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Journal of Greek Archaeology Volume 7: Editorial

In this rich volume our articles range across all the main phases of Greek Archaeology from 
Prehistory to the Postmedieval era, and cover a wonderful range of topics.

Studies of individual sites begin with an overview by Michael Boyd of Colin Renfrew’s research 
project on the Cycladic island of Keros at the truly remarkable prehistoric sanctuary centre 
of Dhaskaleio, but we also have an update by Corien Wiersma on the exciting new survey and 
excavations at the Mycenaean palace of Agios Vassilios near Sparta. Welcome news appears from 
Northern Greece, till not so long ago rather neglected by scholarship, with Bronze to Iron Age 
house and household cooking research papers from the Toumba mound and sites around Mount 
Olympus, by Kalliopi Efkleidou and Anastasia Dimoula.

Landscape studies begin at the grandest scale with Bernard Knapp’s article on the interconnections 
of Bronze Age Cyprus and Kostas Sbonias’ article on the coastal economy of Corfu, then scale down 
geographically to Nadia Coutsinas’ analysis of long-term settlement dynamics in Eastern Crete and 
Natasha Dakouri-Hild’s high-tech survey project at Aphidna in Attica. Michalis Karambinis follows 
up his earlier study of the Roman cities of the province of Achaia (JGA 3, 2018), with a survey of the 
cities of Roman Crete. In a related topic, Anastasia Yangaki offers us an authoritative study of the 
archaeology of beekeeping on Late Antique Crete.

We try hard never to neglect Greek art and architecture in our Journal, and are delighted to have 
a redating of the architectural history of the famous Archaic to Classical Athena Aphaia temple 
on Aegina by Hansgeorg Bankel, partnered by a study of the significance of its terracotta votive 
figurines by Maria Spathi. Andrew Stewart exhibits his immense learning in the field of Greek and 
Roman sculpture with an in-depth investigation of the statues of the Homeric hero Protesilaos.

Always enthusiastic to keep up our coverage of the Medieval and Post-Medieval archaeology of 
Greece, we welcome two articles on Byzantine and Frankish ceramics from Nauplia and Crete, by 
Anastasia Vassiliou and Matteo Randazzo.

Finally Michael Fotiadis dissects debates concerning the origins and nature of ‘Aegean prehistoric 
civilisation’ during the 19th century’s discovery and subsequent evaluation of Bronze Age Greece, 
a theme which has continued to be central to later and current approaches to ethnic and cultural 
continuity on the Greek homeland.

John Bintliff
General Editor
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Figure 1. The western tip of Keros with the islet of Dhaskalio, showing archaeological zones mentioned in the text. Inset, 
position of Keros in the Aegean.
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THE SANCTUARY AT KEROS IN THE AEGEAN EARLY BRONZE AGE

Introduction 

The island of Keros is set in the middle of the Cyclades (Figure 1), lying within the mini-archipelago 
of the Small Cyclades, south of the larger island of Naxos, and between Ios and Amorgos (the so-
called ‘Keros triangle’).1 The largest of the Small Cyclades, it is mountainous, rugged, and today 
uninhabited, although there was a small settlement in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and 
a recent archaeological survey of the island has demonstrated a long history of use and habitation2

(see further below).

The earliest archaeological finds from Keros were recovered in the nineteenth century. All are 
marble figures: the well-known pipe-player and harpist, published by Köhler3 in 1884 and now 
in the National Museum in Athens, and the large head, now in the Louvre, donated in 1873. The 
circumstances of their recovery are unclear but they indicate definite Early Cycladic activity on 
the island. 

After escaping academic notice for some 80 years, Keros once again came to the attention of the 
archaeological world in 1963, when Christos Doumas, then working with the Greek Archaeological 
Service, was informed that an episode of looting had taken place on the island.4 He arranged to 
visit the western end of the island on 13 June 1963, and noted ‘devastation’. He also informed Colin 
Renfrew, then a research student conducting a site survey of the Cyclades, that the location might 
be worth visiting. Renfrew visited the site on 24 July that year, and observed the devastation for 
himself (Figure 2). He collected (under permit) a small representative sample of the broken pottery 
and marble fragments present on the surface, among which were three marble figurine fragments5

(this material is now stored in the Naxos Museum). Renfrew initially felt that the material must be 
the remnant of a severely looted cemetery.6

Christos Doumas undertook small-scale rescue excavations within the looted area in September 
1963.7 There he recovered some 59 fragments of marble figurines,8 mainly of the well-known 
folded-arm type, along with larger quantities of broken marble vessels and pottery, dominated 
by fragments of sauceboats and conical necked jars.9  He also undertook a few days’ excavation 
on the islet of Dhaskalio,10 recovering evidence for settlement there. Photeini Zapheiropoulou 
and Konstantinos Tsakos undertook a larger rescue excavation in the looted area in 1967.11 They 
recovered some 174 further figurine fragments12 along with a very large quantity of broken marble 
vessels (and vessels of other stone), as well as pottery.13 It became clear through these interventions 
that Keros was indeed an unusual and important Early Cycladic centre, but interpretations varied. 
The original concept of a looted cemetery was prevalent until Renfrew made the suggestion 
that the site might be some sort of sanctuary.14 This suggestion was made at the colloquium in 
memory of N.P. Goulandris at the British Museum in 1983, and the discussion at that meeting15 led 
indirectly to the 1987 Inter-University Research Project on Amorgos and Keros, which conducted 

1 Broodbank 2007: 131.
2 Renfrew et al. forthcoming a.
3 Köhler 1884.
4 Doumas 2013.
5 Renfrew 2007a.
6 Renfrew 2013a: 13.
7 Doumas 1964; 2007.
8 Sotirakopoulou et al. 2017; Renfrew et al. forthcoming c.
9 Sotirakopoulou 2004.
10 Doumas 2013.
11 Zapheiropoulou 1968a; 1968b; 2007a; 2007b; 2017.
12 Sotirakopoulou et al. 2017; Renfrew et al. forthcoming c.
13 Sotirakopoulou 2004.
14 Renfrew 1984.
15 Fitton 1984: 31–5.
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further small-scale excavation in the looted area,16 and surveyed the entire Kavos area.17 In the 
wake of this project, views about the nature of the site began to crystallise. Todd Whitelaw and 
Cyprian Broodbank felt that the survey results indicated a large settlement including the islet 
of Dhaskalio and at least part of the southern part of the Kavos area, and that the looted area, 
notwithstanding the few clear indications of graves, must be the location of the large cemetery 
that such a settlement would require.18 Christos Doumas suggested that the site might have been 
a place for the reburial of bones and grave goods which had originally been buried in cemeteries 
on other islands, but were then exhumed and brought to Keros as a central ritual site for the 
Cyclades.19 Renfrew, drawing upon the observation arising from the 1987 project that the figurine 
fragments had all been broken in antiquity, and not by the looters, came to the conclusion that the 
site was a non-funerary sanctuary for the Cycladic region. 

It was clear that the limited fieldwork undertaken during the 1987 project had not settled the 
question of how Keros should be interpreted; indeed, the different interpretations were manifest 
in the contributions to its publication. It took some time for the 1987 project to be published,20

during which time Broodbank published his thoughts in detail in his magisterial survey of the Early 
Bronze Age Cyclades,21 and Sotirakopoulou produced a detailed study of material held in museums 
and private collections under the rubric of the ‘Keros hoard’.22 Her conclusion, that perhaps most 
of this material really did originate on Keros, simply increased the already apparent abundance 

16 Renfrew et al. 2007.
17 Whitelaw 2007.
18 Broodbank 2000a; 2000b; Whitelaw 2007.
19 Doumas 1990; Bassiakos and Doumas 1998.
20 Renfrew et al. 2007.
21 Broodbank 2000a.
22 Sotirakopoulou 2005.

Figure 2. The islet of Dhaskalio from the looted area of Kavos, taken in July 1963.
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of symbolic23 material recovered from this unique site. There was a clear requirement for further 
work on Keros, both to investigate the Kavos area in more detail, and to understand Dhaskalio, 
which had seen no significant work since Doumas’ few days of excavation in 1963.

This article aims to summarise the results of the three periods of fieldwork carried out since 2006. 
These are the Cambridge Keros Project of 2006–2008,24 the Keros Island Survey of 2012–2013,25 and 
the Keros-Naxos Seaways Project of 2015–2018.26 Taken together, these form a coherent, large-scale 
project that aimed to study a maritime landscape in some depth, putting the Kavos and Dhaskalio 
sites in a broader context, while through excavation understanding in great detail the formation, 
use and abandonment of the sanctuary site on Kavos and the large built-up area on Dhaskalio.27

The excavations of 2006 to 2008

The Special Deposit South

The excavations of 2006 to 2008 began with a focus on the southern part of Kavos. From the 
moment excavation began, abundant fragments of marble figurines, marble vessels, obsidian and 
pottery began to be found28 (Figure 3). As the excavation progressed, it became clear that the area 
formed a well-defined and structured (unlooted) deposit of such materials, with very few artefacts 
of other kinds, and almost no architectural features. This area is now referred to as the Special 
Deposit South, and the original looted area is now referred to as the Special Deposit North. The two 
deposits lie about 110m apart. The excavation matrix consisted mainly of local stones with soil, 
and it became clear that a cairn of stones had been formed over the deposit in its final phase of use. 
In its initial phase the area was defined by a shelf of aeolianite running laterally along the slope 
(Figure 3), forming a prominent landscape feature about 1m high. Here it seems that the original 
depositions took place. At first, these were probably open air, allowing the fragments deposited 
first to weather.29 In time, lines of stones were created to augment the space and perhaps structure 
activities. Eventually the level of the deposit rose and depositions were made by digging holes and 
burying the artefacts. 

