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Mycenaean Pottery from Pylos: 
An Indigenous Typology 

JULIE HRUBY 

Abstract 

The pantries (Rooms 18-22) of the Palace of Nestor 

at Pylos provide an ideal opportunity to study the ways 
in which the Mycenaeans themselves classified their pot 

tery. This is because the material is extensive, varied, well 

preserved, largely contemporaneous, and was shelved by 

type. The vessel ideograms, names, and descriptions on 

contemporary Linear B tablets from Pylos indicate which 

features were used by the Mycenaeans in differentiation of 

pottery types and the relative importance of those factors. 

Analysis of the shapes and sizes of the vessels from the 

pantries in light of the axes of taxonomic delineation sug 

gested by the tablets demonstrates the division of pottery 
into discrete classifications whose validity may be verified 

on the basis of topographic clustering of their findspots. 
The resulting typology of the pottery contrasts with earlier 

classification systems, which function as sensitive tools 

for dating assemblages but do not necessarily provide 

insight into how ancient people viewed their own vessels. 

A reconstruction of Mycenaean emic vessel typologies is 

a significant window on ancient cognition.* 

INTRODUCTION 

Blegen?who, along with his collaborator, Kou 

rouniotis, believed that the extensive collection of 

wealthy burials in Messenia must indicate the presence 
of a Mycenaean palace?initiated excavations at Epano 

Englianos in 1939. The fortunate discovery of Linear B 

tablets, painted plaster, and substantial architecture on 

the very first day of excavation is by now a well-known 

story.1 Already in 1939, Blegen identified his site with 

the palace of the Homeric king Nestor.2 

When Blegen and his team returned to Pylos in 

1952, they began systematically to excavate the palace, 
reporting their progress annually in the AJA? One ex 

ploratory trench dug by George Mylonas revealed a 
room (later called Room 19) containing 2,853 kylikes. 
This room and four adjacent ones were fully excavated 

by Rawson in 1953 and Rolph Hubbe in 1955; they dis 
covered that the kylikes made up less than half of an 

assemblage that also included 1,325 shallow, angular 
bowls, 1,151 "teacups," and more than 425 dippers, 
in addition to substantially smaller numbers of other 

shapes (table 1). Most of the pottery seems to have 
been stored with like vessels clustered together; while 
Room 19 was the only one restricted to the storage of 
a single vessel type, like vessels were stacked or tied 

together in each of the other rooms (fig. I).4 
Rawson, with Blegen, though aware of Furumark's 

1941 pottery typology,5 found it expedient to create a 

classification scheme particular to the Palace of Nestor 

(fig. 2); they felt that Furumark's Argolid-centric sys 
tem did not match the material at Pylos.6 They seem to 
have done so on the basis of extensive examination of 

* I would like to express my sincere gratitude to the Kal 
amata Ephoreia of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities, to the 
museum guards at the Archaeological Museum in Hora, and 
to Jack Davis and Shari Stocker, who gave me the opportunity 
to work with this material and who provided much pragmatic 

support during the project. Generous support was provided 

by the Institute for Aegean Prehistory (INSTAP), Berea Col 

lege, and a Taft-Semple Fellowship from the University of Cin 

cinnati. Assistance with data collection was provided in 2009 

by Samantha Williams. Many thanks are due to Tom Palaima, 

Cynthia Shelmerdine, Natalia Vogeikoff, Carol Hershenson, 

Jack Davis, Jose Melena, and Jean-Pierre Olivier for their help 

finding close-up photographs of the ideograms. A]A Graphics 
Assistant Larisa Allen was endlessly patient and helpful with 

all the challenges of making the charts work. Thanks also to 

A]A Assistant Editor Vanessa Lord for her work making this ar 

ticle clearer. The assistance and suggestions of Editor-in-Chief 

Naomi J. Norman, and the helpful recommendations of re 

viewer Mike Galaty and two anonymous reviewers for the A]A, 
are much appreciated. 1 

Blegen and Rawson 1966, 5-6. The results of the 1939 

season were reported in the AJA in the autumn of that year 
(Kourouniotis and Blegen 1939). 

