fibula use in the ancient Aegean and

Anatolia. The use of fibulae in dress was not uniform; the low counts in Period 1 (1200-

1000 BC) and Period 2 (1000-800 BC) show they were used by not more than a minority

of the population, and there were regional differences. Fibulae never became established

as an essential item of dress; their abandonment in Period 4 (600-400 BC) only emphas-

ises this. The huge increase in count and stylistic variation in Period 3 (800-600 BC) must

be explained for cultural reasons. It becomes clear why three areas dominate the fibula

counts in Period 3, namely Pherai, Lindos, and Gordion: the variation is being produced

here. They dwarf the data, for the other sites never became loci of fibula manufacture.

The actual movement of fibulae shows diverging results. On one hand, fibulae were not

exported in large number relative to the total assemblage. On the other hand, the sanctuary
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deposits contain almost exclusively imported fibulae. The manufacture data may be placed

in a matrix and mapped (Figure: 4.25; Plate: 146). The matrix shows the number of locally

manufactured fibula profile-variants found elsewhere. Manufacturers are displayed at the

top: thus 40 fibulae likely produced at Pherai are found at Philia, 12 at Ialysos, 11 at

Lindos, and so on. The data is ordered so that sites at the left (Location-A) are the largest

exporters and sites near the top (Location-B) are the largest importers. Pherai is the largest

importer and exporter of profile-variants, but it is only the largest importer because it

shares a close exchange of variants with nearby Philia; without Philia, Pherai would move

to second largest exporter and joint-eighth largest importer. Gordion is second largest

exporter: sending 36 of its profile-variants to Boğazköy and 23 to Ephesus. Gordion

imported next to no fibulae, possessing only a handful of variants from other sites. Not

a single variant can be shown to have been exported from Boğazköy to Gordion, which

scholars might expect if Boğazköy were, contrary to my argument, producing fibulae.

Sanctuary sites were subject to the influx of fibulae, more so than cemeteries (Plate: 151).

For example, Olympia and the Argive Heraion each receive 13 profile-variant-types from

Pherai, and 7 and 9 from Gordion respectively. That types from Gordion are found at

these major sanctuary sites and not a single example can be found anywhere on Crete, and

at most only 2 examples from the Aegean Islands, is striking. It strongly suggests that

the export of fibulae from Gordion was not an indirect matter: fibulae were not exported

and traded around the Aegean. Indeed, fibulae from Gordion have direct export locations:

gifts for important deities at major sanctuaries; no doubt in expectation of good favour

as described by Herodotus (1.14). It is not clear whether these fibulae were ‘converted’

offerings, made specifically for a dedication, rather than having a prior use life. The same

emphasis lies with Pherai, where its fibulae are exported, the majority are to the major

sanctuaries, not cemeteries. Exports from Rhodes are slightly different in nature. Ex-

amples from Lindos and Ialysos are found at sanctuaries and cemeteries from Crete to the

Asia Minor Coast. That is not to say fibulae from Rhodes were easily exported: the over-

all numbers are quite low, suggesting fibulae manufactured locally stayed local. Rather,
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Figure 4.25: Matrix of unique profile-variant exports by site (Source: Author).
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it may suggest travellers to Rhodes were able to bring a few home with them. Indeed, the

evidence suggests sizeable movement of fibulae was confined locally, between Pherai and

Philia, Ialysos and Lindos, and though not so local, from Gordion to Boğazköy.

4.4 Fibula exchange

In terms of fibula exchange there are two elements to consider. One is the value of fibulae

that made them desirable and the other are the methods of exchange that give us the specific

distribution that has been uncovered. Naturally these features change in importance over

time and within each local context of exchange.

Factors of exchange, these are many:

Booty Attestations from ancient authors and representations on pots allude to the fact that

raiding was likely widespread in the Early Iron Age (Finley 1977, 54, 63; van Wees

2004, 202-3). Booty bought fame, and trophies, including foreign arms and armour,

were dedicated to the gods at local sanctuaries (Ebbinghaus 2014; Niemeier 2016,

241; Whitley 2016). To what extent fibulae ended up in sanctuaries as a result of

battle and loot is unclear.

Gifts The notion of gift giving to receive favour or expectation of reciprocity is well

known (Helms 1993; 1994; 2013a). Rare, exotic fibulae may have travelled with

gifts of textiles (Gleba 2014), and then later dedicated in burial or to the gods.

Imitation The imitation of one imported example is a form of false exchange, where the

local copies are indeed local rather than imported. The value of such an item may

have been raised if they were still perceived to be exotic. In the case of fibulae im-

itation, or convergent adaptation, some profile-groups appear imitated; for example

between BH and BI, though they are obviously not imitations as the catch-plates,

where they survive, are clearly different.
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Migrants There are many kinds of migrant who might bring their local fibula, or means

of producing fibulae, with them. They may be a person involved in marriage, an

itinerant craftsman, migrants in search of new opportunity, or exiles (Gunter 2009,

128).

Pilgrims and Travellers In my mind pilgrims are the most likely cause for the interna-

tional distribution of fibulae. These are travellers not only with piety as their main

concern, but those on diplomatic missions, such as royal emissaries from Gordion,

seeking favour from the gods or oracle and military alliances with local city-states.

Votives given for safe-passage are also included (Dunbabin 1962; Niemeier 2016,

242-5).

Textiles Though textiles do not survive, the trade in textiles is considered one of the most

important to the ancient economy (e.g. Gleba 2014). If it is appropriate for tex-

tiles to be fastened with fibulae they may have travelled with textiles for trade or

dedication (Neils 2009, 142).

Trade There are two points of view: one argues that trade must have been widespread;

the other sees local economies based on agriculture and pastoralism (Bell 2009,

39; Coldstream 2011, 178; Finley 1977, 70; Sherratt 1994, 81). Homer points to

non-Greeks, the Phoenicians, who were engaged in trade and Hesiod tells us that

wealth is earned from toil of the land; van Wees (2009, 457-60) reads between the

lines, by arguing that sea trade was commonplace during agricultural lulls (late-

April and August), whilst Winter (1995, 258) considers Homer’s ‘Phoenicians’ as

literary trope. 5th century evidence for trade is much clearer, with documented

shipping records and taxes (Purcell 2005, 218-22; Yardeni 1994, 70; cf. Revere

1957, 38, 48). Yet, the distribution of fibulae is not consistent with market trade.

The distribution of imported fibulae appears to be directed, long-distance exchange,

to important sanctuaries (e.g. Olympia and the Argive Heraion). Local exchange is

also noted, especially between Pherai and Philia, and between Ialysos, Lindos, and

Kamiros.
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Possible values of a fibula, these are many:

Bullion The raw value of the material the artefact is made; its weight provides a value

when melted down (Linders 1990, 282).

Dedication If fibulae were deemed appropriate to be dedicated to a particular god or the

dead, it becomes a valuable artefact-class in that aspect of social life (Baumbach

2009, 204; Snodgrass 1990, 293).

Emotional Fibulae may have possessed an extensive biography of prior ownership through

gift giving or as an heirloom (Catling 1995; Whitley 2013a). The number of repairs

is consistent with their use before dedication in both sanctuary and cemetery con-

texts. Personal objects gain an emotional value to their wearer.

Fungibility Whether it was appropriate to exchange a particular artefact-class (Renfrew

2012).

Symbolic Artefacts may be assigned a symbolic value; perhaps representing an identity

or social status (Helms 1993).

System stability Artefacts have a value in subsystem stability through several means.

One is variation, where a gain or loss of variety may come about to minimise system

dislocation (Clarke 1978, 417-20). Another is through agency, where artefacts act

as extended agents helping their owners preserve their position (Ebbinghaus 2014,

154-6; Gell 1998, 37).

The results of my network analyses have important ramifications for understanding the

exchange, production, and consumption of fibulae in the ancient world. At first sight

many assemblages appear similar, but upon closer inspection this similarity dissipates.

In general, the evidence shows fibulae did not travel far from their point of production,

yet simultaneously, the larger sanctuary sites have drawn in a relatively small number of

widely diverse fibulae over long distances. These imports appear to be direct; imported
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fibulae are not found scattered across small sites on their way to their final destination.

This suggests fibulae were neither a commodity for exchange nor a universal item of dress.

Instead the manufacture of fibulae was for specific local reasons.

As for the important question of the value of fibulae, this is far harder to ascertain. Value

is culturally constructed. Evidently fibulae were rarely valued by the 6th and 5th century

when they go almost entirely out of use save for a few areas. Perhaps the most important

feature of value is not only the count but the variation. Why did the quantity of fibulae

rise twentyfold and diversity tenfold in the 8th and 7th century from the previous period?

Does variation reflect a higher value of fibulae at the time, or does it create value itself; is

possession of a unique or unusual fibula more valuable than many of the same type?
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Chapter 5

Diversity, Style, & Agency

5.1 Methodology part 3: diversity, style, and systems

Diversity measures variety, the number of different elements distinguishable in a given

set. Hence, it is the fundamental concept to archaeology as a measure for classification,

chronology, and culture. The question is not only how to measure diversity, but of what

we are measuring. As I showed in the preceding chapter, measuring profile and catch-

plate-variants was useful for looking at manufacture provenance, but is variant-level data

automatically meaningful for looking at consumption or chronology? Indeed, consumers

may not have been able to tell the difference, and minor details may fluctuate through

time without having any discernible chronological implications. A great many variants

may be produced in a short time if individualising objects were desired. In other words,

if diversity measures difference it is critical to understand which level of difference the

analyst is measuring. Let’s remind ourselves of the multiple layers of my typology (Figure:

5.1; cf. also Figure: 2.2 on page 47).

On the right I have hypothesised that variant data is useful for understanding production

and provenance, group data is pertinent for consumption and chronology, and super-group
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Figure 5.1: A multi-layered typology with different levels of meaning (Source: Author).

data has some relation to identity and culture. I will then be able to see whether my

results are shared between the levels, or whether diverging results reveal more nuanced

information. Whilst variant data is useful for group and super-group analyses, the analyst

may not attempt production or provenance questions where the data is only identifiable

at those higher levels. This kind of analysis is not possible with mono-level typologies.

Most analysts of diversity ignore typological theory whilst other archaeologists use the

term loosely; indeed its varying use is quite hard to follow and so I now present a short

review.

5.1.1 Diversity and style in archaeology

Diversity has a rich history. The culture-history paradigm of the early 20th century equated

material variety with ethnicity; burial practices, ceramic traditions, or dress accessories

were markers of archaeological cultures thought to represent ethnic groups (e.g. Childe

1950, 25; Desborough 1964, 56; Higgins 1969, 144; Sackett 1986, 630; Zerner 1976, 185).

This notion was not altogether dismissed by the New Archaeology of the 1960s and 1970s;

a key proponent in Britain, David Clarke, instead replaced ‘culture’ with ‘subcultural sys-

tems’, be they ethnic, regional, occupational, social, or sex, that material type complexes
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may be part of (Clarke 1978, 249-61). This was criticised by Binford (1965, 208; 1972,

114), who tried to shift explanation away from the traditional notion of culture to under-

standing practice in three areas: ‘style zones’, ‘interaction spheres’, and ‘adaptive areas’.

The idea of style zones is relevant here, being a horizon of formal properties of artefact-

types without any cultural baggage. For Clarke (1978, 36-7, 317, 412), material culture

was polythetic, as were the systems they transposed across. Although Klejn (1982, 62-3,

252-5, Fig. 21) considered this too simplistic, it does allow for the study of how and why

artefact variation relates to subcultural systems in particular contexts (cf. Shennan 2004,

7). Yet, at the same time numerous challenges to any straight-forward relation between

material culture and culture were being made; the nature of material variation needed to be

assessed in its own terms (e.g. Binford 1962, 217-20; 1963, 106; 1972, 127, 151; Hodder

1982; cf. Clarke 1978, 405, note 1; Shennan 2004, 12). The reasons for the disassociation

between artefacts and culture were many, not only an emerging symbolic and functional

dichotomy, but also concern with manufacture and seasonal occupation (Dunnell 1988;

Schiffer 1972). Why, in any case, did visual culture, or style, have to relate to culture:

The standard representation of the divinity might be different, yet every other
cultural parameter connected with the divinity remain the same. In fact, it is
an error to imagine that ‘culture’ in some general sense, is responsible for the
visual style of artefacts. Culture may dictate the practical and/or symbolic
significance of artefacts, and their iconographic interpretation; but the only
factor which governs the visual appearance of artefacts is their relationship
to other artefacts in the same style (Gell 1998, 216).

This is a reminder that culture does not necessarily have a possessiveness over variety,

and that style can operate independently from subcultures. Yet, however many styles

and subcultural processes operate within a culture, a culture is still, in many respects,

the sum of its stylistic parts (Gell 1998, 153; cf. Gosden 2005, 196-7). Style therefore,

is multi-variate and multi-scalar. In my case, from the level of variant to super-group

as from person to culture (Zerner 1976, 186; see above on page 21). Teasing out the

diversity, especially layered diversity, helps understand how material culture reflects past

populations. The principal question to ask is, what is the diversity for?
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5.1.1.1 Creating diversity

Variation arises from the hand of the artisan, and is a meaningful reflection of practice.

So, for example, rising diversity may reflect heightened innovation to supply a demand for

individualising things for competitive advantage (Knappett 2005, 148-50). It could sug-

gest an increase in cultural contacts; a melting pot where diverse cultures and ideas were

shared. Indeed, material can come to mediate such interaction where, for instance, Riva

(2010, 84) has argued metal-imitating Bucchero became a transcultural techne between

the Greeks and Etruscans.

Here diversity creates identity through practice rather than reflecting a fashion. Con-

versely, a lack of diversity is often said to have been consistent with a rigid political struc-

ture. A high degree of control over production could maintain a political ideology, prime

examples being the ‘Potemkin palaces’ of the Mycenaeans, too rigid to adapt to collapse,

or the consistent visual machine of Neo-Assyrian art as an enforcing agent of imperial

power and ideology (Feldman 2014, 79-110; Sherratt 2001; Winter 1997, 376; 1998, 57).

These scholars are essentially looking at material culture as a processual mechanism in

what Clarke (1978, 469, Fig. 111) called an information system:

Information cannot be transmitted in larger quantity than the system’s variety
allows and the greater the number of connecting channels or networks, the
greater the number of coded means of intercommunication (artefacts, activ-
ities, speech, writing, etc.), the greater the regulatory potential of the system
as a whole (Clarke 1978, 91).

Variety in this way can act as regulatory insulation, redundancy, or a number of oscillating

factors as shown in Clarke’s general model (Figure: 5.2; Clarke 1978, 73-7). Variety, for

Clarke, was essential for system continuity (ibid. 418). Here artefacts have an affective

value removed from a mere economy. Yet, how would an analyst measure the affect of an

artefact-class?
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Figure 5.2: Clarke’s general model C (Clarke 1978, 73, Fig. 11).

5.1.1.2 Diversity and society

Diversity can also be discussed in social terms and social stratification. Whitley (1991)

rightly argued that regional material diversity presupposes social diversity in Early Iron

Age Greece. Regional diversity is not just found by a diversity of material culture, but

whether ‘the manner of its production, consumption and deposition, is structurally and

thus meaningfully related to particular forms of social organisation’ (Whitley 1991, 345).

For Whitley, this was to be achieved by contextually analysing symbolic systems with

ethnological analogy (cf. Hall 2003, 25). Whitley concluded that the material diversity of

Early Iron Age Greece showed no settlement hierarchy and no uniform social organisation.

Rather, there was a single interaction sphere for ‘aristocratic’ gift exchange amongst ‘big-

men’ by the end of the 9th century, as alluded in Homer (Grethlein 2008, 36-7; Hall 2014,

127-34; Lemos 2002, 218; Whitley 1991, 364-5; 2016, 216). These explanations suggest

diversity is purposeful and agent-led (cf. Schiffer and Skibo 1997, 43); but it remains

unclear which features of variety are most important, and important to which subcultural
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elements.

5.1.1.3 Measuring diversity: style or function?

There is some debate, or confusion then, over material diversity and culture, and espe-

cially the substance that scholars measure: style and function. How can I bring all of these

elements together? Systems archaeology goes some way to isolating the different parts,

regardless whether one uses Clarke’s (1978, 249-61) subsystems or Binford’s (1965, 208)

systematics. The challenge of this approach concerned how to quantify each part, and even

if that were achieved how to measure them together? Yet, a contextual approach such as

Whitley’s falls short of explaining how each regional subsystem worked, or how it could

be measured. Rather than working with systems models, scholars have instead argued

over where the variability lies within each. Binford’s (1962, 219; 1965, 207; 1989, 56-9)

method, to separate the primary functional attributes (e.g. technology) from secondary

functional attributes (e.g. style) of objects, and to use multiple taxonomies, as opposed

to Sackett’s (1986, 630; 1990) isochrestic model which treated both together, was not re-

solved. Isochrestic variation means equivalence in use, resulting from craftsmen selecting

different styles for objects which ultimately provided the means to the same end. More

recent scholars have continued to argue whether variation is functional or stylistic, treating

the former as evolutionary and the latter as stochastic, as discussed above (see Figure: 4.3

on page 144). Cultural drift, and stylistic variation, they argue, is non-meaningful. Bin-

ford (1963, 91; 1965, 204) already questioned this, citing Aberle, who stated that style, and

the choice of adopting a new style, was a psychological choice, undermining this peculiar

false dichotomy (contra Dunnell 1978a; 1978b, 199; O’Brien and Lyman 2003, 17-20;

Schiffer and Skibo 1997, 32-4; Shennan and Wilkinson 2001, 578; cf. Brantingham 2007,

396, 406).