With no architectural features and no surrounding infrastructure, the main interest of the Special 
Deposit South lies in the material deposited and the nature of the repeated human actions thereby 
indicated. Selected elements of the material excavated from the deposit are summarised in Figure 
4. In sum, the deposit contained some 53,639 pottery sherds (along with 10 fragments of animal 

23 Renfrew 1984.
24 The Cambridge Keros Project was directed by Colin Renfrew for the British School at Athens, with associate director Olga Philaniotou 
and assistant directors Neil Brodie and Giorgos Gavalas. Excavations on Keros were conducted with the permission of the Hellenic 
Ministry of Culture and thanks are due to the then director of the KA’ Ephorate, Marisa Marthari, and her colleagues. Special thanks are 
due to the Stavros Niarchos Foundation for funding the work of Michael Boyd as co-editor of the publication series (in memory of Mary 
A. Dracopoulos). 
25 The Keros Island Survey was a ‘synergasia’ (joint project) between the then KA’ Ephorate of Antiquities and the British School at 
Athens. It was directed by Colin Renfrew, Marisa Marthari and Katerina Dellaporta, with assistant directors Michael Boyd, Neil Brodie, 
Giorgos Gavalas, Jill Hilditch and Joshua Wright. The survey area was the island of Keros with its surrounding islets, with the exceptions 
of Dhaskalio itself, and the Antikeria. 
26 The Keros-Naxos Seaways Project was directed by Colin Renfrew and Michael Boyd for the British School at Athens, with associate 
director Irini Legaki. Assistant directors for the excavations on Dhaskalio and on Keros were Evi Margaritis and Giorgos Gavalas. 
The latter acted as field director on Keros while field director on Dhaskalio was Ioanna Moutafi. The surveys of Kato Kouphonisi and 
Southeast Naxos were co-directed with Demetris Athanasoulis. Assistant directors for the surveys were Neil Brodie, Giorgos Gavalas, Jill 
Hilditch and Joshua Wright. The fieldwork was conducted with the permission of the Hellenic Ministry of Culture and thanks are due 
to Ephorate of Antiquities of Cyclades director, Demetris Athanasoulis, and his many colleagues, in particular Stefanos Keramidas, who 
acted as the Ephorate representative in 2018 and oversaw the conservation works in 2019. 
27 We are grateful to the following funders, who have enabled these projects to operate at a large scale and with efficient publication 
over the past 18 years: the Stavros Niarchos Foundation, the A. G. Leventis Foundation, the Institute for Aegean Prehistory, the Balzan 
Foundation, the Packard Humanities Institute, the McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research, the Research and Innovation 
Foundation of Cyprus (EXCELLENCE/1216/0463), the Cyprus Institute, the British Academy, the Leverhulme Trust, the National 
Geographic Society, the Society of Antiquaries of London, the Gerda Henkel Stiftung, Cosmote, EZ-dot, Blue Star Ferries, Creta Farms, 
and private donors.
28 Renfrew 2015a.
29 Maniatis and Tambakopoulos 2015.
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protomes, 3 of theriomorphic vases and 17 of worked sherds), 549 figurine fragments, 2236 stone 
vessel fragments, 66 spools, 3452 obsidian fragments (and 4 of chert), 14 ground stone pieces, 47 
stone discs and disc fragments, 2 stone beads and a Spondylus plaquette, 4 metal artefacts (three 
fragmentary) and 6 metallurgical remains. All of this was deposited within a matrix predominantly 
made up of stone, including a large number of pebbles brought from the beach a few metres below. 
The paucity of ground stone, metal elements and obsidian knapping debris in the assemblage 
indicates a composition entirely unlike a settlement assemblage, and the antithesis of what was later 
to be found on Dhaskalio opposite (see below). The composition of the pottery further confirms this 
observation: as previously noted for the Special Deposit North,30 the principal forms represented 
in the assemblage are sauceboats (41 per cent of the diagnostic sherds) and conical necked jars (25 
per cent), a composition again entirely unlike a domestic assemblage.31 This, combined with the 
overwhelming predominance of broken marble vessels and figurines in the finds (plus fine, large 
obsidian blades of a type usually associated with burial contexts), demonstrates an unusual nature 
for the assemblage. 

The chronology of the Special Deposit South was not clarified by radiocarbon dating, given the 
almost complete lack of suitable organic materials within the deposit. Ceramically, the material is 
of Early Cycladic II date, including some sherds of the early Kastri group.32 It also includes a very

Figure 3. Left. Excavations in progress in the Special Deposit South at Kavos. Note the aeolianite bench exposed in the 
trenches. Right. Finds of broken marble figurines during excavation. 

Find Special Deposit South
Folded arm figurine fragments 498
Marble rolled-rim bowl fragments 426
Sauceboat sherds 5121
Conical necked jar sherds 3183
Kouphonisi lamp sherds 243
Obsidian 3452
Metal and metallurgical finds 10
Stone discs 47
Ground stone                    14

30 Broodbank 2000b: 332; Sotirakopoulou 2004.
31 Sotirakopoulou 2018.
32 Sotirakopoulou forthcoming.

Figure 4. Quantities 
of selected categories 
of find in the Special 
Deposit South. 
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small number of sherds of the later Kastri group, which led to the conclusion that the deposit 
was mainly used in Early Cycladic II (Phases A and B of the Dhaskalio chronology, set out below), 
with some continuing sporadic use in Early Cycladic III (Phase C).33 The Special Deposit South was 
probably first used slightly later than the Special Deposit North,34 and may have extended in use 
slightly later.35

To answer the question of whether such an assemblage could be related to funerary practices, a 
careful recovery methodology was adopted.36 One-fifth of all excavated soil was water-sieved on 
the nearby beach using a 3mm mesh. The aim was two-fold: to detect any presence of human bone, 
especially teeth, that might otherwise be missed with the naked eye, and to detect the presence 
of any small marble fragments that might relate either to production (were the site a workshop) 
or to breakage (had the breakage of the objects happened on site). No human bone at all was 
recovered from the Special Deposit South, nor was any marble fragment found that might relate 
to production or breakage. This conclusively demonstrated, for the Special Deposit South at least, 
both that the site contained no burials, and that neither production nor breakage took place there. 
(In contrast, it does seem possible that the area of the Special Deposit North did originally include 
both a small cemetery alongside a large special deposit.37 Near the Special Deposit South, a spatially 
separate area was used for burials, in a series of rock shelters located at a lower level, described 
further below).38

The recognition, as a consequence of the 1987 project, that the breakage of the material recovered 
from the Special Deposit North had all happened in antiquity,39 and was not the result of the looting, 
was therefore now further refined by the recognition that the breakage of the material recovered 
from the Special Deposit South did not occur in the immediate vicinity of the deposit (nor in 
any other location investigated). A further discovery afforded by the unlooted assemblage of the 
Special Deposit South was that none of the broken material, whether marble or ceramic, could be 
refitted by finding joins.40 Careful analysis and search for joins concluded that most objects were 
represented in the Deposit by only a single fragment (Figure 5), and that even in the few instances 
where joins were found, these were usually simply two joining pieces, making up a larger fragment 
of a whole that was always absent. This clarified the nature of the act of deposition: it was not 
that whole objects were being deposited in several pieces, it was that a single, selected piece of an 
object was being deposited. Given that the breakage did not seem to have occurred in the vicinity, 
and given that the broad range of fabrics in the ceramics indicated a variety of provenances, this 
seemed to signify that breakage had occurred away from Keros, perhaps in the villages from which 
voyagers had set out to bring their materials to Keros.41

We are left, then, with a remarkable picture. Over a period of several centuries, voyagers travelled 
to Keros from the other islands of the Cyclades, bringing with them selected pieces of broken 
figurines (Figure 5), stone vessels and ceramics, particularly sauceboats and conical necked jars. 
The original objects had probably been broken before the start of the journey, presumably in rituals 
that took place on the islands from which the voyagers originated. They came together at Keros, 
an island with no strong previous history of habitation (see further below) to enact ceremonies of 
deposition in the two special deposits. For this reason Keros is now regarded as the world’s earliest 

33 Renfrew et al. 2015b.
34 Sotirakopoulou 2004: 1334; 2018: 440.
35 Renfrew et al. forthcoming b.
36 Renfrew 2013a: 15.
37 Renfrew et al. forthcoming c.
38 Renfrew and Moutafi 2015.
39 Renfrew 2007b.
40 Brodie 2015; Tambakopoulos et al. 2015.
41 Renfrew 2013b; Brodie 2015; Renfrew 2015b.
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maritime sanctuary.42 It may be characterised as a centre of congregation43 to which participants 
were drawn periodically, and where individual, island, Cycladic and Aegean notions of identity 
were negotiated, affirmed and indeed created.44 The longevity of the practice is in part testimony 
to the enduring social structures sustained through such activities. However, this longevity is also 
related to the other activities that took place in the regions of Dhaskalio and Kavos, as further 
discussed below.45

Further investigations on Kavos

Beyond the Special Deposit South, the Kavos region was further investigated by test trenches and 
by surface survey. The area of the Special Deposit North was not itself further investigated. Small 
excavations were carried out to the east, where nothing of significance was found, save a figurine 
fragment which had probably been carried uphill by hand in recent years.46