2Kourouniotis and Blegen 1939, 576. 
3 
Blegen 1953, 1954, 1955, 1957, 1966; Blegen and Lang 

1958,1959,1960,1961,1963,1964,1965. 
4 The data in table 1 are based on Blegen and Rawson 

(1966), and and the silhouettes in fig. 1 are adapted from Ble 

gen and Rawson 1966. Fig. 1 reflects only a brief summary of 

the locations of those vessel types Rawson noted and recorded 
as she excavated. Ongoing work with the sherd material sug 

gests that other pot types were probably present and that the 

published numbers of vessels from Rooms 18-22 are broadly 
but not universally accurate (e.g., there are many more perfo 
rated dippers than Rawson numbers or counts). 

5Furumark 1941. 
6 
Blegen and Rawson 1966, 353. In her pottery notebook, 

Rawson (n.d.) uses Furumark's shapes to describe many of 

the earlier entries, but she indicates the lack of fit by elabo 

rating, e.g., "Furumark 220, proportion between types b + c" 

(Rawson n.d., 20), and she quickly abandons the attempt to 
use his typology. 

195 
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196 JULIE HRUBY [AJA 114 

Table 1. Distribution of Vessel Types by Room, Based on Data Published in Blegen and Rawson 1966. 

Rawson's Pot Type Minimum No. of Vessels 

_Room 
18 Room 18/20 Room 19 Room 20 Room 21 Room 22 Total 

1. Basin 14 1 1 - - 16 

3. Bowl: diminutive 7 - - - - - 7 

4. Bowl: shallow 2 2 - 75 1,099 147 1,325 

5. Bowl: deeper 
- - - 1 - - 1 

9. Bowl: spouted 3 - - - - - 3 

12. "Teacup" 72 1,024 55 1,151 

13. Cup: plastic 4 - 4 
ornament 

18. Cup: 2 high 5 - 5 

handles, raised base 

19. Cup: 2 high 4 - 4 

handles, ring base 

20. Dipper: 16 1 7 - - 24 
diminutive 

21. Dipper: small, 35 1 36 

semiglobular 

23. Dipper: raised or 13 - - 7 7 399 426 
flat bottom 

24. Dipper: rounded, 
- - _ 1 _ - 1 

perforated 

25. Dipper: large, 
- - - 8 - - 8 

rounded bottom 

26. Kylix: diminutive - 43 19 - - 62 

27,29,30,31.Kylix 308 2 2,853 279 12 - 3.454 

33. Tankard 
- 2 

_ 1 - 
- 3 

34,35. Jug: small 27 10 - 6 - 43 

36. Jug: wide neck 3 - - 5 - 
- 8 

42. Jug: low stem 1 - _ _ - - 1 

46. Amphora: 1 1 2 - - 4 

wide mouth 

47. Amphora: 23 - _ 6 - - 29 

pedestal base 

51.Jar 1 - 3 - - 4 

62. Krater 
- - 24 

- - 24 

77. Lid - - 1 " 1 

Total_467_63_2,853 
517 2,143 601 6,644 
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2010] MYCENAEAN POTTERY FROM PYLOS 197 

the pottery, but without any explicit methodology. As 
a result, the relationship between their classes and the 

categories that would have had meaning to the produc 
ers and consumers of the pots is ambiguous. 

Rawson's classification scheme has proved to be 

relatively useful. A variety of studies have utilized Raw 

son's information, in combination with examination 

of vessels on display in the Archaeological Museum in 
Hora and other ceramics from the region, to address 

such wide-ranging issues as the relationship between 

vessel shape and fabric,7 the relationship between 

Messenian and Argolid ceramic traditions,8 and the 

nature of workshop organization in Mycenaean Mes 

senia.9 What this classification scheme has not done, 

nor claimed to do, is represent the views of those who 

inhabited the palace. 
As early as 1922, Malinowski set as the goal of the 

anthropologist "to grasp the native's point of view, his 

relation to life, to realize his vision of his world";10 this 
ambition has since been subject to extensive investiga 
tion by cognitive anthropologists and, more recently, 
incorporated into the goals outlined by cognitive ar 