Perhaps the oddity arises from our own conception of style and function? If an anec-

dote is allowed, I recently described the top priority of Anouska Hempel Design (where I
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work), for any project, as beauty. I was addressing the founder of the London School of

Architecture at Somerset House: how did they teach beauty in architecture? The reply,

that it does not feature on the curriculum at all was peculiar; beauty for this architect, it

seemed, had no role in architecture. To say that style is culturally perceived is true but

to say that in certain cases it has no meaning or efficacy is false, regardless of belief, as I

shall show. The reality is that ‘decoration is intrinsically functional, or else its presence

would be inexplicable’ (Gell 1998, 74). All material variation is chosen and manufactured

by artisans; the real question is not whether it is meaningful, all variation is meaningful

on the individual, idiolectic level, rather, does it have an effect on the cultural-subsystem?

Indeed, it is agreed that styles will have different meanings in different contexts, but it is

not necessarily meaning but effect that is important, as I shall show. The key question,

what is variety for, I hope to answer in terms of agency and culture in Section 5.3. Ex-

plaining what variety is for in particular contexts circumvents peculiar arguments about

style and function. To what extent, then, is stylistic diversity as important for my research

questions, as structural diversity is in material practice? Indeed, if style is practice, we

may look to style itself and not just ‘practice’ to address culture (cf. Binford 1965, 205;

Robb 2015, 167). Yet, how does a particular artefact-class fit into cultural subsystems in

any particular cultural context?

My evidence, jewellery, and my typology, is concerned with style at multiple levels (dis-

cussed above on page 21). Style, I argue, is the principal attribute of a fibula’s meaning and

relevance in subsystems, as opposed to the functional characteristics, such as the strength

and weight. The key is stylistic variation. For Gell (1998, 162-3), styles are relations

between relations; existing in opposition to other styles, they form a corpus or work of

an individual or workshop. In this way, a culture (traditionally including the concept of

ethnicity) could happily exist with multiple styles. Certain styles, like the English En-

field and German Mauser rifle have an ethnic dimension (Sackett 1986, 630; cf. Binford

1989, 61), in a similar way that a Corinthian helmet was prized at Olympia (Ebbinghaus

2014, 152-3). On the other hand, this is not so easy to understand in prehistory; the Naue
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II sword seems ubiquitous, and personal items seem scattered across regions and style

zones. Styles can come to have a personal dimension, ‘as a sacred thing, as the man him-

self’ (Beazley 1956, x; cf. Feldman 2014, 20; Gunter 2009, 87; Whitley 1997, 40), but

this element is less important than the independent entity a style becomes in the minds

constituting a cultural complex. More recently, Feldman (2014, 44) has defined style as,

following Bourdieu, the process of social practices and collective memory, a repetition of

patterning, and Gunter (2009, 102) has emphasised technological styles (see also Schiffer

and Skibo 1997, 28). Yet, how can I measure between the meaningfulness of multiple

overlapping styles in the archaeological record? In other words, which styles (or artefact-

classes) are more important?

5.1.1.4 Summary

This thesis considers there to be multiple levels of styles inherent in individual classes

of object. My starting point was then, if variants measure production I am investigating

practice; if groups measure consumer demand I am investigating consumption practices;

if super-groups measure identity I am investigating cultural interaction. Fibulae are a very

personal item, and as I continue to think about their levels of style, and their position in

several sub-systems, notably burial, every-day life, and religion, I aim to understand their

value in the Early Iron Age. Not their exchange value, but their value in those systems,

and in keeping them in equilibrium. This may account for their immense rise in diversity

and popularity in the 8th and 7th century.

Quantifying these data highlights which variants came to be important and why, hence

my very careful consideration of typological theory may become fruitful. Indeed, my etic

arrangement of types needs to be analysed as important information in itself, not just as a

tool for chronology or culture. The variety, or degrees of similarity, existing between dif-

ferent types is an important piece of information known as inter-object citation: ‘a feature

of those objects that are made in awareness of, or in dialogue with, other objects... a quality
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that most objects have, but not all’ (Sørensen 2015a, 89). Rarities, or unique objects, then,

are not typologically insignificant (contra Whitley, pers. com.; Porčić 2015, 1072): quite

the opposite, unique variants (there are 338 unique profile-variants in my typology; some

38% of all profile-variants) show something of the character of the communities that made

them, perhaps artistic curiosity, mode of manufacture, or demands of the consumer (cf.

Etter 1999, 295; Feldman 2014, 17; Sørensen 2015b, 742). In other words, it is variation

that is worthy of explanation, and scholars need a set of tools to measure them alongside

those suitable for larger samples. If measuring variety of style leads to the explanation of

what it, and the resulting styles, were for, the next question is how do I measure it? This

is followed by how it occurs, and what does it mean? For if I can answer these questions,

I can begin to look into the systems that created it.

5.1.2 Measures of diversity

To reiterate, diversity is the primary analytical concept in archaeology: variation accounts

for ‘man’s extrasomatic means of adaptation’ (Binford 1965, 205) on the one hand, and

system continuity and dislocation on the other (Clarke 1978, 418). In archaeology the

term diversity, when not used loosely, has mostly come to refer to several measures of

variation.

Variety ratio

In its simplest form the analyst can take a count of an artefact-class (e.g. fibulae) and divide

by the number of variants (i.e. diversity). This provides a rate of variation in the form of a

ratio e.g. 1:5. For every five new examples, if the sample is homogeneous, there is one new

variant. The ratio is thus a measure of stylistic similarity; again demonstrating the critical

importance of typology in archaeology. I call this ratio the ‘variety ratio’, and it suffers

less from age old problems, such as site size and occupation length, than other measures.
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A larger site inevitably has a greater diversity but it does not necessarily have a greater

rate of variation. Indeed, if the rate of deposition is consistent with the rate of production,

the rate of variation should be consistent, allowing comparison of sites of different periods

and size. The problem instead lies with deposition practice: a manufacture site may have

a consistent variety ratio, but a cemetery may not, as sporadic deposits may be made out of

kilter to the actual variation in circulation at the time (see above Figure: 4.2 on page 143).

For this reason, variety ratios are not often seen in archaeological literature (cf. Shott

2010, 890).

Richness and evenness

Instead, archaeologists often measure richness, the total count of distinct types in an as-

semblage, and evenness, the relative proportion of types within it (Kintigh 1989, 26). In

other words, richness is essentially synonymous with variety; if scholars say total variety

they mean total richness, whilst evenness shows us whether the variety is dominated by

a few types or not. The sample size causes the greatest problem: assemblage richness

is limited by small sample sizes, whilst larger assemblages inevitably have greater rich-

ness, which can reach a plateau of maximum richness (Shott 2010, 889-900). Occupation

span has similar issues. One method attempting to circumvent these problems is random

sampling. Kintigh (1984, 45; 1989, 26-9) showed how the analyst could estimate an ex-

pected diversity at any given sample size by creating random samples, then plotting the real

data to see if an assemblage were more or less diverse than the ‘background population’

would suggest. A classic example is Conkey’s analysis of Magdalenian sites in Western

Europe. Conkey (1980, 618-20) argued that sites with a greater diversity (i.e. assemblage

richness) were aggregation sites as opposed to dispersion sites with low diversity. The

question was whether Altamira’s engraved bone assemblage was, in fact, significantly

more diverse in terms of richness than at other sites, for it had a much larger sample size.

Using random sampling Kintigh was able to show that it was: Altamira’s assemblage was

more diverse than expected (Figure: 5.3). Nevertheless, the problem of ascertaining the
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Figure 5.3: The classic case of Altamira: expected diversity based on random sampling (Kintigh
1984, 48, Fig. 3).

background or ‘parent’ population has not been resolved (Baxter 2001, 719; McCartney

and Glass 1990, 526; Shennan 1997, 51; Shott 2010, 889; Steele et al. 2010, 1349). Es-

timating a population through sampling in archaeology is wholly problematic since the

sample is rarely representative of in-circulation material but instead deposition and post-

deposition practices, and so here I do not conduct random sampling (Etter 1999, 290).

Nowadays, scholars tend to use Nieman’s (1995) work, which takes into account evol-

utionary archaeologist’s expectations of neutral evolution, or cultural drift (Porčić 2015,

1072; Premo 2014, 106), but these still do not adequately overcome the foundational prob-

lem of the method, not how to measure diversity, but typology itself.

Thus, whilst the tools for measurement have advanced, like the tools for network ana-

lyses have advanced, the basic problems have remained the same for the last 50 years.
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Moreover, recent articles on cultural drift and evolution do not cite earlier works on the

same topic (such as Binford 1963). For example, Porčić writes:

Recently, Madsen (2012) and Premo (2014) found a potential problem with
the application of neutrality tests in archaeological research. They pointed out
that archaeological assemblages are a result of cumulative processes rather
than synchronous snapshots of the past (Porčić 2015, 1074).

In short, whilst the technical complexity of the measures increase, perhaps as a desire for

progress, a loss of awareness of the wider issues, such as typology or deposition practice,

seem to go hand in hand. First, recent scholars tend to ignore variation because of small

samples or unique artefacts; small samples being somewhat incompatible with quantit-

ative techniques (e.g. Jennings 2016, 97; Shennan 1997, 79). Second, simulation and

theoretical advancements seem limited for they focus on too narrow a range of explana-

tions, and do not question the validity and meaningfulness of the typologies used (Shott

2010, 902). Third, the complexity of the artefacts, often broken or without full inform-

ation, conflict with ever more precise tools. This is why I am able to go back again to

Clarke and Binford, each time finding the issues have been encountered before. I argue

the primary goal cannot be to refine the method of measuring diversity further without

focusing on the critical question: why does variation occur?

There are three schools of thought encountered in this thesis. First, ignore the issue

and create a descriptive best-fit typology of available data (e.g. Prähistorische Bronze-

funde). Second, measure cultural drift, arguing most stylistic variety is stochastic and

non-meaningful. Third, argue variation is used to minimize the maximum amount of im-

mediate system dislocation, but to what extent in each subsystem is up for discussion

(Clarke 1978, 418). In fact, these explanations of variation still, on one hand, lie heavily

on Montelius’s (mis)interpretation of 19th century AD Darwinian Evolution, where each

innovation takes its place in a line of ineluctable progress towards complexity (Sørensen

2015a, 86-7), or a wholly arbitrary construction of types on the other (Clarke 1978, 155-

60; Read 2007). By ‘arbitrary’ I mean being abstract in relation to cultural meaning, by
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Figure 5.4: Variants of equivalent value, where the difference between a profile-variant J3 and J4
is roughly equivalent to a CU1 and CU2, whilst the difference between a J and CU is markedly
greater than between a J and K. (Source: Author).

taking all measurable observations and calculating them together. The latter approach was

heavily criticised by Klejn (1982, 262-73), for if you have no inkling of why you are meas-

uring certain attributes you may as well be including observations not even discernable by

those who used or made them.

Regardless which theoretical viewpoint is taken, there are in fact multiple factors that de-

termine the amount of variety in the material record, and it is somewhat remarkable that

scholars get away with making what appear to be reasoned arguments based on just one or

two, or indeed consider that their chosen factors have an effect on all the material. To the

contrary, all factors are at play, and each artefact was subject to multiple different ones

depending on its context. The chart of my typology (Figure: 5.4) shows the incremental

steps of types (x-axis) as an increase in stylistic complexity (y-axis) in absence of chro-

nological data (see above, Section 2.3.2 on page 55). Types close together thus have a

greater stylistic similarity to those further apart, and the reason that certain groups have

more variants, or are further from others, is therefore important, as discussed in the next

subsection (Etter 1999, 302). To recap, I have three measures:
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1. Variety ratio: the number of objects per variant-category, looking at the rate of vari-

ation within each (be it super-group, group, or variant).

2. Richness: the total number of variants, measuring how diverse a site or artefact-type

is; richness being the general meaning of variety. When I say an increase in variety

I mean an increase in richness.

3. Evenness: the relative proportion of variants an assemblage or artefact-type has, to

see whether certain variants dominate (suggesting local production) or whether it

has one of each (suggesting importation).

5.1.3 Factors of diversity

Factors increasing variety, these are several:

Time Sites with longer occupation span may have an increased variant richness for hav-

ing a larger assemblage. At the same time, this richness can plateau at the maximum

variation in circulation, and a large assemblage can appear less diverse than a smal-

ler assemblage. Likewise, a site with short or seasonal occupation may have only

part of in-circulation variation.

Population size A larger population is said to increase richness simply due to the increase

in man-hours of production (Dunnell 1988, 187; Shennan 2004, 13). Central-place

‘hub sites’ are expected to have an increased variety due to increased external con-

tact (cf. Binford 1965, 204).

Tools and materials In an experiment 60 persons were motivated to faithfully reproduce

a hand-axe using a plastic-knife or metallic-peeler; the markedly different results

emerged from a difference in behaviour not intent (Schillinger et al. 2017, 650-

4). In the case of fibulae the majority were made individually, by sculpting a wax

model to create an investment mould. With two-piece moulds identical pieces could
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be manufactured more easily (see Section 3.1.8 on page 123). It is easier to make

variation, willingly or not, using the former method (cf. Gunter 2009, 105). Finally,

metal composition affects the workability for decorative incision.

Copy-error The number of errors made through copying, closely correlated to tool type,

and the individual nature of production, increase the chances of error. This is one

of the main forms of cultural drift, where there is a break from social learning, the

idea not being replicated from ‘parent to child’ (O’Brien et al. 2016, 76; O’Brien

and Lyman 2003, 2; 2009, 235; Shennan 2011, 1070; Steele et al. 2010, 1350). The

result is exponential; the artisan may copy his error over the original type. In the

20th century AD scholars were less reserved in criticising some fibulae for mal-

adroitness, but in fact, most commented on the technical achievements of pieces

whether they appreciated them or not (Hampe and Simon 1981, 111). Fibulae were

made by specialists with close control over composition, smelting temperatures, and

manufacture techniques. I posit only an insignificant number were mistakes. The

related argument, to suggest minor changes (drift) were not important to overall cul-

tural progression (e.g. Porčić 2015, 1072; Shennan and Wilkinson 2001) is simply

erroneous.

Manufacture liberalisation If there are many manufacturers there will be higher rich-

ness. Controlled manufacture, at a palace workshop, is likely to produce less variety,

unless the patron demands individualising items (e.g. Feldman 2014, 28; Knappett

2005, 148). Thinking in terms of networked practices, itinerant craftsmen inevitably

have more prototypes to choose from (Feldman 2014, 31-5; Gunter 2009, 83).

Innovation and invention The rate of innovation is dependent on the previous factors,

but is also due to curiosity and demand for individualising goods, as well as techno-

logical inventions of superior goods (e.g. the Pivot fibulae: profile-groups CK-CKδ

and CM-COδ). There is also the question of artistry, imagination, technical virtuos-

ity, and competition (Gell 1998, 38-9). Evolutionists call this ‘anti-conformist bias’

(Porčić 2015, 1076).
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Practical use The use of fibulae for different weights of clothing will create variety of

sturdiness and size. Fibulae intended as ‘converted’ offerings will not need to have

such physical characteristics (Snodgrass 1990, 291), unless they were intended to

be used by the god or in the afterlife (Muscarella 1967a).

Fashion Certain styles will be favoured for social, symbolic, or aesthetic reasons, as well

as tools for secondary agents (discussed in Section 5.3). These factors may have a

greater role in jewellery for they being very personal items. I might expect popular

styles to have a high regional spread, if the exchange network allowed it. Indeed,

popular styles may or may not have increased variety. Consumers may wish for an

exact variant copy, as close as the real thing rather than a cheaper imitation.

Imports/exchange Imports add variety that is easy to spot, and also allow for increased

innovation and adaptation, where craftsmen borrowed certain elements and adapted

them, increasing the pool of available prototypes. The borrowing of foreign proto-

types is likely to increase in relation to their perceived value as exotica, rarities, or

godly association (Crema et al. 2014, 289; Gunter 2009; Helms 1993, 158; 1994;

Whitley 2016).

Factors reducing variety, these are several:

Tradition A desire to keep things as they were; to maintain a status-quo or consistent

message such as imperial authority. Evolutionists call this ‘conformist bias’ (Porčić

2015, 1076). This would normally affect super-group and group-level variety, for

variant-level variety may not be noticeable to a consumer/observer.

Controlled production A monopoly of production will act to reduce richness. Variety

may become very uneven with a few variants having much higher than usual artefact

counts.

Social learning Consistent reproduction of the master’s design or patron’s request.
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Imitation The close replication, rather than adaptation, of desirable objects such as exot-

ica.

Isolation Lack of contact and interaction, thus reducing the pool of available prototypes.

Natural selection The selection of the most functionally efficient variant acts to reduce

variation (Brantingham 2007, 407).

Unimportance Where variety is not deemed necessary. Evolutionists would say the ob-

ject is not under selection and not important in the cultural subsystem. Such a view

might argue that a functional priority (e.g. for the Naue II sword) dictates the style

to stay the same, or not to be over-invested in scarce resources or time.