The survey carried out in 1987 on the Kavos Promontory, north of the Special Deposit North, had 
already recovered surprising evidence for metalworking. The archaeometallurgical assemblage 
from that survey included copper slags, copper spills, metallurgical ceramics, and a single litharge 
fragment.47 A more intensive survey, as well as limited excavation, was undertaken on the Kavos 
Promontory between 2006 and 2008 (Figure 6).48 The analytical examination of this material yielded 
some unexpected results.49 The slags were found to be clearly copper smelting slags and not by-
products from secondary metalworking, as would have been expected from a settlement context 
so far away from any known relevant ore sources.50 The slags could be divided into two groups; the 
more numerous group was associated with the production of pure copper, while the second group 
was found to be associated with the production of arsenical copper rich in lead; these findings were 
also supported by the study of metallurgical ceramics. The distribution of metallurgical remains, 
primarily slags, very clearly increases towards the northern tip of the promontory, where the small 
smelting site was located (Figure 6). The location and layout of the smelting site is similar to other 
known smelting sites of this period in the Aegean, at the top of a slope, facing north, in the direction 
of the prevailing winds, making use of these to encourage burning.51 Thermoluminescence dating 
of metallurgical ceramics from the Kavos Promontory confirmed dating of the activities to the third 
millennium BCE, but the error margins were too large to allow more precise phasing.52 The litharge 
fragment was recognised as litharge-impregnated hearth lining or cupel material.53 This opened 
the possibility that cupellation was also practised on the site and pointed to a particular technology 
that is now known from numerous sites across the Aegean of the same period with examples from 
Attica,54 the Cyclades,55 and Thasos,56 as well as earlier examples beyond the Aegean.57 The Kavos 
Promontory was also the site of significant obsidian blade production.58 The localisation of the two 
practices of primary production of metal and obsidian on the Kavos Promontory, an unusually flat 
area on Keros potentially open to gatherings of large numbers of people, is noteworthy, and stands 

42 Renfrew et al. 2012.
43 Renfrew 2013b.
44 Barrett and Boyd 2019: 105–10.
45 The work on the Special Deposit South was published in 2015 (Renfrew et al. 2015c) and 2018 (Renfrew et al. 2018b).
46 Kersel 2015.
47 Georgakopoulou 2007.
48 Brodie and Georgakopoulou 2015.
49 Georgakopoulou 2007; 2018.
50 The main ore sources for the prehistoric Cyclades are considered to be located on the western Cycladic islands of Kythnos, Seriphos 
and Siphnos, as well as in southeast Attica at Lavrion (see Georgakopoulou 2016.)
51 e.g. Betancourt 2006; Bassiakos and Philaniotou 2007; Georgakopoulou et al. 2011.
52 Brodie and Georgakopoulou 2015: 518–20.
53 Georgakopoulou 2007: 394–5.
54 See Georgakopoulou et al. 2020. and references therein
55 e.g. Papadopoulou 2011; Bassiakos et al. 2013.
56 Bassiakos et al. 2019.
57 Hess et al. 1998; Pernicka et al. 1998; 2011.
58 Carter and Milić 2015; Boyd and Renfrew 2018.
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in strong contrast to the almost complete lack of metal and metalworking finds from the Special 
Deposit South. Similarly the obsidian blades produced on the Kavos Promontory are not thought 
to have been made for consumption in the nearby Special Deposit South.

The area between the two special deposits (dubbed ‘The Middle Area’) was sampled through seven 
trial trenches, and an additional three were set close to the Special Deposit South. Trench BA was of 
interest in being located in the vicinity of the so-called ‘Doumas House’, a small structure excavated 
by Doumas in 1963.59 Although too small to interpret with confidence, the trench contained two 
walls and considerably more pottery than found in other trenches, suggesting intensive human 
activity in the area. Other trenches further north, closer to the Special Deposit North, showed 
evidence for rough, elongated walls of Early Bronze Age date, which may have acted as boundary 
walls.60 A few figurine and marble vessel fragments were found during these investigations, some 
of which at least must have been deposited (perhaps by accident) in antiquity, but some of which 
may have been dropped during more recent looting activities in the Special Deposit North. 

Area A (Figure 7), lying south of and below the Special Deposit South, contained three rock shelters, 
which may have been the place of primary inhumation of several burials, followed by a secondary 
burial ritual in which much of the bone was removed to other locations.61 Most of the human material 
recovered came from inside the rock shelters, while the few artefacts were recovered mainly from 
the exterior zone, into which some of them may have fallen from the Special Deposit South, above 
and immediately to the north. The pottery recovered dates the finds to Dhaskalio Phase B. The 
disarticulated human bones recovered indicated that as many as 13 individuals had been buried in 
that locality, male as well as female, including non-adults. The burials were subsequently subjected 
to a secondary removal process, with the transfer of nearly all skeletal remains to an unknown 
location. Given the complete lack of human remains in the Special Deposit South, clearly those 

59 Doumas and Dixon 2015.
60 Renfrew et al. 2015a.
61 Moutafi 2015; Renfrew and Moutafi 2015.

Figure 7. Excavation underway in the rockshelters south of the Special Deposit South (Area A). 
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using the shelters took care 
to keep the rituals performed 
there, and the material 
residue, separate from the 
quite different rituals of the 
Special Deposit South. 

Excavation on Dhaskalio in 
2007 and 2008

Excavation on Dhaskalio was 
delayed until 2007 to allow 
the project to concentrate 
on the Special Deposit South 
in 2006. The previous tests 
by Doumas and indications 
of visible walling led the 
excavation to focus on two 
areas – along the elongated 
summit area of the island, and 
on top of a significant wall 
on the east side thought at 
first to relate to an enclosure 
or fortification. In total, 
some 364m2 were opened for 
excavation in 25 trenches 
(Figure 8). Indications of 
dense architecture were found 
everywhere. 

A three-phase chronology was determined from the plentiful ceramics recovered. Although there 
was a high degree of ceramic continuity between the three phases, sherds of the earlier Kastri 
group defined Phase B, and sherds of the later Kastri group defined Phase C, along with a significant 
presence of pale volcanic wares, leaving Phase A as those earlier contexts without Kastri sherds 
at all.62 Radiocarbon determinations allowed these three phases to be dated as follows: Phase A, 
2750–2550 BCE; Phase B, 2550–2400 BCE; Phase C, 2400–2250 BCE.63

The architecture of Dhaskalio had two unusual features. First, since the islet below the summit is 
steep almost everywhere, it was recognised that terrace walls were constructed to form platforms 
on which buildings could be located64 (Figure 9). Although at first glance these walls might have been 
thought to have a defensive nature, it was already clear by 2008 from the excavated sections that 
their primary purpose was to create level areas for building. The construction material for these 
buildings forms the second interesting feature: building walls on the terrace surfaces were made 
of marble imported from southeast Naxos, some 10 km distant by sea.65 While the local marble of 
Keros was used as mainly unworked or partly worked boulders for the terrace walls, the imported 
marble was preferred for building walls as its laminar nature allowed it to split into ideal building 
blocks. Already, at this stage of the project, it was becoming clear that this represented a prodigious 

62 Sotirakopoulou 2016: 1–3.
63 Renfrew et al. 2012; Bronk Ramsey et al. 2013; Manning 2015.
64 Boyd 2013.
65 Dixon 2013.

Figure 8. Plan of Dhaskalio in 2008, showing walls excavated and 
recorded during survey. 
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input of energy and planning 
to achieve.66 Aside from 
the excavated areas, which 
contained densely built 
architecture, the visible 
wall remains on the surface, 
combined with the apparent 
mass of collapsed building 
stone over the east and north 
of the islet, combined to give 
the impression that much 
of the islet may have been 
inhabited.67

The trenches opened on the 
summit covered the entire 
length of this long and narrow 
but flat area. All buildings and 
contexts excavated here were 
of Phase C, with the exception 
of a few contexts just above 
bedrock in Trench VI, at the 
north end of the summit, 
which were of Phase A. It 
was seen that the buildings 
incorporated a number of 
bedrock outcrops into a 
complex formed of a long 
and narrow building (‘the 
Hall’), a small enclosure and 
a court68 (Figure 10). These 
buildings seemed to have a 
non-domestic, possibly public 
function. The north part of 
the Hall may have been a two-
storey building. The summit 

enclosure, accessed from the court, was the site of (possibly ritual) deposition of pebbles imported 
from the nearby Kouphonisia islands. Further south on the summit, the building complex revealed 
in Trenches VII and XXI seemed principally associated with storage, containing numerous large 
barrel jars.69

The excavated areas of Phase B were much smaller than those of Phase C, and Phase A was only 
represented in a few contexts. To Phase A, nonetheless, was dated the large terrace wall running 
east of and below the summit, investigated in Trenches I, II and XV. This demonstrated the early 
date for the inception of construction activities on Dhaskalio, even though the associated buildings 
were principally of Phase B. Activities represented in all phases included metalworking (casting) 
and storage. A small hoard of two arsenical copper and one tin bronze tools was found in the south 

66 Renfrew 2013c: 714–5.
67 Boyd 2013: 203.
68 Renfrew et al. 2013b; 2013a.
69 Renfrew and Loughlin 2013.

Figure 9. The summit and east side of Dhaskalio during the 2008 excavation 
season (north is to the top). Note the traces of the long terrace wall visible on 
the surface and investigated in Trenches I and II to the southeast. An impressive 
entranceway was subsequently excavated south of Trenches I and II (in Trench 
E): see Figure 21. The bedrock outcrops at the south of the Hall and Trench VI 
at its north end are visible. 
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Figure 10. Plan of the summit area. Bedrock outcrops marked in grey. Byzantine chapel shown in outline. 