chaeologists.11 The terms "emic" and "etic," borrowed 

from linguistics via anthropology, are useful to this 

discussion. "Emic" (from "phonemic") represents 
the basic categories that differentiate meaning; emic 

categories are indigenous, having meaning within a 

culture. "Etic" (from "phonetic") represents the more 

extensively divided range of all possibilities for catego 
rization; etic categories are typically imposed by out 
side observers.12 An intentionally devised taxonomy 

with extensive subdivisions, such as those with which 
all classical archaeologists are familiar, should be de 

scribed as etic; it will tend to include divisions with no 

meaning or only subemic (secondary) meaning to the 
members of the culture being studied. 

Thinking about vocabular differentiation is useful. 

As Parker notes, "one common sign of an emic category 
is lexicalization, that is, 'The Greeks had a word for 

it.'"13 Moreover, "some terms and categories are more 

fundamental than others. Red and blue are primary 
terms as well as primary colors; desert-mist and fuchsia are 

^^^^ Hi 23 

court W ^S^^M 

^^^H throne 
# ^^^H room 

T 

Fig. 1. Approximate plan of the pantries of the Palace of 

Nestor, with locations of clusters of vessel types (not to scale); 
numbers refer to room numbers (drawing by E. Chatterjee; 

adapted from Blegen and Rawson 1966). 

not";14 the organization or use of lexical information 

may provide evidence for the relative importance of a 

particular distinction within an indigenous typology or 
its status in a hierarchical system of subemic features. 

Finally, such reconstructions may vary chronologically 
and geographically.15 

A reconstruction of an emic typology from the Pal 

ace of Nestor pantries is possible because the material 

is extensive, varied, well preserved, largely contem 

poraneous, and was shelved by type. In addition, the 

7Wright 1984; Galaty 1999. 8 Dickinson et al. 1992; Mountjoy 1999. 
9 
Galaty 1999, 2007; Whitelaw 2001. See Hruby (2006, 

136, 178-223) for an evaluation of Whitelaw (2001) and 
Galaty (1999) based on the close examination of the relevant 

pottery. 
10Malinowski 1922, 25 (emphasis original). 11 The idea that it might be useful to understand emic tax 

onomies was embraced by ethnoscientists such as Conklin 

(1955), who looked at Hanunoo color and plant taxonomies; 
the classic cognitive anthropological volume was edited by Ty 

ler (1969). The term "cognitive archaeology" has been used 
to refer to a variety of projects, ranging from efforts to under 
stand the emergence of human cognition (e.g., de Beaune et 

al. 2009) to efforts to understand ancient ideologies and cog 
nitive maps (e.g., Renfrew 1994). 

12Pike 1954; Parker 2001, 317-23. 
13 Parker 2001, 322. 

14Parker 2001, 317 (emphasis original). 15 As Parker (2001,317) points out: "The words and catego 
ries of one language and culture may not translate directiy 
into another." 
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198 JULIE HRUBY [AJA 114 

Rawson'sPot ~ . 

Type No. Description 

1 basin: 2 pinched-out horizontal handles 

3 bowl: diminutive, handleless, flaring 
4 bowl: shallow, angular 
5 bowl: deeper, angular, 2 pinched-out horizontal handles 

9 bowl: large, shallow, 1 vertical handle opposite open spout 
12 cup: shallow, 1 low handle ("teacup") 
13 cup: 1 low handle, ring base (plastic ornament) 

18 cup: shallow, 2 high handles, raised base (fine) 

19 cup: 2 high handles, ring base 

20 dipper: diminutive, 1 high handle 

21 dipper: small, semiglobular, 1 high handle 

23 dipper: broad high handle, raised base or flat bottom 

24 dipper: 1 high handle, rounded bottom, perforated bowl ("strainer") 