Summary

It is evident that some of these factors relate to multiple levels of subsystems and agency,

whilst only few could be described as random. It is also clear that some variety occurs (or

is lost) through archaeological examination or difficulty in method (such as pinpointing

time or population size). Yet, to some extent, all these factors can be understood for our

data set. If the analyst can measure where the variety comes from, they can begin to

explain why it occurs and what it means. This is the goal of this thesis. Understanding the

variation at multiple levels of meaningfulness significantly adds to the network analysis

of the preceding chapter. Variety has meaning that is abstracted or overlooked in network

analyses that tend to identify similarity at the loss of meaning.
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5.2 Assemblage diversity

5.2.1 Assemblage richness, evenness and ratio

The first analysis is of site assemblages. To alleviate the well-known problems of small

samples I take sites that have at least 30 fibulae identifiable at profile-variant. 28 sites

pass this test (data with small samples are included in Section 5.2.2). I take these sites with

their profile-variant counts in a simple matrix, finding that out of 888 profile-variants, 759

are present at these sites in question (85%), whilst the total sample is 6,251 from 7,389

identifiable profile-variants (85%). Using Past 3, I compute this data for diversity indices:

Count (Individuals), Richness (Taxa_S), and Evenness (e^H/S); the Ratio computation

is simply the count divided by the richness (Appendix C). Profile-group, profile-super-

group, catch-plate-group, and catch-plate-variant data is also calculated.

5.2.1.1 Profile assemblage diversity and sample size

Profile richness

The biggest problem with richness is sample size. As assemblage size increases, richness

also rises until it reaches a plateau: a total variation available at the time. However, this

problem affects the multiple levels of typology differently (Figure: 5.5). The gold line

shows the fibula count whilst red dots show the richness. The general trend is for richness

to increase with sample size, but it does not do so at the same rate. There are three points

of fundamental importance in this chart. The first is that profile-group and especially

profile-super-group richness operate independently from assemblage size; the fluctuations

thus show real differences in their character and importance. I could posit that sample

size increases with profile-variant richness (within-group variation), as more errors and

minor innovations occur. Yet, whilst this is the case with the five largest sites, it has no
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such correlation for the profile-group and profile-super-group. Profile-group and profile-

super-group-level richness barely increase with the tenfold rise in fibula count. The second

concerns the importance of super-group richness. Looking at profiles it is clear that super-

groups represent a high-level group of styles, each quite distinct from the next. In many

respects the richness of super-groups should equate to the power and importance of a site

in securing access to a far-reaching, worldly selection of fibulae. A rank that I might

expect to be roughly similar across other areas of material culture, institutions, regional

clout, and, potentially, exotic visitors. The super-group richness turns a ranking based on

profile-variant richness on its head. If I take Lindos as an example, its profile-super-group

richness is 23, the same as Olympia’s, and less than the Argive Heraion’s at 24, and yet,

Lindos has an assemblage size 10 times larger than those sites. Pherai and Philia, with huge

variant richness, have 25 and 18 profile-super-groups respectively. Small assemblages,

such as Aegina’s identifiable profile count of 55 contains a powerful profile-super-group

richness of 17; Aegina having its hands in some 49% of all profile-super-group styles. The

third point is that I can begin to see how the character of assemblages differ by site-type

and date. Important sites like Lefkandi have a profile-super-group richness of only seven,

no doubt because of its early occupation-span where international connections were fewer

than in the 8th and 7th century. Gordion too, whilst richest in profile-variants, has only

12 profile-super-groups, likely due to its peripheral location: styles from Gordion radiate

towards Greece, but never the other way round. I could argue from this data that Gordion

was closed, culturally speaking, whilst the Aegean sanctuary sites were open to visitors

and/or the dedication of inter-regional loot. Sites with high profile-variant richness were

likely manufacture sites, but this must be corroborated with the evenness and ratio data.

Profile evenness

Evenness represents how even the assemblages are. An evenness of 1 indicates an equal

number of fibulae per type, whilst a low evenness shows relatively few types dominated by

large counts. It is clear from the chart that evenness reduces as the sample size increases,
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Figure 5.5: Site assemblage profile richness (Source: Author).
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but there is bumpy variation along the way (Figure: 5.6). The data is ordered by profile-

group counts. Counts are marked with gold lines and evenness with blue dots. I anticipate

manufacture sites to have low evenness and import sites to have high evenness. For ex-

ample, Vergina has a very low evenness for its sample size, suggesting local manufacture

of few variants. Olympia has high evenness, suggesting little if no local manufacture; it

has one or two of a larger number of variants. The Argive Heraion and Perachora would

have a similarly high evenness if they did not manufacture a portion of their assemblage:

the round brooches (profile-group FI) at the Argive Heraion, and the bone/ivory spectacle

plates (profile-group FA) at Perachora. It should be noted that Philia has a higher even-

ness than Pherai, indicating a difference in manufacture or dedication practices at the two

nearby sites. Pherai was likely the larger manufacturer. This evidence is consistent with

my network data and manufacture tests (Chapter 4).

Profile Variety Ratio

The variety ratio is drawn directly from sample size divided by richness, so I expect it

to share the sample size issue. However, when I look at profile-group and profile-super-

group variants they appear independent from this problem. The sample increases in size

by 10 whilst the ratios increase no more than two or three, and they do so inconsistently

(Figure: 5.7). The data is ordered by profile-group counts. Counts are in gold and ratios in

green. It is easiest to see a pattern against the evenness data, and when letting both scales

fill the chart (Figure: 5.8). The data is ordered by profile-variant evenness. Crucially,

about half the sites have a profile-variant ratio of less than two. For every two fibulae

there is a new variant. This is consistent with the profile-groups, for every three fibulae

there is a new group. This is a very important point, and it is quite significant that many

sites sit around 1.5 - 2. Equally, they have a high evenness: no fibula-variant dominates

the group, and they also have a high richness despite the low count of fibulae. The chart

is annotated with the hypothesis that the first 12 sites imported their fibulae, with little or

no local production. The next six had mixed production and imports. Note, the important
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Figure 5.6: Site assemblage profile evenness (Source: Author).
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sanctuaries lie within the first 18. Finally, the remaining 10 sites are posited to be man-

ufacturers of fibulae: the ratios are high and the evenness is low. If I were an expert on

each site I would agree with this, consistent with the previous chapter. Looking at num-

bers site-by-site I see that at the manufacturing sites a small number of similar variants

or groups dominate the assemblage, with as many as 50-200 of the same profile-variant,

whilst at the importer sites, the sanctuaries in particular, there is only a few of each variant.

The reality is not as straightforward since there are other factors that can influence these

figures. For example, a cemetery site may have a low ratio and high evenness, not because

it were importing fibulae, but because only a handful of fibulae were given to the dead at

time of burial, and the next preserved burial with fibulae might have been 10 years later,

meaning in-circulation fibulae are missing from the record. I wonder whether this might

have been the case at Vrokastro or Knossos, where the occupation span is quite long yet

the overall number of fibulae small (Coldstream and Catling 1996; Hall 1914; Hayden

2002). Knossos has, however, a large number of super-groups, and a low ratio of 5 fibulae

per super-group, suggesting that it is in fact importing all of its fibulae (Catling 1996, 554),

and Vrokastro is not far behind with a ratio of 6.14. Whilst Knossos and Vrokastro are

not suited for comparison in terms of date or interment, many being collective tombs, the

low profile-super-group ratio is striking, overriding these difficulties. In question is not

the rate of deposition but the rate of variation, the chance that the next fibula will be of

the same or a different super-group. When I turn to big manufacturers such as Gordion,

Pherai, and Lindos, whom all have very high profile-super-group ratios, between 65 and

68, peculiar in itself, the ratio at variant-level is interesting. Gordion has half the profile-

variant ratio, and so double the ‘innovation rate’ of Pherai and Lindos, yet its variety is

being produced within a more limited set of profile-group and profile-super-group styles,

being in a different ‘style zone’. Vergina, with the least even diversity, is an anomaly on

all charts, and it is indeed a very odd site, with a very low profile-group richness. Almost

all of its burials containing fibulae have the same spectacle fibulae (profile-group EX),

which goes to show a very different dress and fibula use, perhaps looking more toward
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Figure 5.7: Site assemblage profile ratios (Source: Author).
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Figure 5.8: Site assemblage profile evenness against ratios (Source: Author).
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Europe than the Aegean (Alexander 1965; Bräuning and Kilian-Dirlmeier 2013). Philia

is unusual for having a low ratio yet a very high richness. It seems to manufacture some

of its fibulae, consistent with the manufacture test, whilst the apparent influx of fibulae

from nearby Pherai could account for its high richness and high evenness.

Preliminary conclusions

The three-tier typology somewhat circumvents the sample-size problem for richness. I can

also show that certain sites have a higher than expected richness using trend lines (Figure:

5.9). These charts show that there is a great variation of richness despite sample-size.

Without random sampling I suggest my database is not too far removed from the parent

population (of deposition practices in any case). A clear pattern emerges when sites are

grouped by sanctuary and cemetery. Sanctuaries have a richer than expected richness of

profiles, especially super-groups, indicating a wider reach than cemeteries (Figure: 5.10).

The main questions then, aside from my still unanswered question, what is variety for, are:

who are dedicating fibulae, where do they originate, and why do they dedicate them? In

areas where fibulae in graves are rare, but prevalent in sanctuaries (e.g. the Peloponnese), I

might expect fibulae to reflect the broad areas the dedicators or gifts arrived, perhaps with

a textile, or conversely, the areas they were looted from, as votive booty. Cemeteries on

the other hand may better reflect the choice of fibulae available to the local population (if

they wore them). This is, perhaps, supported by the fact that a sizeable number of fibulae

dedicated at sanctuaries as well as cemeteries, have evidence of use before dedication via

repairs (see Section 3.1.11). In any case, I disagree with the idea that local workshops

were producing fibulae for persons to dedicate on-site (e.g. Strøm 1998, 76; Themelis

1983, 165). This only seems tenable on Rhodes, and perhaps Pherai, but the exports from

Pherai suggest something more complex. It may be that sanctuary workshops only became

prevalent in the Archaic and Classical period, after fibula use had declined (Risberg 1992,

33; 1998, 672).
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(a) Profile-variant richness with trend.

(b) Profile-super-group richness with trend.

Figure 5.9: Site assemblage profile richness with trend lines (Source: Author).
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(a) Profile-variant richness by site-type.

(b) Profile-super-group richness by site-type.

Figure 5.10: Site-type profile richness with trend lines (Source: Author).
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5.2.1.2 Catch-plate assemblage diversity

Though there is a general increase in catch-plate richness with count, the richness is clearly

not determined by it (Figure: 5.11). Save the top six assemblages, the catch-plate-variant

richness fluctuates between 8 and 20 as the count increases from 11 to 123. The ana-

lyst must be very sceptical of catch-plate-variant richness, however, as the catch-plate-

variant is more often unknown, in an inconsistent manner resulting from damage. I may

be more confident with the catch-plate-group richness. I have 50% of examples identi-

fiable at group-level as opposed to 30% at variant-level (N=8,812). It is not by chance

that I find higher catch-plate richness consistent with those with higher profile richness

above. It is telling that a site such as Gordion, that does have a higher count, has a mid-

dling catch-plate-group richness, just like with profiles. The Argive Heraion, Perachora,

Phana, Sparta, and Samos, all sanctuary sites, have a high catch-plate-group richness, con-

sistent with their wider, if more sporadic, draw in limited quantity. Equally interesting,

are sanctuary sites with low richness, like Emporio and Izmir, which I discovered had

strong links with Rhodes in the network analysis. These links seem to trump others. Their

local production (which is seen again with their ratios and evenness) should only increase

richness; their low richness must relate to the style zones they were included in and those

they were excluded from.

The evenness data is consistent with profile evenness, showing a clear dominance of

certain catch-plates at manufacture sites, especially the 9s in Rhodes and the 12-14s at

Pherai (Figure: 5.12). Thebes also has a low evenness, supporting the case for there being

local manufacture of square catch-plates (10s) and Sail fibulae (profile-groups BE/BEδ;

Blinkenberg, 153-8; DeVries 1972, 113). The high ratio data is consistent with this inter-

pretation (Figures: 5.13 and 5.14). Sites with high evenness and low ratio suggest imports,

or show a sporadic deposition, where the delay between each dedication is greater than the

rate of innovation. If this were the case, however, I would need to explain why different

sanctuaries had substantially different rates of dedication.
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Figure 5.11: Site assemblage catch-plate richness (Source: Author).
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There is something of note with the distance between the evenness and ratio values. Lindos

has a very high catch-plate-group ratio (105:1), and lowest evenness (0.15), but a not

unusual catch-plate-variant ratio (9:1). This suggests that for variants it has a similar

innovation rate as other sites, whilst it kept a much closer hold of a catch-plate-group

style, the 9s, the Vertical catch-plate. Lindos has a high richness, but it is a local diversity,

unlike at Pherai, which seems to have a broader regional pull, with higher richness in

regional profile-groups and catch-plate-groups (Figures: 5.5 and 5.11).

5.2.1.3 Initial site assemblage conclusions

I have shown that mathematical accuracy in determining trends is of secondary import-

ance to the general patterns revealed. I reiterate my contention that refining methods of

measurement post-typology removes itself from looking at cultural explanations. The key

is not the method of examining diversity, for rather it is the levels of difference to be

analysed, the typology itself, that determines the results (cf. Binford 1972, 112).

Moreover, too many scholars have overlooked the basic question of how useful their tech-

niques are. My results suggest that the majority of major sanctuaries and some cemeteries

did not produce any of their own fibulae, bringing into question whether they had a local

craft zone within the sanctuary, or whether the locals did not wear fibulae in everyday

life. If the latter, it indicates that in certain areas people used straight-pins or buttons for

their clothing (Elderkin 1928, 340-2), and the presence of fibulae in local sanctuaries sug-

gest their dedication by non-local visitors or acquired loot. Naturally, this has important

ramifications for the value of fibulae in these areas, as I shall show.
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Figure 5.12: Site assemblage catch-plate evenness (Source: Author).

248 Vol. 1



Figure 5.13: Site assemblage catch-plate ratio (Source: Author).
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Figure 5.14: Site assemblage catch-plate evenness against ratio (Source: Author).
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5.2.2 Regional and site-type diversity over time

Turning to the broader view, we may profit from looking at the data by region and time

(Appendix D). Profile-variants are the most informative, so I select data with confidence

code 1-9 and Regions 1-7 (see above on page 107 and 112). 7,093 fibulae meet the criteria.

Reminding ourselves of the general trend, the huge increase in fibula count and richness in

Period 3, the 8th and 7th century, is obvious, despite some deviations (Figure: 5.15). The

Aegean Islands and Crete do not share in the spectacular increase in count and richness,

though they are receiving more variants than before. Indeed, it is interesting that Crete,

which begins with joint-second highest richness in Period 1, has the lowest richness in all

subsequent periods. Why does it suffer from this relative isolation?

The next chart is much more informative, where the count is replaced with the variety

ratio (Figure: 5.16). The ratio readings are of critical importance. As a rule of thumb,

I could say that a ratio above four, on average, indicates a local regional manufacture

whilst below four suggests importation. Regions with declining ratios show a shift to

imports, being infiltrated by a high richness but low count of fibulae. This includes the

Central Aegean Mainland but is most obvious for the Aegean Islands and Crete. The North

Aegean Coastal region, including Pherai, shows a total opposite trend to the surrounding

regions. Whilst its richness increases the ratio increases far higher, suggesting a decline

in diversity as more objects are mass produced, in particular profile-groups V, W, and AY.

The export of such variants helps to keep the ratios low for surrounding regions, especially

the North Aegean Mainland; Philia, in particular, receives a large number of individual

fibulae from Pherai. The Asia Minor Coast, in large part focused on Lindos and Ialysos,

show a different trend to the North Aegean Coast. The ratio there actually falls from 10.9

to 6.5. Though still above four, indicating a local manufacture, the drop in ratio, and

yet, double the richness of the North Aegean Coast, shows a greater diversity, a greater

demand for individualising objects and experimentation, as well as an influx of variants

from elsewhere, including Central Anatolia. Fibula use in all regions declines dramatically
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Figure 5.15: Profile-variant count and richness by region and period (Source: Author).
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in Period 4. In the case of the North Aegean Mainland and Central Aegean Mainland, the

ratio actually increases, perhaps because the smaller number of variants available, though

possessing multiple copies, were valuable for their technical intricacy rather than their

stylistic diversity.

The third chart adds the site-type data. For simplicity, initially I show a summation of all

regions (Figure: 5.17). The important finding is that the variety ratio is fairly consistent

between sanctuary and cemeteries. In other words, the diversity is not changing because

of the site-type. The crucial contrast lies instead with richness. Though the pattern looks

the same, the rate of sanctuary richness increases between Period 2 and Period 3 from 33

to 732, a 22 times increase, whilst the cemetery richness increases only four times, from

71 to 294. Diversity is increasing in the 8th and 7th century, but there is a significant shift

to making dedications at sanctuaries instead of cemeteries.

The fourth chart returns regions to the discussion (Figure: 5.18). Starting with the ob-

vious, almost no fibulae from the North Aegean Mainland are found in cemeteries. In

the North Aegean Coast, it appears fibulae are being produced in Period 3 for sanctuary

and cemetery dedications, whilst the Central Aegean Mainland shows the total opposite.

Its sanctuary dedications are richer and more connected than those of the North Aegean

Coast, yet almost all are imports. Cemetery material on the other hand may well be being

manufactured locally, especially at Athens and Thebes, such as the BE/BEδ groups with

Sail catch-plate. Indeed, the rise in ratio for Period 4 Central Aegean Mainland, is due

to the late Pivot fibulae (profile-groups CK-CKδ and CM-COδ) as well as Lion Brooch

(profile-variant FU1), probably locally manufactured. Regions 4 and 5, the Aegean Is-

lands and Crete, become increasingly peripheral in fibula manufacture and consumption.

The Asia Minor Coast is manufacturing a large number of fibula types, but also has many

imports, increasing the richness. The low ratio in cemeteries may well be artificial, a res-

ult of poor publication quality at Ialysos, Kamiros, and Vroulia, where the variants cannot

be identified. Central Anatolia has consistent ratios for the Tumuli as well as the City

Mound at Gordion, consistent with local manufacture, but with a fair amount of diversity.
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Figure 5.16: Profile-variant richness and ratio by region and period (Source: Author).
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Figure 5.17: Profile-variant richness and ratio by site-type and period (Source: Author).