1 5

THE SANCTUARY AT KEROS IN THE AEGEAN EARLY BRONZE AGE

end of the Hall (Figure 11). Although the pottery was dominated by coarse household wares,70

the full range of domestic activities was not securely documented.71 In particular, kitchens and 
refuse were not identified. This led to the tentative suggestion that the site’s permanent residents 
were perhaps few in number, but that the buildings might have accommodated large numbers 
of visitors during the periodic gatherings at the sanctuary.72 This suggestion, although tentative, 
was supported by a number of strands of evidence, and became central to the design of further 
research questions concerning Keros, not least the agricultural and settlement potential of the 
wider island of Keros.73

The Keros Island Survey, 2012–2013

The location of Kavos and Dhaskalio, off the west coast of an island of seemingly poor agricultural 
potential and scant resources, did not seem an immediately obvious choice for the Cyclades’ 
largest Early Bronze Age site. Study of the pottery from the excavation had already determined 
that it was all imported:74 Keros did not seem even to offer suitable clay for ceramic production 
(although that is currently under further research). Beyond the detailed information coming from 
careful excavation and scientific study, it was clear that the site needed to be set into a wider 
context, beginning with an intensive pedestrian survey of the whole island of Keros. Such a survey 
would further refine our picture of the agricultural potential of the island. It would also allow us 
to understand the full occupation history of the island, including any predecessor habitation to 
the sanctuary, as well as habitation in later periods. A survey of Keros would allow for a focus on 
the internal dynamics of the island – a subject sometimes lost in the clear interest of the position 
of Dhaskalio and Kavos in the wider network of sites in the Cyclades. Were Dhaskalio and Kavos at 

70 Sotirakopoulou 2018: 435.
71 Margaritis 2013.
72 Margaritis 2013: 403; Renfrew 2013c: 719–20; Sotirakopoulou 2018: 442.
73 The excavations on Dhaskalio were fully published in 2013 (Renfrew et al. 2013c) and 2016 (Sotirakopoulou 2016). 
74 Hilditch 2013; Sotirakopoulou 2016; Hilditch 2018.

Figure 11. Metal hoard recovered from the Hall on the summit. Phase C. 
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THE SANCTUARY AT KEROS IN THE AEGEAN EARLY BRONZE AGE

the top of a Keros settlement hierarchy, or did they sit alone? Finally, a survey might be hoped to 
offer information about potential production sites for the materials found in the special deposits; 
it might also yield a location used for the breakage so richly demonstrated in the deposits; and it 
might offer clues as to the extent of the use of the island for funerary purposes. 

The survey was carried out in 2012 and 2013. In the hope of broadening compatibility between 
datasets, its methodology was based on that used in the Kythera and Antikythera surveys.75 Initial 
extensive survey of the island covered the whole island and led to the definition of locales for 
further research (‘polygons’) within which more intensive artefact collections then took place. 
The surprising first result of the survey was that 28 such polygons could be defined, covering 
some five per cent of the island’s surface. The ceramic density map (Figure 12) gives a good overall 
impression of the totality of human action over the surface of the island through the millennia. The 
geomorphological study showed that most concentrations are broadly in situ, and that locations 
with favourable drainage and soil-formation characteristics were most often chosen for settlement. 
The earliest securely identified pottery (Figure 13) is of Early Cycladic II date (a few sherds might be 
earlier); earlier finds of Late and Final Neolithic obsidian arrowheads probably indicate occasional 
hunting parties from other islands, rather than occupation of Keros at this time. The Early Cycladic 
is one of three periods in which the island is significantly used and inhabited (the others being Late 
Roman or Early Byzantine, Period 11, and the early modern period, Period 15; the Middle Cycladic 
period is also represented, but there is little evidence for Late Cycladic occupation). The focus of 
habitation in most periods is the northwest coastal zone, with further settlement in the south-
central area. While a surprising amount and spread of evidence for occupation was recovered, no 
evidence for marble production or breakage was found. 

Index 
period Chronology

Number of 
diagnostic 
sherds

Duration Sherds 
per year

Period 
group

Total 
duration

Total 
sherds

Sherds 
per year

0 5300–4500 BCE 0 800 0 - 800 0 0

1 4500–2850 BCE 0 1650 0
A 3400 1033 0.302 2850–2100 BCE 192 750 0.26

3 2100–1100 BCE 84 1000 0.08

4 1100–800 BCE 0 300 0

B 1400 548 0.39

5 800–600 BCE 8 200 0.04

6 600–350 BCE 31 250 0.12

7 350–250 BCE 5 100 0.05

8 250–100 BCE 7 150 0.05

9 100 BCE – 100 CE 16 200 0.08

10 100–300 CE 0 200 0

11 300–700 CE 284 400 0.71 C 900 488 0.54
12 700–1200 CE 17 500 0.04

13 1200–1400 CE 0 200 0
D 750 437 0.5814 1400–1780 CE 8 380 0.02

15 1780–1950 CE 181 170 1.07

Figure 13. Chronological table showing numbers of sherds per index period and per period group. Totals for each period 
group include both index sherds and sherds assigned only to period group. 

75 Broodbank 1999; Bevan and Conolly 2013.
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THE SANCTUARY AT KEROS IN THE AEGEAN EARLY BRONZE AGE

The results were challenging for our initial feeling that Keros could not support a significant 
population. Dhaskalio and Kavos were clearly placed at the head of a settlement system, rather 
than set alone in splendid isolation. Given the coarse chronological resolution of survey pottery, 
the 12 polygons with significant amounts of Early Cycladic material may cover some seven or eight 
centuries. There is no reason to believe all were occupied simultaneously. Nonetheless, it is now 
clear that the landscape of Keros was exploited in the Early Bronze Age to a greater degree than 
had been appreciated (Figure 14). A study of all visible built features over the surface of the island 
demonstrated a palimpsest of terraces clearly of different dates. Apart from those obviously of 
the early modern era, a good number of more robust structures could be assumed to be from the 
Late Roman or Early Byzantine occupation, or in any case to be post-prehistoric in date. But a 
large number of much slighter structures was identified, and these we postulated might support 
the prehistoric agricultural regimes on the island. This opened the way for a notion of mobile 
inhabitation, where different daily activities could be located in different places, with many 
domestic and agricultural activities located on the wider island of Keros, and more specialised 
activities on Dhaskalio. This concept was to be tested in the subsequent Keros-Naxos Seaways 
Project.76

The Keros-Naxos Seaways Project, 2015–2018

The rationale for the project 

Although the excavations of 2006–2008 and the subsequent survey had provided a lot of information 
and clarified many aspects of the unusual features of the sanctuary, which are part of its enduring 
fascination, there was a clear rationale for further work at the site and in the wider region. While 
the place of the sanctuary in Cycladic and Aegean networks, and the nature of contacts and their 
intensity could be clarified by further work on the range of provenances for excavation and survey 
material, clear questions remained over the relationships between Keros and nearby islands. The 
insights into agriculture on Keros itself did not solve the problem of how one might supply a site 
with the potential capacity of Dhaskalio, so it must be assumed that some everyday supplies would 
be coming to the site from nearby locations. Moreover the surprising site hierarchy of Keros raised 
the question of to what extent this pattern extended onto nearby landmasses. It was therefore clear 
that further survey was needed. There were several potential areas one could survey in the vicinity, 
including the islands of the Small Cyclades (Ano and Kato Kouphonisi, Iraklia and Schinousa) or 
the neighbouring larger islands of Naxos, Ios and Amorgos. We chose to survey one nearby island, 
Kato Kouphonisi, and part of the more distant and much larger island of Naxos, in order to obtain 
an understanding of the organisation of settlement and agriculture at differing distances from 
Keros. Southeast Naxos was also an inviting focus for research given that the marble used for 
the buildings of Dhaskalio was imported from there. In parallel we decided to follow up on the 
discoveries of the Keros Island Survey by carrying out small test excavations on some of the surface 
features of Keros, partly to date them, and partly to gain insights into their function.

At Dhaskalio itself it was also clear that there was a need for further excavation. The earlier 
excavations had uncovered strata and buildings mainly of Phase C, with limited evidence for Phase 
B. The few contexts of Phase A had given very little information about that period. The latter 
period, however, seemed to be the floruit of the special deposits, and so there was a clear need 
for a better understanding of the earliest period of Dhaskalio, both in terms of its inception and 
in its relationship to the sanctuary. The earlier excavations had concentrated on the summit and 
higher reaches of the site, but the careful examination of the standing features on the island had 
suggested that the extent of building covered most of the islet. There was a clear necessity to test 

76 The Keros Island Survey is being published as a monograph (Renfrew et al. forthcoming a,) with a series of additional studies in the 
form of journal articles and book chapters. A large petrographic study of the ceramics will offer further insights into the imported 
pottery repertoire of Keros and its provenance.
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this theory, and to understand the relationships and activities of the different parts of the site. 
Finally, the northern part of the site had suggested a monumental aspect, and so this was also a 
feature that required further investigation to elucidate.77

Trial excavations on Keros, 2016–2018

To follow up on the mapping of surface features across Keros in 2012 and 2013, small trial trenches 
(generally 1.5m x 1.5m, sometimes a little larger) were opened across Polygons 2 and 4. Polygon 2 
is a large, flat area on the northwest coast of Keros, covering about 18 ha; 11 trenches were opened 
here in 2016. Polygon 4 is close to Kavos, some 230m northeast of the Kavos Promontory, and about 
3 ha in extent. Nine trenches were opened here in 2017, and Trench 9 was extended in 2018. 

The pottery in many trenches in Polygon 2 was mixed with both prehistoric and later sherds, 
although in some trenches (such as Trench 10) there were securely prehistoric strata. In contrast 
in Polygon 4 all trenches contained only Early Bronze Age pottery (occasional sherds of later date 
were collected only on the surface). OSL dates (not yet published) taken by Tim Kinnaird are also, 
in some cases, prehistoric. It seems possible that Polygon 4, located close to the Kavos area, is in 
some senses an extension of it. Sporadic evidence for metalworking and unusual finds, such as a 
copper pin, seem to suggest a range of activities here, and it is not clear whether the structures 
are simply agricultural, as initially assumed. No clear occupation surfaces were detected, but the 
further study of the pottery and finds may elucidate the activities in this area. The results from 
Polygon 2 are on the other hand consistent with long-term geomorphological processes: the 
movement of sediment and finds. It is to be hoped that careful study of the results will inform our 
interpretation of the survey results of Polygon 2 as a whole. 