25 dipper: large, 1 high handle, rounded bottom 

26 kylix: diminutive, 2 high straddle handles 

27 kylix: small, angular, one low handle 

29 kylix: 2 low flattened loop handles 

29b kylix: small, high stem 

29c kylix: "standard" size, mostly high stem 

29d kylix: "outsized" standard 

29e kylix: somewhat larger, low stem 

29f kylix: still larger, stem low or of medium height 

29g kylix: approximately same capacity as 29f, high stem 

29h kylix: very large, stem high or of medium height 
29i kylix: giant size, stem high or of medium height 

30 kylix: 2 high handles 

30a kylix: small, shallow bowl, high stem 

30b kylix: like 30a but more capacious 
30c kylix: deep conical bowl, stem of medium height 

31 kylix: 1 high handle, shallow bowl, high stem 

33 tankard: large, 1 handle 

34 jug: small, 1 handle, narrow neck 

35 jug: small, 1 handle, wide neck 

36 jug: 1 handle, relatively wide neck 

42 jug: 1 handle, narrow neck, low stem 

46 amphora: small, wide mouth 

47 amphora: small, narrow neck, pedestal base_ 
51 jar: pithoid, small, 3 horizontal handles on shoulder, wide mouth, pedestal base 

62 stemmed krater: 2 flat vertical handles from rim to 
side_ 

77 lid: basinlike, very large, 2 high handles on 
side_ 

Fig. 2. Rawson's numbered typology. 
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2010] MYCENAEAN POTTERY FROM PYLOS 199 

vessel ideograms, names, and descriptions on con 

temporary Linear B tablets from Pylos indicate which 
features were used by the Mycenaeans to differentiate 

vessel types and the relative importance of those fac 

tors. Thus, each of the factors might be considered to 

create a basis for typological delineation: the factors 

that were most important to the Mycenaeans create 

the most critical divisions between the vessel types; 
those that were less important create lower-order divi 

sions. An analysis of the shapes and sizes of the vessels 

from the pantries in light of those axes of typological 
delineation suggested by the tablets demonstrate the 
division of the pottery types into discrete classifica 

tions, whose validity may be verified, in many cases, 

on the basis of the topographic clustering of their 

findspots. 
The resulting emic or indigenous typology of the 

pottery from the pantries partially confirms the clas 
sification of those vessels published by Blegen and 

Rawson, with some modification. Rawson's original 

impressionistic categorization during excavation cor 

responds more closely to this indigenous typology 
than do her later conclusions based on more detailed 

study.16 Rawson's goals for her typology were never ex 

plicitly stated; the typology is described as "orderly," 
"methodical," and "practicable,"17 which might suggest 
that it was created with the intention of classifying pots 
so that future researchers might have efficient access 

to the data, rather than with explicit research ques 
tions already in mind. 

An emic typology contrasts similarly with the tra 

ditional, etic typologies of Mycenaean pottery, such 
as those of Furumark and Mountjoy, which are de 

vised on the basis of a combination of stratigraphie 
sequence, shape, and decoration. Such traditional 

typologies function as sensitive tools for dating My 
cenaean assemblages and can detect subtle regional 
variations within the corpus,18 but they have not ex 

plicitly attempted to examine how ancient people 
viewed their own vessels. In systems of classification, 

numerous ethnoarchaeological studies have demon 

strated that the fine distinctions considered so critical 

by archaeologists may have little meaning to members 
of the investigated culture.19 

Both the typology of Mycenaean pottery?created 
by Furumark and revised by others?and that of Raw 

son are devised, etic classification systems in which 

"types" are believed to have an underlying reality re 

flected in "essential, typical characteristics" that are 

conjectured to be meaningful.20 The agency of the 
craftsman in the creation of the types is largely unac 

knowledged,21 and the idea (now broadly accepted by 
the wider anthropological community) that typologies 
are devised as research tools for addressing specific 

questions is rarely addressed in the context of Myce 
naean studies.22 As such, Rawson's and Furumark's 

types cannot be assumed to have had any particular 

meaning to those who created or used the vessels, 

whose taxonomy can be described as emic.23 

Not only may the Mycenaeans have had different 

categories of pottery than ours, but they also may have 
ranked their categories differently. Distinctions that 
we consider to be of primary importance in differen 

tiating categories may have existed but have been of 
lesser importance to the Mycenaeans, whose catego 
ries would therefore have had a different taxonomy. 
In addition, some studies of Mycenaean pottery ty 
pology have been both diachronic and topographi 
cally wide-ranging within the Mycenaean world and 
so may have imposed an externally devised classifica 

tion scheme over multiple synchronic and local emic 
classifications.24 

Scholars working elsewhere in the world have tested 
a range of approaches to the question of how to re 

discover, or at least approximate, emic classifications. 