The Period mark is not especially helpful since very few fibulae were manufactured be-

fore the 8th century and production in Period 4 is very difficult to distinguish: Period 3

examples may well be continuing to be manufactured into the 6th century (Caner, 76-8,

83-4, 94-105, 120-3, 129, 144, 151).

The general conclusions from the assemblage diversity analysis is that fibulae were man-

ufactured, by Period 3, in three main areas, namely Pherai, Lindos, and Gordion. Now, it

may be that the very high counts from these sites are augmenting the conclusion, however,

the evidence from high counts should not be overlooked. Why are there so few fibulae

found in large numbers of the same type in other regions? Why is the find of fibulae so

sporadic across cemeteries? I would make the case that they were not universally worn:

in fact, in many regions and periods, they are very scarce; quite unlike the use and distri-

bution of fibulae in Italy, for example (Brøns 2012; Lo Schiavo 2010; Toms 2006). My

hypothesis is that outside of those three main sites, the majority of fibulae were impor-

ted, becoming popular dedications in the 8th and 7th century, but easily replaced by other

Vol. 1 255



artefact-classes in the 6th. As I showed in the preceding chapter, the modes of fibulae

exchange are many, and I argued against a general trade in fibulae. Instead, I anticipate

movement by way of international pilgrims, marriage, gifts, and booty.
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Figure 5.18: Profile-variant richness and ratio by region, site-type, and period (Source: Author).

Region  /  Site type  /  Period
1-N.Aegean Mainland

1-Sanctuary 2-Cemetery 3-Other
2-N. Aegean Coast

1-Sanctuary 2-Cemetery 3-Other
3-C. Aegean Mainland

1-Sanctuary 2-Cemetery 3-Other
4-Aegean Islands

1-Sanctuary 2-Cemetery 3-Other
5-Crete

1-Sanctuary 2-Cemetery 3-Other
6-Asia Minor Coast

1-Sanctuary 2-Cemetery 3-Other
7-Central Anatolia

1-Sanctuary 2-Cemetery 3-Other
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Diversity measure Meaning
High richness Innovative, popular group, lengthy period of production
Low evenness Innovative, many ideas or copy-errors, and a few popular variants

Low ratio Unique, individual examples
(a) An innovative combination

Diversity measure Meaning
Low richness Static, unpopular group, short period of production

High evenness Static, even production of variants, or individualising unique variants
High ratio Mass produced, e.g. using two-piece moulds

(b) A static combination

Table 5.1: Interpretive list of diversity measures (Source: Author).

5.2.3 Artefact-type diversity

Investigating the diversity of profile-groups in terms of profile-variants and catch-plate-

variants, is as much a test of the typology’s validity as it is meaningful of past practices

(Appendices E and F). It is, though, now I have come this far, quite easy to tell the dif-

ference. Plate: 153 shows the 208 profile-groups in alphabetic order. This ordering has

some meaning as profile-groups closer together are more alike than those further apart; if

I have profile-super-groups in the back of my mind, I can tell which profile-groups stand

out. For the moment, I can highlight those measures: richness, evenness, and ratio, of

profile-variants (above) and catch-plate-variants (below), that deviate from the norm. Av-

erage lines are shown, allowing easy view of marks that have a significantly higher or

lower than average result. For the most part, deviant profile-groups are unusual in both

profile-variant and catch-plate-variant diversity.

The following interpretive list can be used to assess the character of each profile-group of

interest (Table 5.1). An innovative combination comprises high richness, low evenness,

and low ratio, whilst a static combination comprises low richness, high evenness, and high

ratio.

The profile-group with highest richness is BH, with 25 profile-variants, and it has a below
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average richness of catch-plate-variants, alongside a high catch-plate-variant ratio (Figure:

5.19; Plate: 153). Evenness is not out of the ordinary. These results are not a construction

of the typology. High profile richness suggests increased innovation, whilst low catch-

plate richness suggests manufacture was controlled at a small number of sites/regions,

which is indeed the case. 22 out of 25 BH profile-variants are present at Philia, whilst

Pherai has 9; other sites have only one profile-variant each, they are Aegina, Andritsena,

Elateia, Haghios Demetrios, Halos, Ialysos, Kalapodi, Knossos, and Olympia.

The preceding profile-group BG is also highlighted, with a low evenness and high ratio,

for the very unusual finding of 249 copies of BG1 at Lindos (95% of BG1 and 94% of

BGs identifiable at variant-level). BG catch-plate diversity is not unusual, but this is not

meaningful, as only 5% of examples have determinable catch-plate-variant data. Indeed,

it is possible that the BG1 examples from Lindos comprise more variants despite Blinken-

berg and Kinch’s (1931, 78) description. BGs, though popular in number are found only

in Rhodes.

Profile-group BF were also produced exclusively on Rhodes. The differences between BF

and BH, noted in Chapter 2, a result of a divergence in profile-groups F and Fδ, are also

diverging in their diversity. BFs have a lower richness than BHs but a comparable ratio.

Whilst the catch-plate data is skewed by survivability, the obvious fact that BFs possess

the Vertical catch-plate (9s) as opposed to BHs Square Sails (11s) is striking. Despite the

great visual similarity between the three profile-groups, it is very interesting that examples

from Pherai have a much wider spread, being found at 13 sites, as opposed to the Rhodian,

found only at 6 sites.

Another popular fibula style, the profile-super-group G-H, those fibulae with waterfowl

adorning the bow (Figure: 5.20), with 208 examples in total, are also found almost ex-

clusively on Rhodes. Only 6 examples (3% of the profile-super-group) have been found

elsewhere: two at Sparta and one each at the Argive Heraion, Izmir, Naxos, and Prinias.

If Rhodes were a key node in the network of East Mediterranean exchange, why are so
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(a) BF5.VIIIa.9i, #4635
(Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 76-7, Pl.
26, No. 847).

(b) BG1.VIIIl.9h, #4957 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 73, Pl. 23, No. 669A).

(c) BH8.XXIVh.11d, #5260 (Kilian-Dirlmeier, Pl. 34, No. 485).

Figure 5.19: (a) BF5 fibula from Lindos; (b) BG1 fibula from Exoche; (c) BH8 fibula from Philia.
Scale 1:1.
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few of its local fibulae exported? Their above average richness and low evenness suggests

even though they were innovative and popular, something kept Gs and Hs, like the BFs

and BGs, at home.

By contrast, the well-known BE and BEδ Sail-Boat/Domed-Sail fibulae, also with an

increased diversity in profile-variant and catch-plate-variant, were popular and widely-

spread, in terms of both manufacture and consumption. Their popularity in antiquity was

just as desirable as we find them today (Figure: 5.21; Plate 153; cf. especially Hampe

1936; 1971). Of 220 BEs with a known find spot, they were found at 39 different sites

across 6 regions. BEδs were rarer, of 57 with a known find spot, they were found at 11

sites across 4 regions. BE/BEδs seem to have a diverse manufacture with at least a Thes-

salian and Boeotian production, and perhaps another in the Peloponnese or Attica (Blome

1980, 122; DeVries 1972, 113; Kilian-Dirlmeier 1995, 42). They also had a long use-life.

9 of 220 BEs and 2 of 57 BEδs had evidence of ancient repair (a rate of 4%) against 2

of 334 BFs and 1 of 279 BGs (a rate of 0%). In fact, BE and BEδs show a higher than

average percentage when I take the total figures for repairs: there are 134 in Regions 1-7

containing 9,916 fibulae (a rate of 1%).

As I shall show in the next section with Odysseus’ Domed-Sail fibula, BE/BEδs may well

have had notable object biographies as attested for many Homeric objects (Grethlein 2008,

47-8). It is also worth noting that BE/BEδs have a significantly higher propensity to be

dedicated with the dead rather than in a sanctuary: some 144 examples are associated

with a burial compared to 120 at a sanctuary. This is not a chronological factor, BE/BEδs

are Period 3 (800-600 BC); it is their likely progenitor’s, profile-variants K5 and K6, that

are Period 2 (1000-800 BC). 55% of BE/BEδs are found in cemetery deposits whilst the

average percentage of cemetery dedications for Period 3 is just 18%. Indeed, the average

percentage for sanctuary dedications in Period 3 was 82% (excluding site-type: ‘other’).

BFs and BGs were, on present evidence, made for a sanctuary dedication. 86% of BFs and

96% of BGs are found in sanctuary contexts. For Gs it is 90% and Hs it is 100%; Gs and
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(a) G3.XIIId.10f, #1236 (Source: Author).

(b) G1.VIIIc.9i, #1206 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis, 98, Pl.
38, No. 1399).

(c) H1.XIIId.9k, #1363 (Blinkenberg, 90, Fig. 89).

Figure 5.20: (a) G3 fibula from the Argive Heraion; (b) G1 fibula from Ialysos; scale 1:1. (c) H1
fibula from Lindos; scale 2:3.
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(a) BE3.VIb.11d, #4336 (Source: Author).

(b) BEδ3.VIi.11c, #4563 (Hampe 1936, Pl. 8, No. 103).

Figure 5.21: BE3 fibula, probably from Thebes (a); BEδ3 fibula, provenance unknown (b). Scale
2:3.
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Hs, like BFs and BGs, also have a below average rate of repair, at 0%. In short, the nature

of fibula use and appreciation diverged widely across the Aegean. If Rhodian fibulae did

find themselves in other contexts they are overwhelmingly in sanctuaries, strong evidence

for the hypothesis that they arrived there as votives from people passing through Rhodes;

not as exports with an economic value. It remains a valid hypothesis to consider Rhodian

fibulae as ‘converted’ offerings, made directly for the god, and not necessarily worn for an

extended period of time (Snodgrass 1990, 291). These profile-groups are a great contrast

to the Sail-fibulae, as Rhodian sanctuaries were to those other sanctuaries, such as the

Argive Heraion, Perachora, and Olympia, that have a far lower variety ratio. The former

receiving imports but exporting none but few; the latter also receiving imports but not

making any, or only very few fibulae, locally.

A profile-group with similar results, DK, is widely different in style. DK is part of the

profile-super-group DI-DT, though the three profile-groups DI, DJ, and DK are the prin-

cipal ones (Figure: 5.22). DK shares a similar popularity to BE, widely-spread, from Gor-

dion to mainland Greece, and is said to be imitated as profile-groups DR-DT at multiple

sites in the Aegean (Strøm 1995, 46-8). DI-DK were probably manufactured at a number

of locations given their above average richness of catch-plate-variants. In absolute num-

bers Gordion possesses 25% of profile-groups DI (N=20), 53% of DJ (N=79), and 49%

of DK (N=87), but, in terms of type-presence, only 11% of DI catch-plate-variants (N=9),

55% of DJ catch-plate-variants (N=11), and 33% of DK catch-plate-variants (N=9). The

catch-plate-variant figures may be erroneous for so many are damaged. However, I can,

at least, say there are 9 catch-plate-variants for 20 DI examples, 11 catch-plate-variants

for 79 DJs, and 9 catch-plate-variants for 87 DKs, consistent with multiple manufacturers

or a long period of production.

Of these fibulae, many are found in the great Tumulus MM at Gordion, dated to c.740 BC

(Caner, 8-10; DeVries 2007, 86; Sams 2011, 59). 17 DJs and 34 DKs were found therein.

Tumulus MM is unlikely to be the burial chamber of King Midas, being a generation

too early, however, the prestige of the burial is without doubt (Figure: 5.23; Muscarella
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(a) DI2.XXIXa.23b, #7102 (Philipp
1981, Pl. 68, No. 1104).

(b) DJ3.XXIXa.23b, #7157 (Caner,
Pl. 34, No. 436).

(c) DK3.XXIXa.23l, #7255 (Caner,
Pl. B, No. 319).

Figure 5.22: (a) DI2 fibula from Olympia; (b) DJ3 fibula from Boğazköy; (c) DK fibula from
Gordion Tumulus MM. Scale 1:1.
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Figure 5.23: The remains of a king in Tumulus MM at Gordion (Simpson 2012, 150, Fig. 10.1).

1967b, Pl. XVII, No. 87). Aside from fine furniture, a total of 175 fibulae were found

in the chamber. Are the popularity of these due in part from this association? Indeed,

DJs are found at 19 sites across three regions, with four examples from Olympia, two

from Lindos, and one each from Ialysos and Samos. DKs are found at 23 sites across five

regions, including three examples each from Lindos and Ephesus, two from the Argive

Heraion, and one each from Pherai, Perachora, Paros, and Ialysos. The examples from

Regions 2, 3, and 4 are consistent with an Anatolian, if not necessarily Central Anatolian,

manufacture (cf. Kilian 1975, 152-3; Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 45-7; Strøm 1998, 46). If I

were to consider an itinerant smith, why are they exclusively found in sanctuary contexts in

these regions? Rather than positing that people from the Aegean travelled to Gordion and

returned with these items, I suggest they were gifts from the Phrygian capital (see below,

Section: 5.3.2.2), going hand-in-hand with more famous objects such as the throne dedic-

ated by King Midas at Delphi (Waterfield 1998, Herodotus 1.14). But, it is not Herodotus’

allusions that are persuasive, rather the fact that profile-variants radiate from Gordion but

rarely, if ever, travel the other way around, as I discovered in Chapter 4.
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Summary

The purpose of this section is to show that diversity analysis is a very useful tool for as-

sessing the character of artefact-types as well as site assemblages. I have been able to

assess how different fibula groups varied in their use and dedication, making an inroad

into the character of those that wore and dedicated them. On the whole, though, quan-

tification fails to reach explanation. I can demonstrate the distribution of fibulae and in

which direction they travelled, but I can not really answer why they are distributed so,

why the variety needed to be produced, especially in the 8th and 7th century, and for that

a contextual analysis is required.

5.3 Stylistic variation, individuals and agency

5.3.1 ‘Fibula agency’ and a child burial at Lerna

Explanation needs but one fibula, not 10,282. In this case, the context is the burial of a

child, said to be 18 months at time of death, inhumed in a pithos at Lerna in grave PA

6:1 (Caskey 1956, 171-2, Pl. 48; DeVries 1974, 81). In addition to a BE3.VIb.11d fibula

(#4337; Figure: 5.24a), there were two bronze rings, a bronze hoop, and two probable

iron pins. Of the pottery, the pithos, a cooking pot, one-handled cup, trefoil oinochoe,

kantharos, and skyphos, have been dated to Late-Geometric I/II, or, brazenly by DeV-

ries (1974, 92), c.725 BC. Roughly the same time as the Iliad and Odyssey were being

performed (see below on page 285). The fibula is 100mm in length, a little smaller than

average (122.4mm) and median (111mm) BE3s, and the catch-plate has a simple double

line border at top and sides with a bird on each face, one looking forward and the other

behind; it may be an early work of Hampe’s ‘Swan Engraver’ (DeVries 1974, 86-7, 97;

Hampe 1936, 17; cf. Strøm 1995, 75-6, note 255). Of greater interest, is the context of

dedication and its repair in antiquity, where a new spring and pin have been attached by
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a rivet at the lower stem. This suggests the fibula was much older than the child and thus

potentially an heirloom, or, if not an heirloom, a gift with an extended biography, given

by a parent at time of death (Whitley 2016, 216). I do not think it likely that such a young

infant would characteristically wear a large fibula on their chest and long, sharp iron pins

at either shoulder, considering the chance of stabbing oneself at each fall. Moreover, I

consider fibulae had a longer use-life than one or two years before breakage: otherwise

the repair ratio, about 1:74, would be significantly increased. There is no reason not to

consider the Lerna fibula to have been in circulation for a generation or more before de-

position. The rich jewellery buried with this child refers to what many believe a girl would

have worn in adolescence, a peplos held by two pins and a cloak held by a fibula; arguably

the kit the child was destined to wear, in an idealised sense as Whitley (1996, 210, 228;

2002, 219-20; cf. Lemos 2007a, 278) has argued for juvenile warrior graves. Decoration

and symbolism in death, as scholars know, was a very important part of the social subsys-

tem in creating and maintaining new levels of status as well as ensuring a restful spirit for

the deceased (Garrow and Gosden 2012, 316; Lemos 2002, 218-20; Treherne 1995, 107,

116; Voutsaki 1995). What part does the fibula play in this? The fibula takes a prominent

visual position during the funeral in the child’s appearance, especially here for it is an ex-

ception; it is exceptionally uncommon for a fibula to be deposited in Peloponnese graves,

as opposed to pins (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984). For example, out of 45 tomb-groups pub-

lished by Courbin (1974, 65, 132), only one fibula was found. Moreover, whilst pithos

burials became common in the Geometric Argolid, metal offerings are particularly rare

(Hägg 1983, 28-30). The Lerna child burial is thus unusually rich in its display.

5.3.1.1 Art and agency in practice

Gell’s (1998) theory for art and agency provides a useful tool to depict the agency relations

involved in the biography of the Lerna fibula. In particular, how objects are able to manip-

ulate individuals through the abduction of agency, the non-semiotic, non-demonstrative

inferences from indexes (Gell 1998, 14-6). Indeed, objects receive a secondary agency
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(a) Lerna Fibula: BE3.VIb.11d, #4337 (DeV-
ries 1974, 86, Pl. 15, No. 7).

(b) Harvard Fibula: BJ3.IVb.11e, #5387 (Bennett 1997, Pl.
4).

(c) Domed-Sail fibula from Thebes: BEδ2.VIi.11a,
#4549 (Hampe 1936, Pl. 13, No. 15).