Survey on Kato Kouphonisi, 2018

Kato Kouphonisi is the nearest island of any size to Dhaskalio and Kavos, being about 2.6 km away 
at the nearest point (the distance from the beaching point on the Kavos landbridge to the beach 
at Nero on Kato Kouphonisi is about 3.3 km, and these would seem the likely stopping points). 
Kato Kouphonisi is some 3.5 square kilometres in area, and was entirely surveyed using the same 
methodology as the Keros Island Survey (although in this case all data were collected digitally 
rather than on paper, as was done on Keros). The ceramic density map of the island (Figure 15) 
indicates that abundant traces of human action are visible over the entire island, with notable 
concentrations in the northeast and in the centre-west. The latter is mainly accounted for by 
a large Early Bronze Age site, making Nero in D3 the main prehistoric centre of the island. The 
concentration of material toward the northeast is more clearly related to Roman occupation of the 
island, although prehistoric material was also noted there. 

The study of material from the survey is at an early stage. It is clear that the density of material 
observed on the surface was high and more or less continuous. The average density of both 
pottery and obsidian is much higher than either southeast Naxos or Keros. The ploughed fields 
and a predominance of low-lying terrain are important factors in the high densities of finds, and 
will require careful comparison with the other two surveys. Twenty-two polygons were defined 
(including one on Glaronisi). While intensive occupation in the Early Bronze Age, Late Roman and 
Early Byzantine, and early modern periods confirmed the pattern detected on Keros and southeast 
Naxos, Mycenaean, Geometric and Archaic pottery was also found. 

77 The study of the finds, analyses and interpretation of all aspects of the Keros-Naxos Seaways Project were still in progress when this 
article was written, so the findings and conclusions below are subject to revision.
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Survey on southeast Naxos, 2015

Pedestrian survey was carried out on southeast Naxos in 2015 in a six-week field season. The 
methodology again followed that of the Keros Island Survey closely to maintain compatibility in 
the datasets. Approximately 10 square kilometres were surveyed. 

Naxos was chosen as a target for survey as so much of the imported materials at Keros, including 
stone and ceramics, seem to originate there. At a distance of 10 km from Keros at the nearest 
point, Naxos is significantly more distant than Kato Kouphonisi, though still within a single 
day’s paddling distance.78 A primary aim of the survey was to understand and characterise the 
early bronze age occupation of the coastal zone, in order better to understand the near-distance 
maritime networks within which Keros was situated. The survey area included the known sites 
of Panormos,79 Spedos,80 Korfi t’Aroniou81 and sites near Kalandos,82 and for this reason it was 
expected that the results would show a busily inhabited Early Bronze Age landscape. Expectations 
were again confounded, however. Ceramic density on the survey is easily the least dense of the 
three surveys, and the obsidian density in particular was very low. The distribution of Early 
Cycladic sherds in the landscape largely mirrored the known sites (Figure 16). Late Roman and 
Early Byzantine, and early modern, were again the main other periods, with the former very much 
concentrated at Panormos, where there was clearly a large harbour site. In the prehistoric period, 
only in the Kalandos valley was there an impression of widespread settlement; elsewhere the sites 
seemed nucleated at Spedos, Panormos and Korfi t’Aroniou. As before, Early Cycladic II-III was 

78 Broodbank 2000a: 101–2.
79 Angelopoulou 2014.
80 Stephanos 1905; Papathanasopoulos 1962; Renfrew 1972: 518.
81 Doumas 1965; Renfrew 1972: 519.
82 Such as Karvounolakkoi: Renfrew 1972: 518, with references. 
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Figure 15. Survey of Kato Kouphonisi. Ceramic density on Kato Kouphonisi from tract walking. 
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well-represented, with fewer indications of the second millennium. As we go forward with the 
interpretation of results, it will be a priority to understand the settlement and productivity of 
southeast Naxos and how it relates to the maritime world of Kato Kouphonisi and Keros. 

In this regard the site of Spedos was a focus of careful study. The graves at Spedos were investigated 
over a century ago, but the extent and nature of nearby settlement was not previously well 
understood.83  It had seemed possible that Spedos represented a ‘stronghold’,84  perhaps similar to 
broadly contemporary Panormos85  in nature. The prehistoric acropolis is located at the west end 
of a promontory about 75m above sea level. Pottery recovered includes 63 diagnostic sherds of the 
EC II-III period, with no indication of later habitation. Two structures are apparent at the summit: 
one is a rectangular building at least 13m in length and 6.5m wide with a flattened apsidal end to 
the east. In the absence of any later evidence, this seems to be a structure of the Early Bronze Age, 
markedly similar in appearance to the Hall at Dhaskalio (Figure 10). To the west a strong wall, with 
a curvilinear aspect, was observed over a length of 22m (Figure 17). It is 1.9m thick and is located 

83 Stephanos 1905; Papathanasopoulos 1962.
84 Renfrew 1972: 518. 
85 Angelopoulou 2014.

Figure 17. Detail of curvilinear wall visible on the surface at Spedos. North is to the top. Orthophoto by James Herbst.
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at the highest point of the summit. There is at present, however, no evidence that the site was 
enclosed. At about 3000m2, the site is decidedly smaller than Dhaskalio, and the material spread of 
the summit was noticeably limited in extent, with no evidence for settlement on the surrounding 
hillsides. Part of the previously excavated cemetery was located in the valley below; marble slabs 
used as walls for cist graves were located, and fragments of five large stone palettes were recovered 
(Figure 18).   

Neither the site at Spedos nor any other of the sites investigated during the survey suggested that 
there was a site on southeast Naxos of comparable size to that of Dhaskalio. Similarly, the site at 
Nero on Kato Kouphonisi was not of comparable size to Dhaskalio. This suggests that, for the areas 
investigated so far, Dhaskalio was clearly set at the top of the settlement network, for the EC II 
period at least. 

Excavations on Dhaskalio, 2016–2018

As set out above, the excavations on Dhaskalio from 2016 to 2018 aimed to answer questions 
concerning the extent of the site and the nature of the architecture, as well as its inception and the 
relationship with the special deposits. Given that the earlier excavations had shown that complex 
and dense architecture characterised the site, it was decided to adopt open area excavation in 
larger trenches in order to understand the articulation of interior and exterior space, pathways and 
terracing systems. Nine trenches were opened, the largest of which (Trench A, 24m x 9m) covered 
216 square metres (Figure 19). Given the expectation of finding more stone-built constructions 
which had collapsed after abandonment, much thought was given to excavation processes and 
recording, leading to the adoption of an all-digital strategy for both field and field laboratory, 
with the aim of developing rapid feedback mechanisms between excavators and specialists. Single 
context recording was adopted, and extensive use of photogrammetry replaced field drawings and 
has resulted in a vast repository of data currently under intensive study.86

86 Boyd et al. 2021.

Figure 18. Complete palette found in the cemetery of Spedos.
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Contexts of all three phases were excavated, although only in one trench (Trench E) is there a 
stratigraphic sequence from Phase A to Phase C. Phase C was otherwise only detected in Trench 
F, which was placed on the summit to complete the excavation of a building originally partly 
excavated in 2007–2008. The other trenches placed around the islet below the summit contain 
only contexts of Phases A and B. This implies that the building remains evident across the islet 
may date mainly to Phases A and B, and that most buildings were therefore out of use in Phase C, 
when occupation is principally limited to the summit area. This is a significant new understanding 
carrying implications for the inception and growth of the site, as well as for its final period. 

The new excavations offered further insight into the planning and layout of the settlement (Figure 
20). The large terrace wall below the summit mentioned above was further investigated in Trenches 
E, SA and L. Trench L revealed evidence for a parallel terrace wall at a lower level, while in Trench 
E a stairway leading toward the summit was set within a monumental entranceway (Figure 21). 
Terrace walls at the northern end of the site were investigated in Trenches B and C, and toward 
the sea in Trench H. It now seems clear that an approximately concentric system of lateral terrace 
walls ran along the northern and eastern sides of the site. It seems likely that these were conceived 
in advance rather than being added to, piecemeal, as settlement expanded. They included features 
such as drainage and access systems which demonstrate the degree of pre-planning involved in the 
architectural design87 (Figure 21).  

The local stones, used for the terrace walls, may have come from nearby (perhaps in some 
cases from Dhaskalio itself) but their selection, rough working, transport to site and placement 
constitute a massive undertaking. Greater still was the effort to import building stone from 
Naxos. The buildings set upon these terraces, some of which were two-storey, were built of such 
imported Naxos marble, and the amount of stone imported must have exceeded 7,000 tonnes. To 
the requirements we can add the timbers needed for the roofs of the rooms, and the sediments 
used in the floors and roofed spaces.88 These may have come from elsewhere on Keros and were 

87 Floquet forthcoming.
88 Gkouma et al. 2022.

Figure 20. View of the northwest plateau on Dhaskalio, looking east. Trenches A (right) and B (left) open.
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transported to Dhaskalio. Altogether the expansive requirements of planning, technical skill, and 
human labour, combined with the resource requirement and the distance from which materials 
were imported, indicate a massive, prolonged and well-supplied enterprise. While drinking water 
was available at Dhaskalio, a sustained import of food must have accompanied the construction 
work on the site. 

The principal productive activities within the settlement were metalworking and obsidian production, 
evidence for which was found ubiquitously. The finds (from all seasons) relating to metallurgy, both 
in terms of artefacts and metalworking remains, are impressive, truly surpassing in number and 
variety anything known from settlement contexts of the same period in the Cyclades.89 Several 
hundred metal artefacts include nine gold and three silver fragments. Gold had been exceedingly 

89 Georgakopoulou forthcoming.

Figure 21. Entranceway within the large terrace wall toward the summit (Trench E). Compare Figure 9.
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rare in the Cyclades before these excavations. Other artefacts are generally small items, with lead 
clamps predominating among the lead items (which also include two miniature axes and two spools).