Ethnographers have worked directly with native infor 

16 It would be interesting to know whether this is unique to 

this situation or is widespread. As other sites are excavated, 
there would be value in tracking the initial impressions of ex 
cavators or of outside observers who are not heavily invested 
in traditional typologies and in comparing their observations 
to the emic typologies we can create using metrical and other 
data. 

17Blegen and Rawson 1966, 26, 350, 353. 
18 
These include, but are not limited to, French 1963,1964, 

1965,1966,1967,1969; Symeonoglou 1970; Furumark 1972a, 
1972b; Mountjoy 1986,1993,1999. 

19Kempton 1981; Hayden 1984; Mahias 1993,164. 
20Furumark 1972a, 4. 
21 
E.g., Furumark 1972a, 1-17; Mountjoy 1986, 7-8. 

22 See Hayden (1984, 82) for a list of problems that might 

be addressed. 
23 Or taxonomies; some intracultural variation is possible. 

To undertake this project, it is necessary first to dismiss Hall 

(1984, 267), who has questioned the assumption that "real" 
ceramic classifications actually exist. In the present case, the 
Linear B evidence for lexicalization of ceramic categories 
implies that they had some commonly accepted meaning; a 

word or an ideogram is of no utility without some degree of 
cultural consensus regarding its meaning. 24 This is primarily true of Furumark (1941), in light of the 
limited geographical range of excavated material available to 

him; however, the fact that many studies of Mycenaean pot 
tery are done on a site level or regional level provides a real 

opportunity for the study of intracultural variation. Mountjoy 
(1999) is a valuable resource for this type of study. 
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mants, who have provided them with data including 
the names and distinguishing features of vessels and 

the taxonomic relations among vessel types.25 Archae 

ologists and archaeoethnographers have used a range 
of statistical techniques to assess the extent to which 

vessels are like or unlike one another; these include 

cluster analysis and multidimensional scaling.26 How 

ever, interpretation of many of the statistical tech 

niques requires that the researcher already have an 

understanding of which factors the culture under in 

vestigation uses to distinguish vessel types. 
In archaeological situations, that understanding 

would be expected to come from an analysis of the 

construction of the emic pottery typology, which would 
not yet be known; as a result, the question of where 

to start with such an analysis is problematic. I would 

suggest that writing systems, especially ideographic 
ones, can provide a useful window on the structure of 

a culture's taxonomy. Vessel names or the ideograms 

representing them should reflect the most important 
attributes, while the adjectives used to describe them 
should reflect less critical factors. 

The Palace of Nestor at Pylos presents an ideal test 
case for an attempt to approximate an emic classifi 

cation of one deposit of Mycenaean pottery. The ma 

terial from the pantries (Rooms 18-22) is a unified 

corpus, both spatially and, for the most part, chrono 

logically.27 Virtually all vessels are made from what ap 

pears to be a single local fabric, and they have been 
shelved in a manner that reflects the typological sche 

ma of the person doing the shelving. Contemporary 
Linear B tablets from the same site provide evidence 
for the lexicalization of vessels, through which emic 
and subemic (or secondary) features can be discerned. 

In addition to some vessel names and descriptions of 

the vessels, these tablets present ideograms that clearly 

represent vessel forms, though the lexemes, or names, 

represented by some of them (e.g., *208VAS) are not 

known. These ideograms have the same emic value of 

lexicalization as phonetic words, since they function as 

sememes (indivisible units of meaning), each convey 

ing meaning by representing a category. 