(d) Heracles fibula from Ida: BE3.VIb.11d, #4330 (Sapouna-Sakellarakis,
107, Pl. 44, No. 1497). Heracles battles the Siamese Twins (Snodgrass 1998,
28-33).

Figure 5.24: Various decorated 8th and 7th century fibulae with Sail catch-plates. Scale 1:2.
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during their production and subsequent contexts of use that can be harnessed by primary

agents, whether wittingly or not. To appreciate such a theory the dominant role of semiot-

ics and its underpinning in linguistic theory, that material culture may be read like a text

or symbol (Buchli 2000, 365; Hodder 1989; Moore 1990, 91), must be diminished (Whit-

ley 2012, 595). Peircian semiotics is founded upon the principal that objects are symbols,

and thus in structuralist terms Saussure argued that the designs (parole) may be under-

stood within a contextual corpus (langue) (Knappett 2005, 86; Layton 2006, 30). Some

narrative decoration on Sail-Boat (BE) or Domed-Sail (BEδ) fibulae may be part of such

a scheme, even perhaps a cosmic structure announced in the Homeric Hymns. Bennett

(1997, 33-4), in particular, reads the Harvard fibula (#5387) and its companion in New

York (#5388), as showing a day/night cycle, with Helios, the disc, holding the harmonious

balance at the centre, rising at dawn and falling at dusk (through the parallel fish and bird

a-b-c-d-c-b-a sequence; Figure: 5.24b). Bennett (1997, 39-40) reminds us that plated belts

were produced, perhaps as a warriors set, with similar iconography. Yet, I would point out

that the belt’s decoration is consistent with fibulae found at Philia and Pherai whilst the

Harvard fibula is from Attica. Not only the decoration, but the stubby necked catch-plate

and unusual bead at the base of the pin. Squabbles aside, scholars must remember that the

decoration on the fibulae being so small, could hardly be seen. In fact, the affect such a

fibula has upon its wearer and audience is more complicated than a narrative reading.

Gell’s theory of abduction is based on four terms, and a matrix of ‘The Art Nexus’ depicts

their relations (Figure: 5.25). The theory has been most effectively used in archaeology by

Whitley (2007, 185-8; 2012), who shows that, the Delphi Charioteer, dedicated at Delphi,

was a powerful index of the patron, Polyzalos, rather than the artist or rider, whilst Garrow

and Gosden (2012) consider its role in the abstract quality of Celtic Art. Other scholars

have hitherto interpreted Gell’s work with disappointing results (e.g. D’Agata 2012, 210;

Layton 2003, 461; Mills and Ferguson 2008, 340; Osborne and Tanner 2007; Winter 2007,

42-5). On the other hand, materialist studies have gone one step further but, with risk of

gross generalisation, thinking through objects alone they perhaps lose sight of how they act
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Figure 5.25: Gell’s terminology and The Art Nexus (Gell 1998, 27, 29, Table 1).

within the subsystems that Clarke and Gell had in mind (e.g. Gosden 2005, 194; Knappett

2005, 45-9).

In a rudimentary sense, Gell depicted the general way secondary agents act as extended

persons, as extensions of social lives or the institutions that created them. In other words,

objects index the agency of primary agents, enabling elites a superior infrastructure to fa-

cilitate their goals and ideology than they in person could otherwise achieve (cf. Ebbing-

haus 2014; Hayden 1998, 12; Knappett 2005, 169; Robb 2015, 168). I say ‘elites’ for it
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Figure 5.26: Lerna fibula Stage 1 Gellogram: production and use-life (Source: Author).

is those with the resources to expend on materials (amongst other things, such as time), to

support their personal status in a world fraught with ‘status anxiety’ (Duplouy 2015, 59;

Whitley 2015, 290). A ‘Gellogram’ delineates the hypothesised agent-patient relation-

ships of the Lerna fibula before its transfer to the child at burial (Figure: 5.26). Square

brackets denote nested agent/patient relations, and each step right shows the extended

agency accumulated by the primary agent (Gell 1998, 51-2). Suffixes -A (agent) and -P

(patient) mark whether agency is being exerted or received. Relations are marked by >

which culminate in the index, and > > > indicates where the abduction takes place.

Stage 1 then, represents the production of the fibula and its wearing by its owner. I do not

know of the object’s prior biography, and though I know objects of this time often had a

rich biography (Grethlein 2008; Whitley 2013a, 400-2; 2016, 216), I assume the parent

had the fibula produced. The parent/patron (Recipient1-A) instigated the manufacture

of the fibula variant (Index-A) produced by the smith (Artist-A), taking a design from

the available profile-groups known to them (Prototype-A). In its use-life the fibula acted

upon observers (Recipient2-P), exerting power on behalf of the patron by its possession

and wearing. This type of power is double-sided, observers (Recipient2-A) would also

have agency over the patron (Recipient1-P) back through the agency of the index. For

they witness the wearing of the fibula and the status it ascribes, the abduction plays a

role in maintaining the social structure, captivating both the wearer and observers in their

respective roles (cf. Knappett 2005, 165). Indeed, the wearer may feel obliged to wear

the index, to not do so may play a small part in system dislocation (as when a boss scolds

an employee for not wearing a tie), as variation (in practice) from the norm. If the fibula
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Figure 5.27: Had the fibula come into the possession of the wearer as a gift, it would carry the
associations of those who wore it previously, adding to its power as an index (Source: Author).

had a biography, a spatial reach as much as a history of prior ownership, before coming

into the possession of the patron, its power would only increase (Figure: 5.27; Grethlein

2008, 37). I shall discuss the efficacy of the fibula below.

5.3.1.2 The power of abduction

The ensuing phase before transfer of ownership to the child is time. The power of abduc-

tion the fibula gives is an accumulation of:

1. The sum of all agent-patient relations.

2. Every abduction event.

3. The cumulative biography; the individuals who had worn it and the memory of

them, and the places it had travelled.

4. Its beauty and technical virtuosity.

5. The index efficacy may rise or fall as styles go in and out of fashion, increase in

popularity, become rare, or common.

6. Simultaneously the index rises or falls in efficacy as it becomes associated with the

status of the wearer and the institutions they are part of.

7. The meaning of the index may shift, and have a different affect on different cultures.

8. Whether they were associated with object narrative in oral poetry, religious practice,

national dress, and so on.
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(a) Stage 2

(b) Stage 3

Figure 5.28: Lerna fibula Stage 2 and 3 ‘Maxogram’: transfer of ownership and dedication in
burial (Source: Author).

It is very difficult to assess these points for my example, but I can be sure the object still

held a power, else why give it prominence in death? Indeed, the transfer of ownership

provides an opportunity to increase legitimisation of the parent’s and household’s status

at the funeral, regardless whether the intention was not so sinister (Figure: 5.28a). We can

also appreciate the parting of an object worn each day in life, a very personal object, in

terms of grief, and a hope that it may be appreciated and used by the child in the afterlife,

or perhaps given, by the child, as a gift to a god there encountered (Dodds 1959, 136;

Muscarella 1967a, 85). That does not diminish the fact that presenting the fibula to the

child increases the status of the family, as extended agency. I have included symbolism

and aesthetics in addition to abduction as the active processes during these events. There

is no reason to highlight only one to the denial of other factors in this exertion of power

‘Maxogram’.

The third stage, then, represents the index at the funeral (Figure: 5.28b). Note, it is still

the parent who is primary agent, the parent who is gaining memory, social power, and

legitimisation through the funerary spectacle (Index1-A and Index2-A). The dead child,

objects, and practices act as secondary agents, exerting the primary agency of the parent

upon the community. The use of the fibula, which could have been substituted by any

other powerful object, is thus clear, and I can begin to assess its value in maintaining
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system stability for this family, and by extension the community as a whole.

It is evident that fibulae, like all indexes, had a role in maintaining system continuity at a

high level (Clarke 1978, 418) and individual prestige at a lower one (Hayden 1998, 11-5).

To what extent is open to debate, and scholars have evidently focussed on the latter.

Ideology operates most effectively at the routine, non-discursive level of hu-
man practice, particularly through its objectification in the material objects
that actively mediate social action... The notion that people live their ideo-
logy as real implies that ideology is a taken for granted part of any particular
life style, even that of an élite, which adheres to a particular set of practices
and beliefs with deep commitment and not merely as part of a cynical charade
(Treherne 1995, 116, emphasis mine).

The objects dedicated to the dead or the gods reiterate social status not simply by message

(Shennan 1982, 156), aggrandisement (Hayden 1998, 18-25), or as agent (Whitley 2012),

but by being performed. In other words, they partake in a normalising process, legitimisa-

tion. In addition to their performance and physicality owing legitimisation, there is also

the importance of emotion. Objects are not only status objects but a way of protecting the

self, like a skin, during death. Indeed, the dread of death, anxiety, and the loss of the self

in the process, seems to terrify those in the Iliad and Odyssey (Treherne 1995, 122-4). One

way to transcend this loss, Treherne argued, was by achieving a ‘beautiful death’ fixed in

the memory of the living. Death was preserved in funerary monuments and oral poetry

(cf. Grethlein 2008, 37-8). By contrast, the horror was to be forgotten, to be at risk of de-

filement, not only of body but also accoutrements and personal ornamentation. So often

prized by the enemy, the personal grave goods were a direct extension of the body as well

as a part of the body (Treherne 1995, 128; Whitley 2016, 215; cf. Gell 1998, 96-154).

5.3.1.3 Legitimacy and the extended mind

I have shown that the Lerna fibula played a role as an extended object in systems of hier-

archy and legitimacy, and will now explain how this works in extended and distributed
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minds (Clark 2008; Dodds 1959; Gell 1998, 221-58; Whitley 2013a). To do so succinctly

I look to the theory of distributed cognition on one hand, and minds as social institutions

on the other (Castelfranchi 2014, 122). It is clear that objects act as physical and cognitive

extensions: robotic arms, or arms and armour, extend our physical qualities (Ebbinghaus

2014, 154-6; Gell 1998, 37; Knappett 2005, 169); computers and notebooks extend our

mental ability (Clark 2008, 196-8). Clark and Chalmers (1998, 15) show how a person

with Alzheimer’s disease uses a notebook for his memory, connected by phenomenolo-

gical perception rather than internal bandwidth. The only difference being the processing

speed, which in some cases may still be faster than a non-Alzheimer’s person with limited

cognition or when intoxicated. Another example is the Nobel physicist explaining that

the work is the paper; he could not do the work in his head (Clark 2008, xxv). Super-

ior cognition is afforded by objects, arranging and labelling them, with or without text.

They hold our memories and emotions, including joy, guilt, power, understanding, and

hierarchisation. Just as a photograph, brooch, gun, or child’s doll holds these qualities in

our society; not too unlike the Betel bag for the Kodi of Indonesia (Gell 1998, 126-33;

Hoskins 1998, 45-7). Moreover, by holding part of our cognition in themselves, objects

have a degree of control over it (Gell 1998, 134-6; Hoskins 1998, 22). Yet nowadays we

seem too clever, no object is able to confound us. We feel we can always see through to its

logic. Of course, that is not true, and perhaps less true for those who can neither read nor

write. Distributed cognition implies distributed or ‘fractal’ personhood (sensu Gell 1998,

140, 221-3). The ‘Homeric dividual’ is distributed across objects and object biographies;

complex social relations are held in things (Whitley 2016, 215; Strathern 1988, 13).

My contention is that social institutions and conventions are stored in minds at the same

time as being stored outside minds, in objects. Individuals learn conventions, scripts or

ways of interacting in order to minimize subjective uncertainty: if there were no rules

for doing, every social interaction would face undue difficulty and mistrust (Castelfranchi

2014, 122). Social learning, or mental tool-kits, allow for success in unusual non-routine

actions, such as negotiating a deal, or demonstrating ones status (e.g. arětē) over another.
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Castelfranchi (2014, 122-9) argues that minds are ‘cultural artefacts’, created to deal with

cultural institutions, such as kinship, exchange, and labour. Moreover, humans tend to

follow the rules, or scripts, once learnt, for the natural reason they make doing easier.

These scripts can exist entirely in the mind as well as distributed across objects (Robb

2015, 169-171). Indeed, we ‘play the game’, adopting a role, and prescribing roles on

others, in order to achieve our goals. The scripts that emerge to play these games are

semi-autonomous. Each player is resigned to follow a prescribed role: they ‘wear’ or

‘act’ it in order not to fail or interrupt social norms. Even if an individual does not have a

benevolent attitude toward following this game, other participants will assume they do, if

they go along with it (Castelfranchi 2014, 130, 137; cf. Gell 1998, 128).

This last point is important, for it need not matter whether the object or game is real.

It may as well be imagined. Just by going along with the elite-with-fibula is acting to

legitimise their status, by acting out the script of being inferior. The cumulative effect of

this game-playing is of normalised hierarchy, exclusion, and voluntary deference (Tyler

2006, 378). Even if the elite does not wear the fibula at all times, the elite-with-fibula is

still in your mind, as part of a social rule. It is not necessarily enough to have the fibula:

one must know how to use it correctly, and one must be allowed to use it. This is the

foundation of legitimacy, and begins to explain how objects are tied up with it. It is part

of why special hard-to-get-hold-of objects are so lavishly described in Homer; either the

detail of themselves (i.e. ekphrasis) or their entangled biographies (Whitley 2013a, 399).

One need not see the actual object to learn its script, for it is in the mind, and understand

that man-with-artefact is to be regarded as more important and powerful than others (Tyler

2006, 385, 392; Tyler and Lind 1992, 164-6).
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5.3.2 Fibula power: its factors and emotions

5.3.2.1 Distance, encounter, and admiration

It is possible to consider the specific ways a fibula, as opposed to other metalwork, plays

out in social relations with analogy to the physical affordances we encounter jewellery use

today. The first crucial point is distance and length of encounter. The distance you are

from a person wearing a brooch will directly affect the level of appreciation and under-

standing you will have, such as its technical intricacies (e.g. beauty) or narrative decora-

tion (e.g. symbolism). Equally, you will not be able to appreciate this if given only a short

encounter. Abduction, on the other hand, is more instantaneous and subconscious. Given

the opportunity to see the object, the abduction will be fixed within a prescribed cultural

framework of expectations. Here abduction, symbolism, and aesthetics are all efficacious

depending on cultural psychology (Layton 2003, 454; 2006, 31). As an aside, Professor

Whitley used to treat his students of the Praisos Project to a symbolism test, asking them

to interpret a tombstone in 30 seconds. Naturally, students expected their answer to fit into

the context of Archaic/Classical Crete, clouding the obvious answer that it is Venetian, of

the 14th century AD. This type of encounter with a fibula is only possible if the wearer

allows you to see it, as well as each face of the catch-plate. The length and distance of

encounter affect its semiotic salience.

Recalling our encounter with the fibula worn by Odysseus (see No. 2 on page 10), the

decoration is narrated; in this context part of its power lay in the narrative detail that could

not be seen, and probably could not be seen if real. This fibula is very similar and of the

same period to the one dedicated to the Lerna child; certainly difficult to tell the differ-

ence during the funeral ceremony. Odysseus’ fibula is likely my BEδ2 (Figure: 5.24c),

close to the BE3 variant. Such Domed-Sail fibulae have an unusually wide distribution

and many contain obvious Homeric narrative (Figure: 5.24d; Bates 1911; Bennett 1997;

Blinkenberg, 163-9; Hadaczek 1903; Hampe 1936; 1971; Perrot and Chipiez 1898, 253;
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Figure 5.29: Lerna fibula Stage 4: tales of heroic objects (Source: Author).

Figure 5.30: The creation of a prototype by orator and not the craftsman (Source: Author).

Schweitzer 1922, 163). The heroic association of the Lerna fibula if real, and there is no

reason to say it would not have played even a small role, adds an additional power to the

index (Figure: 5.29). It is difficult to place the agency of the poet, Recipient5, is it before

or after Recipient1-A, the parent? In other words, does the poet remark upon a common

practice, or does he/she create the practice? It is easy to draw the creation of practice,

where the fibula is Prototype-P, regardless of its decoration or variant (Figure: 5.30; Gell

1998, 32). Whichever the case, the added agency the index now possessed, as an extension

of the patron, is clear, and it is exerted over the community, Recipient4.

It would not be too much to suggest observers admired the Lerna fibula as they admired

Odysseus himself. Indeed, we are told so: ‘and all admired it’ (Lattimore 1975, Odys-

sey 19.229). The emotion of admiration is closely intertwined with feelings of inferiority,

envy, and jealousy (Figure: 5.31). I can document the prerequisites of admiration borrow-

ing components common to psychological studies (Castelfranchi and Miceli 2009, 224-6).

I substitute observers for ‘A’, Odysseus for ‘B’, and fibula for ‘p’. The sum of ‘p’ of course

stands for a whole host of adornments, bodily extensions and personal skills. Thus, the

components for admiration:

1. The observers believe they do not have the fibula.

280 Vol. 1



Figure 5.31: Emotions of admiration, emulation, inferiority, envy, and jealousy, and their com-
ponents. Note, there is a mistake in this diagram: the uppermost line should read ‘A believes A
doesn’t have p’ (Castelfranchi and Miceli 2009, 225, Fig. 1).
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2. The observers believe Odysseus has the fibula.

3. The observers believe they are inferior to Odysseus with respect to the fibula.

5. The observers believe the fibula is valuable in some respect.

9. The observers want the fibula to exist.

10. The observers believe Odysseus is valuable (because of the fibula).

I need only substitute two components, 9 and 10, with 4 and 6 to allow the feeling of

inferiority:

4. The observers want the fibula.

6. The observers want (not (observers inferior to Odysseus with respect to the

fibula)).