The collection of metallurgical remains undeniably reveals Dhaskalio as a major metalworking 
centre for the EBA Aegean. Arsenical copper predominates, but analysis currently in process 
suggests working of precious metals as well as lead and bronze. Workshop remains exhibiting 
different technical processes are located in three trenches (A, H and L). Copper spills are found 
very widely in the settlement. Moulds have been found for daggers and spears (Figure 22) along 
with smaller objects. The worked stone assemblage from the site has been characterised as 
oriented toward craft processes (such as metalworking) rather than domestic. The largest single 
category of finds is that of metallurgical ceramics, where a large open shape (the ‘baking pan’) 
predominates. Its precise role in the metallurgical process is currently under investigation, but 
adherent metal and slagging, and copious traces of burning, show that many of these were used in 
metallurgical processes. The assemblage also includes an impressive collection of tuyères or their 
fragments, representing approximately forty individual examples in a range of imported fabrics, 
and smaller numbers of crucible fragments. The workshop in Trench A seems to have been used 
for lead working, possibly for clamp repair of ceramic objects. The workshops in Trenches H and L 
were mainly for copper metallurgy, perhaps with two different processes (and potentially in two 
different phases): in Trench L in Phase B the use of the baking pan is clearly demonstrated (but the 
remains here may simply be workshop debris – this is under investigation), whereas in Trench H in 
Phase A small plaster-lined furnaces were set into the bedrock (Figures 22, 23). 

It seems clear that a significant skill base in metallurgical processes was maintained at Dhaskalio, 
and that quantities of both ore and metal were being brought to the site, while a significant 
production of metal artefacts was leaving the site and entering wider circulation. The importance 
of metallurgy in the development of the ‘international spirit’ of the third millennium was first 
underlined by Renfrew in 1967,90 and we now have a single site at which the technical processes 

90 Renfrew 1967.

Figure 22. Metallurgical evidence from Trench H. Left: stone mould for spearhead. Right: metalworking hearth in situ, set in 
bedrock.
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Figure 23. Sketch 3D reconstructions of Trench H (north to the right). Top: Trench H Phase I (Dhaskalio Phase A). 
Metalworking workshop. Bottom: Trench H Phase III (Dhaskalio Phase B). Storage area (roof removed for clarity). Ceramic 
vessels as found in situ. 

may be understood and the role of metal in society further defined. While it is the case that almost 
all materials at Dhaskalio and Kavos are imported, the import of metal and its transformation to 
daggers and other objects (both ‘choice’ and more mundane) at Dhaskalio is an important strand 
of evidence in the understanding of how the overall site of Kavos and Dhaskalio operated, both the 
community centred there but distributed across Keros and the Kouphonisia, and the wider Keros 
nexus, drawing in people and resources, and creating both communal and individual elements of 
local and regional identity. 
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Obsidian working at Dhaskalio, as documented by the 2007–0891 and more recent excavations, is 
providing us with a rare insight into the organisation of production and consumption in the early 
bronze age Aegean. While previous claims that skilled obsidian pressure blade manufacture was 
an exclusive practice at the intra-regional level, a means by which certain communities came to 
achieve and maintain socio-economic distinction,92 there has been little insight as to how this 
craft was organised at the intra-settlement level.93 At Dhaskalio obsidian working appears, like 
metalworking, to have occurred throughout the settlement in all phases, and there is thus far no 
suggestion of a dedicated workshop. While a proportion of the blades manufactured were intended 
for use on site, end-products seem to be under-represented in relative proportion to blade cores, 
suggesting that quantities of these implements were taken off-site. While this may have related 
to activities taking place elsewhere on Keros or Kato Kouphonisi, some end products may indeed 
have been taken further afield. The assemblages are also noteworthy for producing quantities of 
pressure blades made from Cappadocian raw materials that came from some 800 km to the east. 
This material, along with handfuls of obsidian from the Dodecanesian source of Giali A,94 further 
attests to Dhaskalio’s hyper-connected character in the context of the Early Bronze Age Aegean.95 A 
handful of non-local glossed flint blades (‘sickle elements’) of unknown origin, found only in Phase 
C contexts, indicates at the very least shifting depositional practices over time, if not fundamental 
changes in harvesting technologies and site functionality.

91 Carter and Milić 2013.
92 Carter 1994; 2008.
93 Except for Early Helladic Lithares, Tzavella-Evjen 1985.
94 Carter et al. 2016.
95 E.g., Broodbank 2000b.

The most common find on the site is pottery: some 102,773 sherds were collected (more than 
twice the number collected in 2007–2008), all of which appear to have been imported from other 
Cycladic centres and, in smaller quantities, from more distant regions. The ceramic assemblage 
is characterised by numerous elements that are not paralleled on contemporary sites, thereby 

Figure 24. Baking pan from 
Trench B. Note traces of 
burning. 
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highlighting the specialised function of the site. While fine wares are generally rare, Kastri pottery 
is well-represented and includes hybrid vessels featuring both Anatolian and Cycladic traditions. 
Storage jars are the most common type, representing almost half of recognised forms, with the 
so-called ‘baking pan’ being the second most common form (Figure 24). Storage jars in several 
forms and sizes are found very commonly throughout the settlement, including some left set into 
floors and broken in situ when roofs collapsed (Figure 23 bottom). The storage jars shown in Figure 
23 come from Amorgos, Ios and Melos. The baking pans are, as noted, commonly associated with 
metallurgy (forming the dominant component of the workshop debris in Trench L, for example) 
but may also sometimes be associated with ad hoc cooking practices (built hearths are few in the 
settlement, and built ovens, found at other contemporary settlements, are unknown). 

Analyses of the metals, ceramics and all other categories of find are currently ongoing. These 
include seals and sealings, figurines, worked marble, worked stone, petroglyphs (which are 
common on Dhaskalio), pebbles, and stone discs. As a result of sieving and intensive flotation the 
recovery rate of microartefacts is high. In addition, organic and environmental remains are also 
under study, including seeds, charcoal, phytoliths, animal bones, shell, starch and lipid residues, 
paleoproteomics, human bone (an inhumation was found in Trench E) and mat and leaf impressions 
on pottery. These studies will offer much information on the economy of the site. A second key aim 
is to understand the provenance of all the imported materials at Dhaskalio. Another focus of the 
ongoing study is to understand the functionality of space in all the excavated areas, to assess the 
nature of everyday life in the Dhaskalio community and understand the extent to which a mode of 
extended habitation may have applied, with different activities carried out at different locations. 

Conclusions

A detailed, scientific and multidisciplinary approach96 to understanding Keros has completely 
transformed our understanding of the site. The fact of its exceptional nature was apparent from the 
first archaeological work in 1963, but the complexity of the human practices and interconnections 
anchored at the site are only now becoming clear. The ritual practices richly demonstrated for the 
special deposits can now be understood as part of a wider range of activities which were supported 
by the monumental infrastructure project on Dhaskalio and by a varied web of connections through 
the Cyclades and beyond. 

The key characteristics of Dhaskalio and Kavos include regional centralisation; exceptional reach; 
intensification in production, including agriculture; aggrandisement and monumentality; a core 
ritual component; and an interest in the expression of identity through material and locale. These 
characteristics, it may be suggested, form the antecedents of urbanism, and not only foreshadow 
the key characteristics of the later Minoan and Mycenaean palace societies, but can be compared 
directly with the prepalatial centres of Crete, especially Knossos.97 Keros, unlike the Cretan palaces, 
went out of use c.2250 BCE and was not subsequently reoccupied, meaning that its remains are 
not damaged by those of later periods. The final use of the site (perhaps different in nature and 
somewhat reduced in intensity) and the reasons for its abandonment, whether or not connected 
with the so-called ‘4.2ka event’98 or changes in seafaring technology,99 are just two of the fascinating 
questions currently under consideration as we move toward final publication. Because of its 
preservation, and because of this confluence of connected activities Keros will therefore remain 
one of the key sites in the Aegean region for investigating the deep social changes taking place in 
the third millennium.

96 Renfrew et al. 2018a.
97 Barrett and Boyd 2019: 115.
98 Wiener 2014; Railsback et al. 2018.
99 Broodbank 2000a.
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on the coins from the excavations of Paul Lazarides 
at Acronauplia in 1972, which range from the 6th 
to the beginning of the 19th century (M. Galani-
Krikou). Then come two contributions on the 
monetary circulation in Argolid in the Middle Ages: 
A. Kossyva presents two hoards found in Argos in 
2005 during an emergency excavation conducted 
by the 4th Ephorate of Prehistoric and Classical 
Antiquities. J. Baker and G. Tsekes then discuss finds 
of coins from the Limnes area. The thematic section 
of the second volume gives 

 three contributions on the history of Morea: K. 
D. Papakosma deals with private credit in the 
medieval Peloponnese on the basis of a set of Argian 
documents, D. Athanasoulis evokes a lead bull of 
the Hospitallers found in the castle of Chloumoutzi 
(Clermont) dating from the period when Philibert 
de Naillac (1396-1421) was Grand Master of the 
Order and A. Mazarakis presents the first medal 
of the Hospitaller Order: Mazarakis presents the 
first medal struck by contemporary Greece on the 
initiative of Ioannis Capodistrias. 

D. Evgenidou concludes this second volume by 
summarising in Greek the achievements of the 
various contributions, while welcoming the 
advances offered by the colloquium in the history of 
the Byzantine, Medieval and Modern Peloponnese.  
Her conclusion is similar to that given by O. Picard 
for the first volume, which clearly states the main 
interest of this publication: to make available to 
the scholars a considerable amount of unpublished 
material coming from excavations actively carried 
out in all the Peloponnesian regions; to this must 
be added some reflections on the circulation and 
production of regional money from the end of the 
archaic era to the modern period. The Argolid is 
particularly well treated, but the editors are to be 
thanked for having also encouraged contributions 
on other regions of the Peloponnese, from Achaia 
to Laconia.