A skeptic might object that the Linear B documents 
have the potential to be problematic in three respects. 
First, many of the vessels are identified as being made 

of gold, silver, or bronze; many are not identified as to 

material at all. Ceramic and metal forms cannot always 
have been identical, if only because some forms practi 
cal in metal are difficult or excessively delicate when 

manufactured in clay, and there is some evidence that 

ceramic forms of certain vessel types (such as tripods) 
may have been used slightly differently than metal 
ones.28 As a result, some Linear B vessel ideograms do 

not correspond with extant clay vessels. 

While it is true that ideograms representing metal 
vessels may not always correspond exactly with the 
forms of clay vessels, the ways in which Mycenaeans 

thought about metal vessels is likely to have been anal 

ogous to the ways in which they thought about ceramic 
ones. There are a number of forms (such as kylikes) 
that were produced in both materials, including some 

that we know maintained the same name regardless 
of material;29 the extensive practice of ceramic vessels 

stylistically imitating metal ones attests to the close re 

lationship between the two media. 

The second potential issue is the question of vari 

ability within Messenian society. Linear B ideograms 
were recorded by scribes who, as palace functionar 

ies, may not have been entirely typical of Messenian 

people generally. It is likely impossible to compare 
the typological system in use within the palatial milieu 

with that (or those) in use by the wider populace, in 

light of the dearth of comparable nonpalatial assem 

blages with associated Linear B tablets in Messenia. 

As a result, the typology proposed here should not be 

extrapolated past the Palace of Nestor and its person 

nel. The construction of this typology is based on the 

working assumption that there was a relatively high 
level of homogeneity in how palatial personnel and the 

potter who supplied the palace pantries categorized 

ceramics; this assumption is justified on two counts. 

First, while the scribes, the potter, and the person who 

shelved the pots may not have had exactly identical 

typologies, and we may not always be able to detect 

what differences of opinion they did have, the people 
in these roles seem likely to have interacted with one 

another in a context in which they must have had rela 

tively similar typologies to communicate; the presence 
of PY Tn 996 in Room 20 suggests scribal interactions 

with whoever had charge of the pantries, and as most 

25 
Kaplan and Levine 1981,871-72. 

26 
Kaplan and Levine 1981; Read 2007. 

27On the basis of stratigraphic evidence, I believe the shrine 

from the southeast end of Room 18 to be slightly later in date 

than most of the room's contents, though the pottery is com 

parable to that found elsewhere in the pantries (Hruby 2006, 

36-44). It is also possible that some of the vessels that are pre 

served in very small numbers are heirlooms. 

28Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979,189 (for the silver dipper 
from the Vaphio tholos), 213 (for the chalice from Mycenae 
Tomb IV). See Wright (2004, 28-32) for possible differences 

in function between metal and ceramic vessels and for a dis 

cussion of the contexts of tablets that record vessels. 

29Docs2, 328-29. 

This content downloaded from 128.197.33.165 on Thu, 15 Jan 2015 13:13:54 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp
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of the pottery appears to have been newly delivered 
en masse, the potter or some middleman also seems 

likely to have interacted with that person.30 Second, the 

convergence of data that results from vessel production 
and data that results from shelving patterns suggests 
a high level of intrapalatial homogeneity in vessel ty 

pology. In one notable case, however, we see a minor 

disagreement between the potter and the person who 

shelved the pots. 
The third potential objection is that ideograms are 

sketches, mere schematic representations. 
What the ideograms can do?not despite but be 

cause of their sketchy nature?is provide a guide to 
those factors that were important to the scribes in dif 

ferentiating one vessel type from another. Whatever 

factors make one vessel ideogram different from an 

other should correspond to those axes along which the 
actual vessels were differentiated. If two different signs 

vary only in number of handles, and if the difference 
cannot be explained by regional or temporal varia 

tion or by different styles of individual scribes, then 

presumably the number of handles must have been 

a defining aspect of vessel type. Similarly, if two dif 
ferent signs vary only in proportion, then proportion 
must have been an important aspect in distinguishing 
vessel categories as well as vessel signs. 