Inferiority is similar to the feeling of ‘benign envy’ as opposed to ‘malicious envy’ (Castel-

franchi and Miceli 2009, 226), for the latter would entail additional components:

11. The observers believe Odysseus is the cause of their inferiority.

12. The observers want Odysseus not to have the fibula.

It seems that the audience would feel admiration for Odysseus more than inferiority, as

they are told to feel so by the orator, for Odysseus is a hero, touched by the gods (cf. West

1988, xviii-xix). Similarly, they admire the fibula, and they may want it, or they may

want to be close enough to see the beguiling decoration of the hound strangling the fawn

as it tries to escape. They may feel alienated for not having it. Moreover, the emotion

evoked of strength strangling inferiority, that the observer is obliged to share in, helps

to submit them to the wearer’s power. It is easy to appreciate the hound as Odysseus and
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themselves as the struggling fawn should they come face-to-face with the hero (Gell 1998,

31), as much as seeing Telemachus as fawn to Penelope’s suitors. The fibula need not be

decorated to achieve such efficacy; other pins in Homer are praised for their shining quality

(see list on page 10). It is not difficult to see how, with the emotions of admiration and

inferiority already in place, Gell’s technology of captivation is easily powerful, especially

so in this cultural context. Captivation by artistic agency is where technical superiority,

and the steps forming the process of its origination, cannot be mentally understood by

the observer (patient). The origination of the index, for Gell, ‘defeats explanation’, and

renders the observer trapped between two worlds: the world where the observer observes

and the world where the artefact was created, as if by magic (Gell 1988; 1998, 68-72;

Garrow and Gosden 2012).

Such social cognition is well-known, where awe diminishes the self and encourages col-

lective engagement, a key legitimising practice (Bai et al. 2017, 186). Odysseus’ fibula

is imaginary, the Lerna fibula could be similarly so, becoming equally imaginary once

buried, as could a virtuosic but plain object. Indeed, the affirmation of individuals-with-

fibulae, and other objects such as the Immortal Shield (Ebbinghaus 2014, 154), by Homer

(Fitzgerald 1998, Iliad XVIII, 478-617), is a striking confirmation of how important such

an object could be to an individual playing status games in Ancient Greece towards the

end of the 8th century (cf. Whitley 2015, 301).

5.3.2.2 Location of display: Croesus’ sanctuary dedications

My second general point is the location that the fibula takes compared to other items of

worn metalwork. A belt is low, as are rings, whilst earrings can be disguised by hair,

and they are off-centre. The fibula by contrast is usually worn in the most prominent po-

sition, at upper chest (see Brøns 2014, above 1.1 on page 13), and though a diadem is

also important, it is a less frequent find. The large size of fibulae in relation to other jew-

ellery emphasises their importance during the period. The richness of variety, in contrast
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to other classes of jewellery, further establishes this point. The fibula was an essential

part of everyday dress; they would be handled and worn each day, hence their very per-

sonal nature. Why dedicate them to a god? I may remind the reader of my other research

question, why do fibulae gain power, evidenced by their variety, now, in the 8th century?

In a sanctuary dedication, I expect the fibula to have been put on display amongst other

dedications in the god’s possession within the temenos, and left there perhaps for genera-

tions; or if redeposited, kept or buried nearby (Alroth 1988; Burkert 1985; Whitley 2001,

136). This is how votives are positioned in a Classical sanctuary, but not necessarily one of

the 10th to the 7th century. Indeed, the architecture of early sanctuaries, traditionally seen

as a development from ‘ruler’s dwelling to temple’, is decidedly sparse (Mazarakis Ainian

2016; Whitley 2001, 133-40). But it is also not straight-forward. Early ‘cult’ sites exhibit

evidence of feasting, with remains of animals and drinking equipment, but not necessarily

divine patronage (van den Eijnde 2018, 75-80); they can hardly be called ‘sanctuaries’

until the 8th century. Even then, the key feature of a sanctuary, the altar, may not have

been accompanied by any structure, though scholars expect votives to remain in the im-

mediate vicinity; probably close to the altar (Alroth 1988, 203; Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 23,

Fig. 1). Perhaps the most I can say of votives of earlier date (8th and 7th century), is that

they are found in fills of the 6th and 5th century. An example is the Argive Heraion, the

old terrace is said to date to the second half of the 8th century, yet no architecture is found

upon it (Strøm 1988, 178; Wright 1980). If some of the fibulae date to the 8th century they

may have been displayed here, around the same time fibulae were dedicated at the Hera

temple to the west, for they are later found all over the sanctuary (Strøm 1995, 38, Note

240). There are just two sanctuaries that provide definitive dating to Period 3 (800-600

BC). Kalapodi has a mid-8th century context (Felsch 1983, 124-6; Klebinder-Gauß 2015,

193-4), whilst the fibulae unearthed in the Austrian excavations at Ephesus have an early

7th century context (Klebinder-Gauß 2007, 21; see above on page 2.4.2.4).

The most obvious evidence of votive offering are objects inscribed, for example ‘Apollo,

I am thine’ or ‘I am of the Anakes: Eudemus offered me’ (Rouse 1902, 322-34). Just two
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(a) FU1.—.–, #9428 (Cahn 1950, 190, Fig. 2). (b) FU1.—.–, #9427 (Source: Author).

Figure 5.32: Lion Brooches from the Sanctuary of Apollo Tyritas (a) and the Argive Heraion (b).
Not to scale.

fibulae in my catalogue are inscribed (#9428 and #9434), and only two others are known to

me. They are from Italy: the Praenestina fibula, with the earliest known Latin inscription,

probably a fake (Gordon 1975), and the Valenzano fibula (Gervasio 1921, 87, Pl. XII, No.

7). Our fibulae are the probable 6th century Lion Brooches associated with Apollo. The

first was found at the Sanctuary of Apollo Tyritas and its inscription reads ΑΠΟΛΟΝΣ ΕΜ

(‘I belong to Apollo’; Figure: 5.32) and the second is fragmentary, ΙΑΙΓ, it is probably

from the Sanctuary of Artemis Orthia (Blinkenberg 1926, 280-1; Cahn 1950, 190). Of

straight-pins, Jacobsthal (1956, 31, 96, Figs. 84 and 314) notes an inscribed pin from the

Argive Heraion and another from Paphos. But an inscription is not necessary to make a

votive; the agency-relations remain the same (Rouse 1902, 322). High profile dedications

are known to us in later texts, such as Herodotus, writing in the 5th century. Croesus,

King of Lydia, is said to have dedicated famous amounts of gold amongst other items,

including his wife’s necklaces and belts, to Apollo at Delphi, but not necessarily in person

(Waterfield 1998, Herodotus I.50-3). Other dedications were made at Thebes, Ephesus,

and Miletus (ibid. I.92). Votives were thought to bring Croesus favour, as payment for

oracles and military alliances, albeit it did not turn out well in the end.

It is likely a fact of chronology that fibulae are not mentioned in Herodotus but are in

Homer. Whilst it is probable that a definitive version of Homer was not written down until

the late-6th and 5th century for performance at the Panathenaea in Athens, earlier versions

were performed at the Panionia festival in the later-8th and 7th century (Nagy 2010, 22;
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2015, 62). Whilst the performance is an act of creation, the archaising elements in Homer

strongly suggest that key elements of the poetry (the things) were formed over several

centuries, during the time of fibula use (Nagy 2010, 311-4; 2015, 64; cf. Hood 1995, 26;

Lemos 2002, 217-8). Without delving into that controversy, I can at least contend the fact

that Herodotus does not note the dedication of fibulae in the 5th century to be consistent

with the archaeological record, for there were next to none, indeed very few from as early

as the 6th century, until their reintroduction in Roman times.

Returning to the question of Phrygian’s dedicating objects in Greece, archaeologically

speaking, there are many examples of fibulae turning up in Aegean sanctuaries from

Anatolia presumably in the 7th century, more so than any other region (e.g. the Balkans,

Cyprus or Italy), and some appear to be imitated (Strøm 1998, 46-8; Vassileva 2014, 224).

What I would like to know about these early offerings at sanctuaries is whether they were

displayed for a similar time as at a burial, during dedication and sacrifice, or were in fact

visible for generations, and visible to whom? Of course, whilst this is impossible to tell

on present evidence, I can list the agency relations involved for the different abduction

scenarios (cf. Garrow and Gosden 2012, 45-6).

In Croesus’ case there are many agents involved in the dedication of, in our case, his wife’s

jewellery to Apollo at Delphi (Figure: 5.33 on the next page). The god can also be placed

as agent in front of Croesus, instructing him to make a dedication. Croesus believes the

index will act, as his extension, upon the god (idol) and observers (other leaders) to bring

him good fortune and military strength. Dedicating being the right thing to do, observers

must have felt Croesus a benevolent king.

If the index remained on display after the event, the agency relations may be simplified,

in that the observers may not know of his wife or the way it arrived, and they may also

become confused over the prototype. For example, local imitations might augment the

prototype’s agency, they believing it local rather than rare and exotic (Gunter 2009, 86).

Indeed, whilst the agency of the prototype and artist are still latent in the index, the most
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Figure 5.33: Dedication of Croesus’ wife’s jewellery to Apollo at Delphi (Source: Author).

Figure 5.34: Simplification of Croesus’ extended agency over Recipient5-P, and the attempt to
usurp this agency by the Lacedaemonians (Source: Author).

important agents may be shown (Figure: 5.34). In fact, observers may believe the King

himself brought the object into being and made the dedication personally.

We also learn from Herodotus that one of Croesus’ dedications was later over-written with

the name of a false dedicator, the Lacedaemonians. This attempt to usurp the agency of the

index for a new patron is commonplace. The practice of defiling and dedicating enemy’s

weapons, armour, and possessions, their ‘extended skins’, is very famous in Greece and

Assyria. This is clear archaeologically (Ebbinghaus 2014, 152-3, 161; Whitley 2006,

233) and in texts. Assyrian soldiers took bones from royal graves, timber beams from

palaces, and tens of thousands of other treasures to destroy or take hostage at their capital

(e.g. Gunter 2009, 168-70; Livingstone 1989, 44-7, No. 17). The Aeginetans stole the

Athenian statues, and the failed rescue attempt led the sole survivor to be murdered with
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Figure 5.35: Agency involved in dedicating the enemy’s objects: volt sorcery (Source: Author).

the straight-pins of the Athenian wives’ (Waterfield 1998, Herodotus V. 83-7). The act

of burying objects in the ground, at burials or foundation rituals, has a similar effect of

defiling the agency that was present before. This is known as volt sorcery, where damage

to the prototype is damage to the individual (Gell 1998, 103) or collective (Figure: 5.35).

It is important to note that dedications become the god’s worldly indexes, gods being

powerful as a sum of their representation by men, such as praise in poetry and piety in

worship (Gell 1998, 114). This transfer of ownership, and power of the index when passed

to the god’s control, will increase its efficacy in future abduction events. Not knowing how

the object was used between dedication and deposition is a challenge for the understanding

of the value of fibulae in systems, as I shall show.

5.3.2.3 Cultural responses to abduction

Awe and admiration are good techniques for legitimising hierarchy, it makes people feel

small but not diminished in status, rank, or self-esteem (Bai et al. 2017, 201). The mag-

nitude of the affect, or efficacy of the index, is culturally dependent, as argued above. I

think a good case has already been made to show that Ancient Greeks, in particular, would

have been especially subject to it, as explained by E. R. Dodds (1959) in The Greeks and

the Irrational. ‘Homeric man’s highest good is... public esteem... and strongest moral

force... public opinion’ (Dodds 1959, 17-8): their greatest fear, for Dodds, in a similar

vein to Treherne (1995), was shame (see Crozier 2014, 271). Shame, rather than guilt, was

a particularly Greek thing. Hence Treherne’s thesis of the beautiful death and obsessive
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Figure 5.36: Power of god as prototype; power of abduction via cultural thought (Source: Author).

desire to protect one’s possessions from transgression, such as loss in battle. Moreover,

more than subject to shame, the Greeks were irrational, like Dodds himself, and many of

us today (Finkelberg 2012, 108; Thaler and Sunstein 2008). Homeric Greeks believed atē,

an external blindness, and menos, energy, were breathed into humans by the gods; indeed,

anything vague, such as out-of-body aggression or spontaneous thought, was attributed to

daemonic or godly power, or if known, a particular god’s agency (Dodds 1959, 11, 14).

In this way, the unknown, the technically unexplainable qualities of objects, result of the

god’s own agency, and become a carrier of the god’s presence, as if an idol (Gell 1998,

40, 97-8). Here the god, and piety, become the prototype, and provides, in our case the

fibula, with superior abductive power (Figure: 5.36). The fibula then channels multiple

levels of agency and abduction simultaneously: biographical association, captivation, and

the touch of the gods.

My third point, then, concerns the different groups of people who would encounter the

fibula. I have shown that multiple levels of abduction may take place simultaneously,

and they may have different levels of affect on different individuals. For certain groups

the importance would be the presence/absence of the fibula, for others the profile-group,

and close observers the specific variant and decoration. The recipient5-P is made up of

multiple individuals subject to abduction in different ways, as their minds interact with

the index.

If culture affects efficacy, abduction not being universal, it becomes obvious why things

can lose efficacy over time and lose value. Moreover, by understanding them, and in-

teracting with them, they become overpowered and weak. From feeling small in awe, in
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understanding the beholder feels large. This must tie in to fashion, and the question of

why fibulae make such a spectacular profusion in the 8th century to all but disappear by

the late-6th century (cf. Snodgrass 1990, 289). This must also be an explanation for the

divergence in quantity and variety of dedications regionally.

5.3.2.4 Explaining variety

My fourth point returns to my primary research question, why do fibulae need to have

so much variety? Is it because objects become weak as they are understood? Or to the

contrary, might objects incur stronger emotional attachments over time? My list of factors

causing variety (Section 5.1.3 on page 230) does not account for why fibulae needed to

have more variety whilst other artefact-classes had less variety. This variety is carefully

produced. Indeed, producing a technically efficient fibula, such as an E5 or F1 profile-

variant, strong and sturdy, would produce minor variation patterns noted in my list: in-

cluding time, population, tools and materials, copy-error, number of workshops, exchange,

practical uses, and inventions. There is only one joint-factor remaining that accounts for

the high level of internal variation in the data: fashion and artistic innovation. As an aside,

I contend this is where Feldman’s (2014, 27, 31) thesis for networked production of ivories

(as opposed to workshop control) goes awry, and the paradox that follows, that elephant

tusk procurement was likely closely controlled, becomes less paradoxical. In our case, I

hope I have, in part, answered why fibulae needed variety, and explained it, by reasoning

that style, and its captivation, is equal to power. Style, then, is not inherent to man, but

inherent to man’s goals (sensu Mark 2: 27-8 New International Edition).

This is not out of step with Darwinian evolution (as opposed to Neo-Darwinism) in so

much as adaptive selection is coupled with sexual selection. For Darwin, the primary cause

of evolution was not only natural selection (an evolution of fitness) but sexual selection

(an evolution of beauty); the desire for beauty in animals was key to reproductive success

(Prum 2017, 22-55). It is obvious how jewellery can likewise be employed in the pursuit

290 Vol. 1



of beauty and success in social negotiation.

On one side of the coin, there is style at multiple levels. Variant style affected the intimate

observers, confounded by technical intricacy, nuance, and decoration. Variant-level style

is formed at the craftsman’s hand, produced during the production of imperfect copies

and experimentation of new fibulae. Group style affected the consumer; the latest fashion

could be discerned or social group differentiated. Group-level styles are fibula proto-

types, collections of variants that form entities easily observed by consumers. Finally,

super-group style was more culturally salient for the distant observer. Super-group style

is like a slice of culture; different super-groups were obviously distinct, and held regional

associations. The general idea of a person-with-fibula would be abducted at this stage.

The details (including virtuosity, narrative, or aesthetics) need not matter for abduction;

they affect not the presence of abduction, rather its efficacy. On the other side of the coin,

there is context. The historical circumstances, or system configuration if you will, had to

be right to allow fibula style cultural saliency at a given time. The huge rise in quantity

suggests the fibula was selected in 8th and 7th century cult practices, whilst the constant

high diversity reflects the artefact-classes’ cultural role. It may be difficult to evaluate the

relative strength of this variety at the different levels, yet it will become clear where their

importance lies in several subsystems: in death, daily-life, and status institutions.

5.3.3 Agency, systems, and extended mind

Telling us to admire Odysseus’s fibula is to condition listeners to respect individuals with

beautiful, magical things, whilst proposing the listener to be inferior, rightly subjected

to the elite. Homer is not suggesting we should be envious or jealous in respect of the

fibula, and condemns related practices of greed and deceitfulness to non-locals, such as

the Phoenicians (Winter 1995, 249). We think that Homer is right and good, but there is

much societal structuration taking place here. Emotional responses are very important. In

particular, it is now clear that emotion plays a significant role in decision making (Fig-
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Figure 5.37: The role of current emotions in decision making (Lerner et al. 2015, 815, Fig. 2).

ure: 5.37; Lerner et al. 2015, 801). The evaluation of how to act, and the expectation

of an outcome are decisively affected by current emotions and cultural conditioning. An

individual (or dividual) used to feeling inferior to person-with-fibula will find it an uphill

struggle if he/she wishes to break this normalised hierarchy. In any case, one object is

not enough, he/she needs the diadem, fibula, earrings, robe, weapons, and so on, in addi-

tion to exceptional personal qualities. Indeed, without these he/she may well feel helpless

(Castelfranchi and Miceli 2009, 226).