Catherine Grandjean
University of Tours, France

catherine.grandjean@univ-tours.fr
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D.J. Ian Begg, Lost Worlds of Ancient and 
Modern Greece. Gilbert Bagnani: The 
Adventures of a Young Italo-Canadian 
Archaeologist in Greece, 1921-1924. 
pp. xxxviii + 309, 14 ills, 5 maps, 1 tbl. 
Oxford: Archaeopress, 2020. ISBN 978-
1-78969-452-9, hardcover £25.

This volume reconstructs the fascinating vicissitudes 
of a prodigious young man and his adventures in 
Greece and the eastern Mediterranean between the 
years 1921 and 1924.

The story of the Italo-Canadian Gilbert Bagnani has 
very different characteristics from the experiences 
of many other young archaeologists, who in the 
early decades of the 20th century stayed in Greece 
and the Levant to study and visit the remains of 
ancient civilizations, residing at scientific and 
academic foreign institutions in the area and 
especially in Athens.

Ian Begg highlights very well the intellectual and 
character traits that made this 21-year-old man a 
privileged interlocutor of the highest archaeological 
figures who resided in Greece at that time, but also a 
frequent visitor to high-ranking salons in which the 
intricacies of politics were discussed in a country 
that was going through a very delicate period.

The numerous epistles that Gilbert assiduously sent 
to his mother Florence, preserved at the University of 
Trent, in Peterborough, Ontario, meticulously studied 
by the author of this book, appear as a whole not only 
as a travel diary but also as an acute examination of 
contemporary events and of the debate, then at its 
highest levels, between royalists and Venizelists. The 
unprecedented point of view is that of an intelligent 
dandy, a lover of social life who did not disdain to 
combine profound discourses on the country’s past 
and present culture with receptions, gala dinners or 
invitations for a tea or a whisky and soda in the halls 
of the prestigious Hotel Grande Bretagne.

A strength of this book is the deep and precise 
contemporary historical reconstruction that Ian 
Begg offers to the reader, often leaving the word 
to Bagnani and his letters, in a tangle of names and 
exponents of noble families about whom precise 
details are given in the text or in footnotes.

There are some aspects that deserve to be 
emphasized and discussed. First, the Roman training 
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of Gilbert, who had been a student of Federico 
Halbherr, reverently referred to as “the eminence 
gris” of Italian archaeologists. The relationship 
with a man like Halbherr, already famous for his 
Cretan discoveries and pioneering exploration of 
Cyrenaica in 1910-1911,1 an outstanding individual 
of profound but resolute kindness, a tireless and 
independent scholar, must certainly have influenced 
Gilbert’s disposition not to be led too much along 
predetermined tracks. It must be remembered 
that Halbherr, a student of Domenico Comparetti, 
had done a dissertation on the Goths, and then 
turned to Greek epigraphy before also becoming an 
archaeologist. Bagnani – as this book well informs 
us – graduated with a thesis on the depiction of 
fountains in Greek painted ceramics, and then 
found his greatest passions in the Byzantine and 
medieval periods of Greece, and while visiting 
Rhodes he underwent a particular attraction to the 
history of the Knights of St. John and their cultural 
and architectural legacy. It was Halbherr who sent 
him to study in Greece, at the Italian Archaeological 
School in Athens which he had founded in 1909 and 
at that time was directed by Alessandro Della Seta.

Bagnani’s letters recall the accounts of other 
scholars, such as those of Margherita Guarducci, 
also a pupil of Halbherr who later succeeded him in 
the Roman chair of Greek Epigraphy (the first one 
in Italy). Like Bagnani, Guarducci, who attended 
the school in ‘27, also recalls, for example, the 
accommodation inside the Makriyanni building, 
later demolished, and the Parlantis, who took care 
of the household duties and the technical aid.2 

In 1921 as students, in addition to Bagnani, were 
Antonio Cattaneo,3 whose mediocrity has left no 
traces in the history of studies other than a marked 
intolerance witnessed by the Director and his 
colleagues; and then Doro Levi, with whom Gilbert 
struck up a good friendship and who after the 
Second World War became director in turn, from 
1947 to 1976.

It is very interesting to see how in Bagnani’s 
letters we can trace the beginnings of what later 
became the peculiar interests of the scholars of 
the time: Levi was enchanted by the ruins of the 
Cretan palaces, while the director Della Seta, who 
did not share Bagnani’s byzantine and medieval 
passions, was in those years particularly involved 

1	 Which Bagnani visited in 1921 and on which other 
correspondence and photographic material exists in Trent. On 
the exploration of Halbherr see Struffolino 2018.
2	 See Bandini 2003: 225-244.
3	 See in general La Rosa 1995: 67, 79; and https://www.
scuoladiatene.it/saia/storia/gli-allievi.html.

with a problem that had always intrigued him: 
the question of the origin of the Etruscans and the 
search for a Tyrrhenian substratum in Asia Minor 
and on the islands bordering the coast, including 
Lemnos, where, however, in those years, to his great 
frustration, the authorities still did not grant him 
permission to excavate.4

Apart from the divergent interests and some initial 
reproaches for the excesses of “vita mondana”, 
the relationship between Della Seta and Bagnani 
is soon based on mutual esteem: the Director was 
well aware of the extraordinary potential of the 
pupil, who had also learned to speak modern Greek 
fluently in a short time. The research assigned to 
him on the Roman agora engaged him passionately, 
and the presentation conference was a success, 
crowned by the presence in the hall of most of his 
high-ranking friends. As a confident supporter of 
ideas that wanted to show themselves as innovative, 
Gilbert asserts that the agora was originally the 
Hadrianic gymnasium and downplays the Augustan 
interventions, which we now know to have 
constituted the initial phase of that complex, while 
the gymnasium, in fact, still awaits to find a secure 
identification.5

There is no need to mention here all the illustrious 
names that Bagnani frequented in Athens; 
descriptions of his worldly sorties and influential 
connections abound in the volume; a modus vivendi 
that perplexes his colleagues, first and foremost 
Doro Levi, who were more inclined to a withdrawn 
study within the walls of a library, but that for Gilbert 
was congenital and derived from a well-established 
and family tradition from his upbringing, which 
made him an innate social climber. In fact, his father 
Ugo made a rapid military career, becoming aide-
de-camp to King Vittorio Emanuele III and then 
an Italian diplomatic representative to the British 
army during the Great War.

It will suffice to recall, at least as far as the world 
of classical studies is concerned, among Gilbert’s 
most frequent visits obviously the directors and 
deputy directors of the British and American 
Schools, whose locations were, as today, next to 
each other in the elegant Kolonaki district. Stanley 
Casson, deputy director of the BSA, will be his main 
intermediary in reaching out to other personalities 
such as Alan Wace and Carl Blegen, respectively 
director of the BSA and deputy director of the 
American School of Classical Studies, with whom 
he will have long discussions about the new Minoan 

4	 See for ex.: Della Seta 1937a; 1937b. For the start of the Italian 
archaeological activities in Lemnos (1923): De Domenico 2020.
5	 De Domenico 2018. 
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discoveries in Crete and Sir Arthur Evans’s work 
in Knossos, already criticised for his restoration 
choices: “too much Evans, too little Minos” (p. 164). 
But the palatial civilisations left Gilbert rather cold 
and uninterested. 

As the author rightly points out, Bagnani favours 
relationships with the highest offices of these 
institutions and with established scholars, rather 
than with students of his age. A position more 
unique than rare, even today and especially for a 
student of the Italian School. On the other hand, his 
connections with the diplomatic world undoubtedly 
made things easier for him: Bagnani had constant 
relations with the Italian ambassador Giulio 
Cesare Montagna, with the British ambassadors 
Lord Granville and Francis Oswald Lindley, and 
with military authorities of the calibre of General 
Fernando Perrone di San Martino, military advisor 
to the embassy and already a friend of his father.

As is still the case today for trainees at the Italian 
Archaeological School in Athens, their stay included 
(at the time only for men) trips throughout Greece, 
to Crete and the Aegean islands. And here Gilbert 
transforms himself from a snobbish dandy to the 
perfect archaeologist, ready to adapt to the most 
extreme situations. Many of his epistolary accounts 
are not so far from the travel accounts of the 19th 
century European explorers, although his view of 
the monuments takes on a much more mature and 
subtle objective and descriptive force.

In the spring of ‘22 the students travelled first to 
Eleusis, then to Delphi and then to the Peloponnese, 
where more than by Mycenae, Tiryns or Argos, 
Gilbert was particularly struck by the ruins of Mistrà: 
“... are amongst the most interesting things I have 
ever seen” (p. 91). Evidently, as for many travellers 
– especially the French – who had preceded him, 
the material, cultural and religious remnants of 
Byzantine and medieval Greece provided a way to 
establish a more direct link with the contemporary 
world before their eyes. The role of the Orthodox 
Church on the other hand, in those years, continued 
to be decisive in the country’s domestic and foreign 
political choices.