The few extant vessel names can function similarly: 
the names used for vessels reflect cultural norms for 

categorization. For example, a modern type of small 

glass dish is called a "custard cup" even if it has never 

seen custard. That it has that name reflects an interest 

in the functional aspects of this particular vessel; were 

form of primary interest, it would perhaps be called a 
"small angular bowl without handles";31 were the mate 

rial of primary interest, it would perhaps be grouped 
with another type of vessel and called a "glass." 

VESSEL NAMES AS EVIDENCE FOR PYLIAN AXES 

OF TAXONOMIC DELINEATION 

The evidence of Mycenaean vessel names is limited 

by the extant tablets. At Pylos, 13 vessel names are at 

tested, of which four provide hints to the ways Myce 
naeans classified their pottery.32 Two names refer to the 

vessels' functions: sign *228VAS (fig. 3a) is labeled on 
PYTa 709.1 as po-ro-e-ke-te-ri-ja, which Palmer equates 
with prohelkteria (an "instrument for drawing forth") ;33 
and *212VAS (see fig. 3b) is labeled on PYTn 996.2 (the 
sole tablet from Rooms 18-22) as u-do-ro, or hydria, a 

vessel for water. Two names refer to the vessels' shapes: 

*201VAS (see fig. 3c-f) is found on PY Ta 641 and PY 
Ta 709, where it is repeatedly labeled ti-ri-po (on PYTa 
641.1 thrice and on PYTa 709.3 twice), or tripos (clas 
sical TpiTtODC,), a reference to its three feet.34 The sign 
*209VAS (see fig. 3g), from PY Tn 996.3, has a name, 

a-po-]r-we or aficpopetx;, partially reconstructed follow 

ing the occurrence of the same term at Mycenae;35 this 

appears to be a contracted form of auxpupopeuc, {a-j)i 

po-re-we), a reference to its pair of handles, attested at 

Knossos onKNUc 160.2.36 

Several other signs are associated with names, but 

the meanings of the names are currently not clear be 

yond the association with their ideograms. Neverthe 

less, they provide us with evidence that these pot types 
were differentiated lexicographically. Sign *200VAS 

(see fig. 3h) is found on PYTa 709.1 labeled pi-je-ra3, 
or phielai (later the classical (pi?^r|);37 *219VAS (see fig. 
3i) is found on PYTn 996.2 named pi-a2-ra, or phihalai 
(classical (pidXr\)f8 *202VAS (see fig. 3j-n) is repeatedly 
labeled di-pa on PY Ta 641, thrice on line 2, twice on 
line 3 (equivalent to the Homeric Senac);39 *203VAS (see 

fig. 3o) is found on PYTa 641.2 marked qe-to (possibly 
but not certainly an ancestor of the classical tuGoc,);40 

*204VAS (see fig. 3p, q), from PYTa 711.2.3, is named 

30 While Blegen and Rawson (1966, 127) claim that the 
tablet fell from the floor above on account of its broken con 

dition and discovery among pieces of flooring, Rawson's exca 

vation notebook and photographs of the tablet make it clear 
that the breakage comes from a workman's pick, and that it 

was found among pottery from the ground floor. See Hruby 
(2006,104-6) for the unused character of the pottery. 31 The similarity between the form-based name and many 

of those used by archaeologists for prehistoric pottery is not 

coincidental; form is among the most obvious attributes to 
a researcher examining a collection of vessels or vessel frag 
ments in a museum or laboratory. Fabric is often used for ini 
tial sorting of archaeological finds, and it can roughly reflect 

function, but typically only a few obvious categories (such as 

"finewares," "coarsewares," or "cooking wares") are used for 

basic classification; detailed ware typologies typically shed 
more light on exchange patterns than on function. 

321 have limited this discussion to the tablets at Pylos itself; 

there are tablets with similar data from Knossos, Thebes, and 

especially Mycenae, and there were pots shelved by type in the 
Potter's Workshop at Zygouries, but I prefer not to assume 

geographic or chronological homogeneity in systems of clas 
sification. Did the inhabitants of Mycenae or Zygouries clas 

sify their pottery in exactly the same way the inhabitants of 

Pylos did? 
33 Palmer 1963, 342. 