If the power of style is cultural, the variety (richness) and quantity (count) of fibulae are

evidence of historical importance. Both count and richness increase steadily until a jump

four centuries after their introduction. Variety tells us of elites trying to maintain their

status and the number of elites involved in status games, and the locus of this shifts in

emphasis from tombs to sanctuaries. This is consistent with big-men society rather than a

society of heritable status (Duplouy 2015, 62; Whitley 1991; 2015). Fibulae became part

of an institutional mindset, where diverse and larger, more elaborate, brooches were legit-

imised as a useful tool in power relationships and maintaining system continuity before the
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polis and other more complex systems of legitimacy, convention, and dynastic strategies

took hold (Duplouy 2015, 78; Hall 2014, 126-53). The high variety is consistent with the

power ascribed to fibulae and other objects in oral poetry, and something akin to ‘fibu-

lamania’, parallel to the idea of ‘Renaissance’ (Coldstream 1983, 18; Morris 1988, 750),

must have occurred in the 8th and 7th century, but only in certain areas as my distributions

show (Figure: 3.6 on page 118): for it was culturally constructed.

We do well to remember that such a renaissance reflects cultural phenomena, and may

not necessarily coincide with a revolutionary increase in wealth or population. For the

decline in fibulae coincides precisely with increased wealth and status competition in the

6th and 5th century, including a significant rise in sanctuary dedications overall (Whitley

2001, 311-3). I might suggest in historical terms that status is shifting to the community

from the individual level; not too hard to achieve, for there was no stratified social order

in place in the Early Iron Age (Hall 2014, 134). The decline in fibula richness and count is

consistent with the rise of the polis, institutions, and monumental sanctuaries, suggesting

status investment moved to other areas of material culture. The use of fibulae did not

entirely cease in the Archaic and Classical, however, where a small number of exquisite

and technically exceptional gold and silver examples are found in graves and sanctuaries.

Does richness of style reduce in favour of rare, hard to acquire, technical captivation?

And yet, in these later times a patron could dedicate a realistic bronze statue of his own

image, with name attached, an inevitable precursor for the introduction of consumption

restrictions in later times (Dodds 1959, 137).

Now that I have put forth an explanation for fibula variation, there is left to account for

their value and the question of culture. I can assure myself that their exchange value

addressed in Chapter 4 is not important. Rather, the value lies in the part it plays in the

system, the practice of daily life, and special events; but these different contexts of use lie

only in certain subsystems. Indeed, I have shown how individuals work within systems

and how the system works in the human mind, as extended, distributed minds. In short,

I could define the sum of distributed cognition as a culture. In Clarke’s general model
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c (Figure: 5.2 on page 221), it is apparent that R (the Regulator) is the most important

factor in system change, St2. So, I could say that the regulator is culture, and the methods

I have described operate (amongst other methods) within it. The regulator operates on

several levels simultaneously. It is in individual minds as well as material culture and their

collectives. It then follows that we have a fairly good idea of where fibulae operated in the

system, and thus in various regions across Greece and Anatolia. I can make a hypothetical

model to place their use (Figure: 5.38).

Here I have gone beyond the basic idea of extended personhood, ‘skins’ in the literal sense,

such as bronze-laden warriors (Ebbinghaus 2014, 154), into distributed minds and culture.

My model shows the skin of an extended mind as it lives and dies within itself, and within

the cultural system. Each tier is an insulator, or regulator, that acts to socially condition the

mind in its operations. Interaction within each sphere requires running the right scripts,

thus being passive to their requirements that are yet set within one’s own mind. The use of

fibulae, as one tool, is shown to have a limited presence, but a powerful one in adornment,

grave goods, and dedications (in some regions), whilst it has a minor role in booty and

wealth storage (except, perhaps, in Gordion’s cellars). I can also see the other factors and

skills that enable individual success in the status games they encountered.

Summary

The purpose of this section, whilst seemingly theoretical, shows a best fit model hypothes-

ising where and how fibulae were used in daily interaction. The theories are actually rather

straightforward, indeed obvious, and I would not wish any linguistic dressing to cloud their

utility (cf. Bintliff 2015). In my model, the extended mind takes centre stage as a unit of

culture and a regulator of culture: for minds, things, and culture are intermingled. To sum-

marise, in Clarke’s general model the crucial component for system change (or continuity)

is the regulator, R (Figure: 5.2 on page 221). At the micro-scale, the mind is regulator;

at the macro, a collection of minds, whether wittingly or not. If culture and institutions
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Figure 5.38: Minds as social institutions (Source: Author).
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are within the mind, rather than out there to interact with, it becomes clear that the most

important factor for explaining culture at any given point is not quite ‘man’s extrasomatic

means of adaptation’ (Binford 1965, 205), or as evolutionary progress, but perhaps sur-

prisingly, as emotion and feelings. For it is emotion, though culturally conditioned, that

plays the pivotal role in decision-making: the formation of goals and motivations. This is

perhaps where the fault-line between processualism and post-processualism lay.

To address material culture head-on I follow Sørensen (2014, 252-4) who argues that

culture is emotional: it is people seeing differences, and seeing qualities in themselves

alongside a sense of the self; an emotional construct. This has strong implications for the

types of archaeological artefact that are better or worse at exploring cultural systems. For

Sørensen they are above all dress, and second, food. Dress and adornment because these

are things that visually distinguish one from another in the every day; not people’s pots or

graves, or house types. That is to say it is not styles of pottery but use of pottery, in terms

of food consumption, that is more important (Sørensen 2014, 256). Naturally, language,

practices, and beliefs are also critical factors in culture, but they are more difficult to dis-

cern archaeologically. Hence, archaeological evidence of jewellery, textiles, and bodily

adornment are much more important units of measurement than the study of pottery or

tools.

This is not to say that I have answered any question of culture in the Early Iron Age,

but rather I aim to restore dress, jewellery, and other identity-laden artefacts, where the

mind has distributed agency and identity, at the forefront when looking at culture. What

is needed in archaeology is not more refined chronology of (pot) styles but a new look at

how typologies may be created with multiple levels, and a shift in emphasis to artefact-

classes that have a cultural-emotive residue. Fibulae, then, I argue, are one of the most

important artefacts of the Early Iron Age Aegean, and with this new layered typology,

they are ready for further analysis. A next step would be to posit a map of dress-culture

based on the distribution of fibula super-groups (cf. Gleba 2017, 1206). This is not to say

these super-groups are necessarily synonymous with an ethnic or other, cultural identity,
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but that the users they stand in for would have noticed an emotive difference in fibula and

dress style.
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Chapter 6

Summary & Conclusion

6.1 Summary

Chapter 1

My first chapter introduced the influx of fibulae into the Aegean in the late-13th/12th

century as a similar technology to pins; their likely origin was the Alpine foothills. As a

technology, they never replaced pins. I introduced the evidence for their use in the literary

and visual record, and, though vital, I argued it was limited in quantity for chronological

reasons. For example, black and red figure vase painting came after fibulae had fallen from

popularity. The main thrust of Chapter 1 concerned typology, style, and historiography.

The key work this thesis aimed to supersede was Blinkenberg’s (1926)Fibules Grecques et

Orientales, published almost 100 years ago, as well as to combine several Prähistorische

Bronzefunde classifications (Caner; Kilian; Sapouna-Sakellarakis) into one typological

scheme. I looked back to Thomsen and Montelius to the roots of archaeological typology,

noting classifications were ultimately evolutionary or logical in nature. At the outset,

I argued not only a new typology was needed but a new kind of typology, one that was
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multi-level and multi-scalar. Different levels of differentiation are important for analysing

different kinds of problem, namely production, consumption, and identity. Style, and the

way objects were classified, was of course fundamental to this issue. Style has meaning to

those that created and observed it, and though my typology built heavily on Clarke’s (1978)

work, I rejected his premise of building types on arbitrary attribute values. Like Klejn

(1982), I argued that typology must be built from the top down, using key variables that the

craftsmen of the past would also have recognised; in the case of fibulae the profile, cross-

section, and catch-plate. I ended by pointing out that typological issues had been largely

sidestepped by modern theoretical trends, at their peril, for almost all archaeological work

has foundations in the comparison of one thing from another.

Chapter 2

Chapter 2 contained the nuts and bolts of the thesis. To create this typology new defin-

itions needed to be created without the baggage of indefinite terms such as ‘type’ and

‘artefact’. Existing definitions for the parts of fibulae themselves were also insufficient. I

argued that the subdivision procedure should be based on gestalts, subdividing to roughly

equivalent levels of behavioural complexity. The division is not arbitrary but aimed at the

recognition of polythetic prototypes, held in the minds of the craftsmen who made them.

The prototype was the recognisable sum of a fibula, and further variation proceeded in

reference to available prototypes, rather than something completely new and abstract.

I made the important decision that every code should be unique and thus mutually exclus-

ive. Whilst my typology was hierarchical, crucially I argued that the levels should not

be hierarchically fixed. Rather, they should be analysed separately and never together.

This allowed my typology to be flexible to answer multiple kinds of questions rather than

fixed and mono-level, as is the case in traditional fibula typologies. I also introduced the

methodology of phylogenetic trees in archaeology as a useful structural map for the ana-

lysis of artefacts, but concluded they were so hypothetical that their use was ultimately
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misleading.

The results provided a typology fit for its purpose. Any typology must have a chronolo-

gical element, although I argued that chronology was not a driving factor for the creation

of my typology. I wanted to find types of equivalent value so that I could assess links

between sites and the diversity of site assemblages. The concept of diversity does not ne-

cessarily require chronological contiguity. Since the vast majority of fibulae were found

in sanctuary contexts without good chronological sequencing I assigned only very broad

phases to each fibula profile-group: Period 1 (1200-1000 BC), Period 2 (1000-800 BC),

Period 3 (800-600 BC), and Period 4 (600-400 BC). The bulk of the chapter contained

the typological essay of the variant-categories and the 1,202 variants described in Plates:

1-129 (Volume 2). The 10,282 fibulae were recorded in Appendix G (Volume 3).

Chapter 3

The assemblage of data was quantified in Chapter 3. Each fibula had been assigned a

confidence code between 1 and 27 to indicate which level of information was available

due to the damaged nature of the surviving record (Table: 3.1 on page 107). This is a

significant advantage over traditional typologies that tend to force broken data into types

by guesswork. 7,389 (72%) of the data had an identifiable profile-variant; 9,519 (93%)

were identifiable at profile-group. Only 3,381 (33%) of catch-plates were identifiable at

variant level as opposed to 5,281 (51%) at group. Cross-sections were often hard to judge

as a result of publication quality and took a lesser role in the thesis as a whole.

The key result of the nominal data was to show how uneven the distribution of fibulae

was (Figure: 3.3 on page 113; Plate 135). Of 223 sites recording the presence of fibulae,

50% had less than two fibulae. 63% of the data (some 6,273 fibulae) came from only 6

sites. There was not only a varied use of fibulae in deposition practices, but also dress and

regional use. I showed that in Periods 1 and 2 most fibulae were dedicated at cemeter-
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ies, however, this situation dramatically shifted to sanctuaries in Period 3 (Figure: 3.6 on

page 118). Further points addressed in Chapter 3 included the material type and manufac-

ture of fibulae, as well as size and repair. Fibula repair was consistent at both sanctuary and

cemetery deposits indicating a use-life before dedication. Fibulae of the Aegean Mainland

were about 50% larger, on average, than those found in Asia Minor.

Chapter 4

Network analyses in archaeology aim to uncover interaction between sites (nodes) and the

relationships between them (edges) based on artefact similarity. The nature of similarity is

thus of critical importance. Chapter 4 presented a critique of network analyses measuring

artefact similarity, for a degree of similarity does not necessarily equate to interaction. My

analysis started with the usual problems, the incomplete nature of the record, deposition

practices, and cultural drift. I then highlighted those more complex, including the pos-

sibility of similar artefacts being second- or third-generation copies of an earlier import,

directionality of exchange, and the biography it acquired whilst getting there.

Notwithstanding these general problems, my analysis took the assumption that creating

directional networks, where the edges contained only those instances of variant similarity

where the source of the production was identifiable, would be beneficial. I argued that

manufacture could be ascertained not by the traditional counting of types by location alone,

but by the number of contiguous profile-variants at a site, as shown in a radial tree diagram

(Plate: 152). Assemblages containing all, or nearly all, of the variants within a group were

determined to be the source of manufacture. For it is the variants, the minor mistakes and

innovations, that suggest the location of production. A site having a large number of

fibulae but less than 50% of the variants, say 3 or 4, such as Pherai, could be seen to

be importing objects from Philia even though a casual reading of the group data would

suggest Pherai to be a joint manufacturer of the profile-group.
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I applied a manufacture test to 26 sites, and hypothesised the number of fibulae produced

locally in each case. I then estimated the actual number of unique profile-variant exports

by site. I argued that fibulae were not a commodity for exchange, but rather subject to

direct import.

Chapter 5

I had argued throughout the thesis the importance of variation in the data. Noting the pres-

ence of variation is one thing, but what did it actually mean, and if it was not random, what

was it for? In Chapter 5, I advanced diversity analyses popular in the 1980’s to site as-

semblages and typological group variation. When I listed the possible factors of diversity

I found they were much more complex than the typical explanations, such as time, popu-

lation size, and copy-error. In fact, I listed 16 factors including manufacture liberalisation,

innovation, tradition, and fashion. The three measures I adopted to examine the data were

the variety ratio, richness, and evenness. The archaeological statistics programme Past 3

was used to assess these for 28 sites.

The results were consistent with the manufacture test of Chapter 4. Sites with high even-

ness and a low variety ratio were considered to be sites importing fibulae, whilst a low

evenness and high ratio indicated a manufacture site. Moreover, the diachronic regional

study was startling. In Period 3 counts and richness increased astonishingly, but not every-

where (Figure: 5.15 on page 252).

The third part of Section 5.2 looked at artefact-type diversity. This investigated the di-

versity of the category-groups themselves. It became immediately apparent that some

profile-groups were popular in antiquity and widely spread (Plate 153). Yet, they were

individually rather than mould made. Others were closely controlled and had consistency

in manufacture.
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The final part of Chapter 5 tackled the value of a fibula using a case study from Lerna.

The Lerna fibula was found in a child burial, of perhaps 18 months, inhumed in a pithos.

The burial was dated to Late-Geometric I/II, and also contained two bronze rings, a hoop,

and two probable iron pins. The fibula had been repaired in antiquity, suggesting it had

an extended biography prior to its dedication in burial.

I introduced Gell’s (1998) thesis Art and Agency, and argued that abduction was not the

only factor acting during abduction events. Both aesthetics and symbolism played their

role. ‘Gellograms’ were adapted into ‘Maxograms’. I argued that stylistic diversity is

used to implement human agency. Its creation satisfies cultural demands, and is not a

simple factor of time, population, size or copy-error. Evolutionary explanations for fibula

variation were rejected. I argued that fibulae had a role in several subsystems that make up

the interactions between extended minds. Fibulae were just one object of the distributed

mind found in several areas, namely, dress and adornment, burial, sanctuaries, wealth,

booty, and religion (see Figure: 5.38 on page 295).

6.2 Conclusion

There are four key areas that this thesis makes a contribution: typological theory, historical

explanation, provenance, and diversity.

6.2.1 Typological theory

The value of any archaeological study rests on the strength and relevance of its typology.

Almost all archaeological work involves the comparison of one thing from another, using

intuition (e.g. gestalts) or measurements (e.g. Correspondence Analysis), to distinguish

variation at different levels of detail. This thesis made the case for the centrality of typo-

logy, the seriation of relations between things, to archaeological theory. Looking again at
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Figure 6.1: Typology as foundation to archaeological theory (adapted from Hodder 2012, 7, Fig.
1).

Hodder’s (2012, 7) understanding of processual and post-processual approaches, I place

typology as their foundation, not as a secondary question left for a typologist (Figure: 6.1).

My fundamental and yet simple contention is that a typology should be multi-layered and

flexible for it to be successful. A typology that is fixed and mono-level is problematic;

if it is nested hierarchically it is subject to further flaws. There is no question that tra-

ditional typologies appear unhelpful for middle range or deep theory (Snodgrass 1985),

for they can answer only the questions they were designed for, often chronology and little

else. A layered typology is different. Its modus operandi is to separate different levels

of difference so that each level of information is relevant to investigate different kinds

and orders of question. This is of fundamental importance. In my case, variants, akin to

Clarke’s (1978, 158-60) ‘attribute complexes’, were meaningful for issues of production

and provenance but not for questions of chronology or consumption. Groups of variants,

equivalent to artefact-type prototypes, were meaningful for chronology and consumption

but not as helpful, indeed sometimes misleading, in terms of production and provenance.

It is thus obvious how relying on traditional typologies such as Coldstream’s (1968) Greek

Geometric Pottery or Caner’s (1983) Fibeln in Anatolien I, does not allow other questions

to be answered. Indeed, I argued that neither variant- nor group-level data were meaning-

ful for questions of identity: an analyst investigating what fibulae may tell us in this area

would need to look at super-group-level similarity. Super-groups have an equivalence to

Vol. 1 305

Max
Typewritten Text
The image originally presented here cannot be made freely available via ORA because of copyright.

Max
Typewritten Text



a local-regional style or ‘style zone’ (Binford 1965, 208).

This kind of typology is therefore hierarchical, but crucially it is not hierarchically fixed.

A fixed hierarchy combines information from all levels together. In the case of network

analyses, I discussed how nodes were linked by a weight of joins that included dependent

variables: having one attribute present meant another was automatically, enabling join

weight to reach a predefined threshold, clearly erroneously (Östborn and Gerding 2015).

Combining information that is neither mutually exclusive nor like-for-like is problematic.