Maurice Barrès, in Greece between 1900 and 1905, 
wrote emblematic words about Mistrà: “Mistra 
ressemble à telle jeune femme de qui un mot, un 
simple geste nous convaince que ses secrets, ses 
palpitations et son parfum satisferaient, pour 
notre vie entière, nos plus profonds désirs de 
bonheur”, and again: “Mistra s’effrite sans tristesse. 
Ses couvents, ses mosquées, ses églises latines et 
byzantines gardent un air familier délicieusement 
jeune. Au milieu de cette dévastation lumineuse, 

j’ai vu les plus noirs cyprès; dans la cour de l’église 
métropolitaine, l’un d’eux valait une colonne de 
Phidias, tandis qu’à ses pieds un lilas embaumait …. 
Cette montagne est construite comme une 
intelligence. Des débris de toutes les époques et 
des races les plus diverses y prennent une couleur 
d’ensemble; ils sont tapissés, reliés par un lierre 
vigoureux où bourdonnent les abeilles”.6

After Olympia and the northern regions, it was finally 
time to embark for Rhodes, where the students 
found an excellent guide in Amedeo Maiuri. In Kos, 
Bagnani decided to carry out excavations on his own 
in search of the structures of the Hellenistic-Roman 
theatre, which however yielded very few results.7

After the Dodecanese and a passage to Asia Minor, it 
was the turn of the Meteora of Thessaly: “monasteries 
in the air” and finally Crete, where, bent by the 
terrible heat of August, Gilbert saw his teacher 
Halbherr again, together with Gaspare Oliverio, 
another of his pupils specialising at the Italian School 
in 1913, who would soon have a brilliant future as 
an epigraphist and superintendent in Cyrenaica. 
With Luigi Pernier and Roberto Paribeni, Halbherr 
had already started the great palatial excavations of 
Minoan Crete: the villa of Hagia Triada and Phaistos, 
still today amongst the crown jewels of the missions 
of the Italian School.8 But Gilbert is more interested 
in Venetian fortifications and in the history of the 
struggle against the Turks, on which Ian Begg does 
not fail to inform the reader in detail.

In parallel with his archaeological engagements and 
thanks to the social contacts he had made in Athens, 
his friend William Miller, the Morning Post’s 
correspondent from Rome, offered to Bagnani the 
opportunity to publish articles on the political 
situation in Greece in the British newspaper, initially 
anonymously and then, due to an unintentional tip-
off, systematically and officially in his own name. 
Bagnani – despite his royalist sympathies (dictated 
more by outward appearances than deep ideological 
conviction) – always remains very objective in 
describing the facts.

On the background of the adventurous events of the 
young archaeologist passionate about contemporary 
politics, the reader immediately perceives how in 
this volume (starting from the cover image) one 
can grasp the dramatic escalation that led to the 
tragic events in Smyrna of 13 September 1922. The 
nationalistic Μεγάλη Ἰδέα of the patriot Ioannis 
Kolettis, then fervently supported by Eleutherios 

6	 Barrès 1906, pp. 241-242, 244, 247.
7	 Santi 2019: 329.
8	 See La Rosa 1986.
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Venizelos, materialized with the Treaty of Sèvres of 
10 August 1920 which granted Italy the Dodecanese 
and Greece the cities of the Anatolian coast. As is 
well known, this inflamed the spirits of Mustafa 
Kemal’s Turkish nationalists and led to the outbreak 
of war, which had precisely its tragic climax in the 
reconquest of Smyrna, the devastation of which is 
reconstructed in all its horror of fire, killings and 
deportations in the pages of Ian Begg. 

After a break in Rome, Gilbert Bagnani, reappointed 
to the Athens School together with Doro Levi 
for a second year, found himself in a profoundly 
changed country. What is now considered by 
many scholars to be the genocide of the Greeks of 
Anatolia, along with those of Pontus, will have as 
its first consequence the outpouring of a huge mass 
of refugees towards mainland Greece as well as 
the abdication of King Constantine and his formal 
replacement by his son George II, who was in fact 
a hostage in his residence while power was in the 
hands of the military led by Colonels Gonatas and 
Plastiras. Many of Bagnani’s old royalist friends 
were imprisoned, but he continued his work as a 
reporter by frequently visiting them in their cells.9

With the new year, new students joined the Italian 
School, among them three women: Maria Caianiello, 
who unfortunately passed away the following year, 
Gina Reggiani and Emilia Zalapy, an Etruscologist 
and already author of a monographic publication.10 
The only man was the Triestine Giulio Jacopich, 
as he is always named in the book according to 
his original surname of Slavic origin. In fact, from 
1930 he italianised it to Jacopi. Here (p. 195) Ian 
Begg touches on a very delicate problem that he 
then prudently leaves aside: a “sinister secret” as 
he calls it, namely both his fascist inclination and 
his ill-concealed anti-Semitism, which in later years 
would lead him to “betray his Jewish colleagues”. 
Jacopi will end up replacing Maiuri in Rhodes and 
his irascible and jealous behavior will become 
proverbial, but far worse suspicions are gathering 
about him, for example about some allegations that, 
perhaps, were at the basis of the deportation and 
death of the epigraphist Mario Segre and his family 
on May 23, 1944.11

In 1923 Bagnani will dedicate himself to other trips: 
he returns to Mycenae in the company of his mother 

9	 In narrating these political upheavals, Ian Begg draws much – 
and rightly so – on the studies of Michael Llewellyn Smith, 
particulary: M. Llewellyn Smith 1998, for ex. p. 323.
10	 Zalapy 1920.
11	 See Barbanera 2003: 218-221. even today the question is often 
passed over in silence or in any case treated with extreme 
caution. Bianchi Bandinelli, one of the very few scholars who 
raised the problem was driven by his communist ideology.

who had come to visit him for a short period, then 
he goes to visit the monasteries of Mount Athos and 
the island of Karpathos; he decides to go back to see 
what remains of Smyrna, a “Paradise Lost”; then 
ends his tour of the Cyclades by finally visiting the 
sacred island of Delos.

With the advent of Fascism in Italy, the assassination 
of the Italian delegation on the Greek-Albanian 
border in August 1923 and Mussolini’s futile 
retaliation against the island of Corfu, Ambassador 
Montagna and General Perrone asked Bagnani to go 
undercover in the Peloponnese to check the weak 
points of the railway line near the isthmus and to 
sound out the people’s mood towards the Italians. 
Gilbert, who had decided to move to Canada 
precisely to get away from the regime, ended up 
being co-opted as the Duce’s spy on Greek soil.

Meanwhile, Halbherr sends all his collaborators 
home, leaving him alone in Crete. As always, he 
is a tireless worker totally dedicated to science in 
defiance of all risks.

A serious and punctilious archaeologist, culturally 
open to the investigation of other historical periods, 
an able journalistic correspondent, an incurable 
salon-lover and admirer of luxury, gifted with an 
intelligent sense of irony,12 even a secret agent. 
Gilbert Bagnani’s multifaceted personality emerges 
very well from the pages of Ian Begg’s book, which 
takes us not only through the history of Greece in 
the 1920s but also through that of the Archaeological 
Schools and of the Italian one in particular. For 
those who, like the writer of this review, were also 
students at the SAIA (in 2019 and at a much higher 
age than Gilbert was), certain aspects of the social 
life described in this book may remind us of some 
characteristic moments of Athenian life: the lectures 
at the other Schools, the buffets, some chats with 
colleagues and perhaps even with professors and 
directors, but nothing compared to the levels that 
this very young Italo-Canadian, endowed with great 
abilities and helped by an uncommon academic and 
family heritage, was able to reach in those two years.

The role of archaeological Schools, missions 
and cultural institutions abroad in general as 
bridgeheads for peaceful political penetration has 
long been the subject of debate (see pp. 57-58). 
Halbherr’s trip to Libya has also been discussed in 
this sense, perhaps attributing to it an excessive 

12	 Amusing in their self-conscious naivety are the nicknames by 
which Gilbert designated some prominent personalities in his 
letters to the mother: Della Seta became the Worm or W, because 
the name reminded him of the silkworm; while Halbherr is ½ 
gent = half gentleman, from the exact English translation of the 
Austrian surname.
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role while it actually played only a small part.13 
Ian Begg’s assertion that: “The Italian government 
used “peaceful penetration by supporting or 
encouraging schools, archaeology and investments 
rather than armed aggression, in order to increase 
Italian influence around the Mediterranean” (p. 
29), appears a little too generous, especially when 
looking at the colonial events in Libya. But perhaps 
it is just a game of mirrors and depends on the angle 
from which one looks. Then again, politics is also 
this.

Now we just have to wait impatiently for the next 
two volumes of this pre-announced trilogy: the one 
on Gilbert’s travels in Europe and, above all, the one 
on Egypt, where Carlo Anti, who first welcomed him 
on his arrival in Piraeus, wanted him in the 1930s as 
an assistant at the excavation of Tebtynis, and later 
Achille Vogliano also called him to Medinet Madi: 
two very important excavations that, in the past and 
present, have made the history of the University of 
Milan.

When Gilbert Bagnani is involved, connections are 
never coincidences.

Stefano Struffolino
Università degli Studi di Milano

stefano.struffolino@guest.unimi.it
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David W.J. Gill, Winifred Lamb: Aegean 
Prehistorian and Museum Curator. pp. vi 
+ 276, Oxford: Archaeopress, 2018. ISBN 
978-1-78491-879-8, paperback £30; 978-
1-8491-880-4, E-book £16.

As a 21st century female archaeologist, reviewing 
a book about Winifred Lamb, a most accomplished 
early 20th century British archaeologist, is both 
fascinating and extremely daunting.  Although my 
review should be limited to the biography written 
by David W. J. Gill and not on the subject of his book, 
it is hard for me not to consider my own position 
and accomplishments against those of a woman 
who had dedicated her whole life to her discipline, 
and who helped set important milestones in its 
development, of which we are the beneficiaries of 
today, but who, on the basis of her gender alone, 
was never promoted to senior academia. For this 
book is not a typical biography; there are hardly 
any insights whatsoever on Winifred Lamb’s 
personal life! The book in its entirely revolves 
around her professional life as a prehistorian, 
excavator, museum curator, acquisitor/collector of 
antiquities, and benefactor. Her accomplishments 
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