Here I approached some of the problems encountered with Clarke’s (1978) work on types.

In Clarke’s (1978, 206) schematisation of system complexity, culture is placed at the top

of a nested hierarchy: attribute, artefact, type, and assemblage; each the foundation of the

next. The attribute, then, is the building block for any subsequent analysis.

Klejn (1982, 252-57) critiqued Clarke’s model, arguing that his concepts should not be

listed in one column but side by side. Artefacts and complexes were not the same kind of

phenomena as attributes, types, and culture. If I understand correctly, the former are emic,

real entities, whilst the latter are etic, abstract designations defined by the typologist (cf.

Sørensen 2015a, 87). My reading, is that Clarke’s contention that attribute level data is

fundamental to all the others, is questionable. The trouble with attribute level data is that it

is precisely the area where the analyst can most easily be misled:  measuring attributes that

may have been neither meaningful nor observable to the manufacturer or consumer of the

artefact. Measuring the length or weight may have no meaning in relation to variant, group,

or super-group variety. Hence, I contended each level of typology to be interdependent. In

fact, multiple typologies could be made at different degrees of similarity without relating

to each other, and still have validity for answering questions at different levels of systems

complexity.

Furthermore, I argued that typologies in general are more suited to gestalts than an arbit-

rary construction as Clarke and others envisaged (Adams and Adams 1991; Martin 2015;

Read 2007). The producer or consumer must have been able to understand and observe
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the degrees of similarity in order to be investigating information meaningful to them. The

make-up of an artefact-type was therefore the three variant-categories relevant to the man-

ufacture of fibulae: the profile, cross-section, and catch-plate categories; each subdivided

into super-groups, groups, and variants. Each level contained data of roughly equival-

ent value for its level. My first research question, how typology affected research into

production and consumption of fibulae, was thus answered.

The results provided a typology fit to measure 10,282 fibulae found in the Aegean and

Anatolia, comprised of 1,202 variants, 259 groups, and 53 super-groups. This new ty-

pology replaces outdated information, namely Blinkenberg’s (1926) Fibules Grecques et

Orientales. A replacement was long overdue, for erroneous types, such as ‘épirotes’, still

mislead scholars today, such as Orfanou’s (2015) interpretation of fibula composition at

Pherai (see Section 4.2.3.2 on page 176). This work also aims to supersede the Prähis-

torische Bronzefunde regional typologies of Caner (1983), Kilian (1975), and Sapouna-

Sakellarakis (1978), by combining the information into one scheme, as well as incorpor-

ating finds from new publications and areas previously unrecorded. That is not to say

that Prähistorische Bronzefunde catalogues are no longer a useful repository of informa-

tion and comparison, but that only now have scholars a working typology for Aegean and

Anatolian fibulae as a whole.

In the typology’s construction, I attempted a phylogenetic analysis of the stylistic evol-

ution of fibulae. I found evolutionary principles useful for schematisation, and yet ulti-

mately unsuccessful. Phylogenetic trees are useful for identifying hypotheses rather than

explanations (O’Brien et al. 2016). Furthermore, the explanations afforded by Evolution-

ary Archaeologists are prone to mislead for they emphasise too few factors of variation

(Crema et al. 2014, 289; Porčić 2015, 1072; Sørensen 2015b, 744-5; Steele et al. 2010,

1349). In Chapter 5, I argued that a much larger number of factors existed and concluded

that those most important were not strictly evolutionary. To the contrary, I posited that

the cultural phenomena of fashion and a desire for individualising dress ornaments during

a particular cultural and chronological context was the greatest cause of fibula variation.
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This understanding enabled me to consider the role of fibulae for archaeological chro-

nology. Historically, fibulae have featured significantly in European and also Anatolian

chronology, as opposed to the Aegean, and yet my findings from the Aegean area sug-

gest that fibulae may not be as helpful as previously thought (cf. Baxter and Cool 2016;

Pare 2008; Sams 2011). Seriation of artefact style is tenuous in general, not only because

artefacts go in and out of fashion, increasing and decreasing in stylistic complexity in no

linear fashion, but because the rate of innovation is not dependent on time but culture.

Artefact chronologies are based on dead-reckoning, where a given number of styles are

assigned to a given period of time (Coldstream 2003; Toffolo et al. 2013, 1). The trouble

is that all the variation can be made in a short amount of time if desired. The enormous

increase in fibula variety in the 8th and 7th century, a 22 times increase in sanctuary rich-

ness and 4 times increase in cemetery richness from the 10th and 9th century, followed

by a dramatic decline nearing total disappearance in the 6th and 5th century, showed that

fashion determines the rate of innovation; not standard evolutionary factors, such as time,

manpower, or cultural drift.

If fibulae cannot be used with confidence for chronology, to what extent can ceramics?

Perhaps ceramic variety may be accounted less for style than for function, and yet in-

creased stylistic diversity of ceramics is reported at the same time as fibulae (Coldstream

1968; 1983). Ceramic chronologies do not take into account that variation could result

for social reasons rather than a notable advancement of time (cf. Vaessen 2014). Unfor-

tunately, this is a problem that shall persist, since radiocarbon dating is not yet able to

confirm or change this picture (e.g. Toffolo et al. 2013, 8).

6.2.2 Historical summary

The second area of progress has been in quantifying, if only very broadly, the regional

deposition of fibulae over time. This had not been done at an inter-regional scale before,

and provides new data for interpretation. There were three critical results. The first is
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that the vast majority of fibulae were found at surprisingly few sites, where the largest

six assemblages (2.7% of all sites) possessed some 63% of all examples (N=9,916), an

average of 1,045 examples each. By contrast, some 74% of sites (N=223) had fewer than

10 examples present. The most important result of Chapter 3 was that fibula use was not

universal. Prior to the 8th century fibulae were relatively rare in all regions, and almost

none were found in Anatolia. Dedications in Period 1 (1200-1000 BC) and Period 2 (1000-

800 BC) favoured cemeteries rather than sanctuaries, and whilst the quantity of fibula

dedication in cemeteries rose in the 8th and 7th century, the rate of dedication in sanctuaries

radically outstripped it at a rate of over five to one (the sanctuary count rose 25.5 times

from 225 to 5,739, whilst the cemetery count rose 4.5 times from 274 to 1,234). This

transformation was, however, uneven. The sanctuaries at Pherai, Lindos and Ialysos have

a much larger count though not necessarily richness than elsewhere (see Section 5.2.1.1 on

page 234). At the same time, fibula use in Crete and the Aegean Islands was marginalised;

indeed, richness and count actually declined from Period 2 to Period 3 (800-600 BC) in

the Aegean Islands. In the Peloponnese, fibula dedication was almost non-existent in

cemeteries for all Periods and yet not for pins (Kilian-Dirlmeier 1984). As identified in

Chapter 5, the rise in dedications and variety in the 8th and 7th century was the result of

demand, and this is confirmed exceptionally by the massive decline in deposition from

the 6th and 5th century. In Period 4 (600-400 BC) fibula use is rare, in direct contrast

to metal dedications and other votives, especially terracottas, during the Archaic period

(Mili 2015, 33; Whitley 2001, 311-3).

The history of fibula use, then, was not due to technology, function, wealth, or population,

but culture and fashion. Whilst the reasons for dedication varied, this does not detract

from the general picture. Why are fibulae absent if pins are not? Indeed, neither were

fundamental to dress for buttons, sticks, and string could also be used, and, moreover,

certain styles of dress did not need to be fastened, such as the Ionic Chiton which became

popular by the 6th century (Elderkin 1928; Lorimer 1950, 354). In short, dress styles must

have visibly varied across regions over time, and thus the analysis of fibula use has an
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indirect relation to identity, if identity is synonymous with the identification of difference

(Brøns 2012; Gleba 2017; Sørensen 2014, 254).

The second result is the fact that fibulae were physically larger in the Mainland Aegean

than in Anatolia and the Asia Minor Coast, not only due to larger catch-plate styles in the

former, but surely a desire to have larger more significant objects. A reasonable size for a

functional dress fastener is 20-120 mm (the average is 54mm), any larger suggests other

factors were involved. The largest sizes were reserved for the most popular fibula groups,

such as profile-groups BE and BEδ. BEδ is precisely the group consistent with Odysseus’

double-bowed fibula decorated with a hound strangling a fawn that the audience is told to

so admire (see Section 5.3.2). These profile-groups have an exceptionally high count of

site and region find-spot (Plates: 138-41).

My third point concerned the techniques of manufacture. My typology showed that most

objects were made individually using the lost-wax method. In short, each fibula was de-

signed and copied, rather than being made from a two-piece mould that allowed the cre-

ation of identical copies; repeat examples of the same variant. Hence the high diversity

in variants, but also the high diversity in size: indeed, pairs of fibulae in graves are not

usually identical. Identifying fibulae made with two-piece moulds is fairly easy on this

basis. Even though the technology for efficient two-piece moulds existed in the 8th cen-

tury, they were not commonly used outside of Central Anatolia (See Section 3.1.8 on

page 123). The fact that so few moulds have been found, and the variant richness diverges

from them, attests this.

6.2.3 Networks and provenance

The results of Chapter 4 highlighted some key problems with network analyses in general.

Firstly, artefacts that look the same may not actually be similar enough in style (groups),

or in manufacture (variants), to actually have any direct relationship (Section 4.2.2 on
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page 161, points 1 and 2). Convergent adaptation is where artefacts evolve in a similar

manner, or where an object did indeed travel but was then copied. Second- and third-

generation artefacts may not possess any evidence for interaction, only the original object

that was transferred. Moreover, the transferred object may not have travelled directly from

point of origin, and may have taken a circular route, attaining a history of ownership,

perhaps even becoming an antique before reaching its destination. Thus the edges in the

network may not even be of similar chronology. Furthermore, where fibulae look identical

in profile, they may have had a totally different style of catch-plate, and yet the latter

evidence is often missing; the catch-plate prone to breakage before being uncovered by

the archaeologist.

My second objection arose at the level of meaning (Section 4.2.2 on page 161, points 3-6).

If the analyst looked at similarity in profile-variants to determine a link in manufacture

provenance, working upwards that data may be useful for group and super-group-level

questions. However, the analyst cannot then also include the group- and super-group-level

data (which is more abundant) and work downwards. Moreover, if links at the variant-

level are problematic, those at higher levels are even harder to detect in a network analysis.

On the other hand, the analyst may look at style zones or general prototypes: and yet, these

are much harder to understand, the variables that lead to their creation are neither universal

nor straightforward.

The results of Chapter 4’s manufacture test were supported by the results of the diversity

analyses in Chapter 5. Assemblages were compared for their richness, evenness, and ratio.

Sites with a high ratio but a low evenness were suggested to be the source of manufac-

ture, having many examples of few dominating types, whilst those with a low ratio and

high evenness, showing few examples of a large number of different profile-variants and

profile-groups, to be consistent with importation (See Section 5.2).

The directional network thus strengthened, the edges (or links) between the nodes (or sites)

showed something of the origins of the original artefacts. This brought to light important

Vol. 1 311



differences in the data. I had already identified the key Greek sanctuaries as importing their

fibulae, having a large number of diverse fibulae from different profile and catch-plate-

groups. Whilst larger sites, including Pherai and Lindos, quite obviously manufacture

sites not only for their diversity results but possessing contiguous profile-variants, were

actually exporting their fibulae in different ways. Indeed, it is not correct to discuss the

movement of fibulae in terms of exchange or exportation at all. Even though the richness

was high, the quantity was very small.

This was particularly the case at Pherai, evidence that the people of Pherai were allowed

to dedicate their fibulae abroad, that merchants were able to take a few to sell or offer, or

that visitors were able to collect them to dedicate at home. It seems unlikely that itinerant

craftsmen were the cause of the distribution. The most compelling hypothesis is visitors,

by that I mean looters, mercenaries, and emissaries (cf. Niemeier 2016), picking up a

novelty to dedicate at home. Being so regionally distinctive, fibulae must have signified

local dress cultures: ripe for transgressing and dedicating, much the same way as foreign

helmets or statues (Ebbinghaus 2014; Waterfield 1998, Herodotus V. 83). The quantities

were too small as well as highly diverse to indicate an export trade of fibulae crafted in

Thessaly.

Fibulae manufactured on Rhodes were very rarely exported outside the island, and when

they are they are especially restricted to the Asia Minor Coast, notably at Emporio, Eph-

esus, and Izmir. Yet, Rhodian fibulae are abundant (27.7% of all fibulae) and some groups

were mass produced in high number. Simultaneously, they show a lower proportion of

repairs than usual, suggesting an emphasis on converted offerings: votives made to be ded-

icated locally (Snodgrass 1990). Almost all of the other major sanctuary sites imported

their fibulae; they were not produced in local workshops.

Profile-groups from Central Anatolia, namely Gordion, travelled widely throughout the

Aegean, if few in number, but Aegean types did not, if ever, travel back towards Gordion

itself. On the subject of wider links, there were in fact very few between the Aegean and
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Cyprus, and few towards the Balkans and Italy. Where there are similarities they involve

few types and are narrow in distribution. The fibula assemblage at Olympia is an example.

On the subject of cemeteries, the evidence is similarly varied. Gaps in the time between

burials, and local sumptuary customs, make it hard to understand whether fibula variants

were absent or simply not deposited. On the whole, most of the examples from Crete

appear to be imported: but if imported, from where, if they were not commonly exported?

On the other hand, examples from Athens, Lefkandi, and Thebes seem to be locally made,

with clear traditions. Other areas, such as the Peloponnese, had none but few fibulae

dedicated in burial.

6.2.4 Value and diversity

The fourth area is second in importance to typology in this thesis. They are closely de-

pendent: the diversity analyses have a direct relationship to the number of variants defined

by the classification process. The principal result of Chapter 5 was to argue that value is

linked with diversity because value lies in the variation of style. Indeed, value lies at mul-

tiple levels of appreciation and levels of observation, just as different levels of style have

different meanings (e.g. Schapiro 1953; Taylor 2015; Whitley 2018).

More important, fibulae were identity-laden artefacts powerful in the regulatory system

of minds as social institutions. I argued that the regulator in Clarke’s (1978, 134, Fig. 23)

general model was culture, made up of minds at the micro-scale and a collection of minds

at the macro. I argued that culture and institutions are found within minds, not outside

as independent entities to interact with. Thus, an explanation of culture does not lie with

‘man’s extrasomatic means of adaptation’ (Binford 1965, 205), but rather, I contended,

human emotions. Emotion is the key to forming goals and motivations, the cause of action,

system regulation, and the creation of culture: driven in the Greek case, above all, by the

desire for public esteem (Bai et al. 2017; Dodds 1959; Duplouy 2015; Lerner et al. 2015).
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The main research question, why did fibulae need so much variation, could then be answered.

It is accounted by innovation and fashion evidenced in Period 3. It must have been ap-

propriate and well received to dedicate fibulae in sanctuaries, as well as to the dead, in

certain areas. Indeed, it was an Aegean wide popularity, though not universal: they be-

came neglected in Crete and the Aegean Islands. However, by Period 4, their value in this

system became minimal, and they were quickly dropped from circulation. It is not pos-

sible to conclude that their use declined with new forms of dress (Lorimer 1950, 337-39,

348-55), because some fibulae continue, although there must be a correlation. This is a

pressing question. More important though, was that the mode for self-status and extension

of agency was, by the 6th century, being channelled through different artefact classes and

institutions (Duplouy 2015, 78; Hall 2014, 126-53; van den Eijnde 2018, 84).

I thus not only explain the history of fibulae in the Aegean and Anatolia in my study period,

but also something of the communities that used them. There were changing customs of

dress and dedication, and a change from the individual to the community that need to be

investigated further.

6.2.5 New directions

This thesis took a different path to recent work on typology, network analysis, and di-

versity. A major tendency to use arbitrary attributes for types, or a focus on decoration,

was avoided (see Section 2.2 on page 44). Whilst decoration would be worthy to look

at as a fourth variant category, I suggest it would not assist scholars much in terms of

production, consumption, or identity. Although Beazley (1956, x) was not wholly incor-

rect to describe ‘“style” as a sacred thing, as the man himself’, I regard the value of art

as functional, intended to cause affect (see Section 5.3 on page 268). Perhaps this is one

reason why the vast majority of Aegean and Anatolian fibulae were not decorated, and

why the famous BE/BEδ fibulae so rarely have Homeric narrative decoration when they

could have (Snodgrass 1998, 12-16). The majority instead exhibit merely a flower or a
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fish, enough to evoke the idea of a powerful object, without resorting to narrative. The

decoration in any case, too small to be seen by any but the most intimate observer, would

thus not have come into most abduction events. The mere presence of the fibula itself was

powerful enough.

I end with three questions for future work. First, out of 10,282 fibulae, only two were

inscribed: two Lion Brooches probably 6th century in date (#9428 and #9434; see above

on page 5.3.2.2). Was writing considered inappropriate for fibula dedications, or did fib-

ulae generally go out of use before inscribed votives became popular? Second, I have

demonstrated that some fibulae travelled long distances, such as from Gordion to the Ar-

give Heraion, but I have not looked at the pan-Mediterranean connections. Fibulae from

the Aegean and Anatolia show similarity with those as far away as Seville, Cyrenaica, and

Georgia. Which are the real exports and which show convergent adaptation? Moreover,

it would be possible to analyse rates of variation between different regions and cultures.

It would not be wrong to suggest Cypriot fibulae were more conservative in their variety

than Aegean fibulae (Giesen 2001). The question is why? Third, and most pressing, the

distribution now uncovered shows that some areas did not have many fibulae. This may

well be in contrast to straight-pin use. Why did the people living there choose not to adopt

them? In short, who wore what, and where?
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