34Docs2, 324; Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979, 225. 

35Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979, 260. 

36Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979, 260; Hooker 1980,131; 

Aurajorro 1985, 83, 87. 

37Docs2, 324; Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979, 222. 
38 Contra Docs2, 324, these are clearly not the same vessel 

(Bennett and Olivier 1973, 23; Vandenabeele and Olivier 

1979, 222). 
39Docs2, 324; Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979, 235. 

40Docs2, 493-94; Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979, 239. 
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Fig. 3. Linear B vessel ideograms: a, *228VAS; b, *212VAS; c-/ *201VAS; g, *209VAS; A, *200VAS; i *219VAS; j-n, *202VAS; o, *203VAS; />, q, 
*204VAS; r, *205VAS; 5, *206VAS; *208VAS; u, *200vas (proposed reassignment [traditionally *208b]); v, *214VAS; a/, x, *215VAS (after 

J.-P. Olivier; courtesy Department of Classics, University of Cincinnati). 
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qe-ra-na three times;41 *205VAS (see fig. 3r) is found at PY 

Tn 996.3 labeled a-te-we, and from the same line comes 

*206VAS (see fig. 3s), ka-ti (classical TcnBiq) ;42 *208VAS (see 

fig. 3t) occurs twice on PYTn 996 in line 4, and the first 
is labeled po-ka-ta-ma;43 *214VAS (see fig. 3v) is named 

pa-ko-to (nominative dual) on PYTa 709.1.44 

Although linguistic evidence for the literal mean 

ings of the last nine words is lacking, the first four 
can provide 

some insight into the features the Myce 
naeans considered most important for differentiating 

types of vessels.45 Two of the four, the po-ro-e-ke-te-ri-ja 

("thing for drawing forth") and the u-do-ro ("thing for 

water"), have names referring to their functions. The 

other two, the ti-ri-po and the a-po-re-we, have names 

that specify features: feet and handles, respectively. 

Hence, we know that both function and features can 

be shown to have played important roles in the Pylian 
vessel taxonomy. 

VESSEL IDEOGRAMS AS EVIDENCE FOR PYLIAN 

AXES OF TAXONOMIC DELINEATION 

As discussed above, the Linear B ideograms them 

selves can indicate which factors the scribes consid 

ered crucial to represent and can thereby indicate 

which aspects were considered essential to the iden 

tification of a vessel. This procedure in turn raises a 

further problem: determining how much variation in 
an ideogram represents orthographic variation (scribe 
to scribe, region to region, period to period) and how 

much represents meaningful variation between dif 

ferent sememes. The last two categories of possible 
variation?over space and time?can be ignored in 

this study, since all tablets within the Pylos Linear B 

corpus are essentially contemporary and originate 
from the same site. Variation from scribe to scribe 

might present problems, but the number of scribes 

writing tablets referring to vessels is fortunately small; 
Scribes 1, 2, 44, and the member of Class III who 
wrote PY Tn 996 are the only relevant individuals.46 

Even more conveniently, the number of relevant tab 

lets (n=10) is also quite small, with several depicting 

a range of vessel ideograms. As a result, in the many 

cases in which ideograms are preserved on the same 

tablet, even variation within a single scribe's orthog 

raphy should be limited, so most variability may be 

securely attributed to variation in mental prototypes 
of the depicted vessels. 

Ideograms are distinguished primarily along two 
lines: proportions and features. Proportional differ 

ences may to some extent represent differences be 

tween scribes: for example, the difference between 

the proportion of sign *205VAS (see fig. 3r) at PY Tn 

996.3g (written by a scribe of Class III) and of sign 
*204VAS (see fig. 3p) at PYTa 711.2a and PYTa 711.3a 

(written by Scribe 2) might be attributed to different 
scribal styles if these ideograms were not also given 
different names. The sign at PYTn 996.3g is narrow, 

akin to that a few characters earlier at PY Tn 996.3a, 
whereas the broader signs at PY Ta 711.2a and PY Ta 
711.3a are more like the figures on PYTa 641, written 

by the same scribe. 

In other cases, differing proportions must indicate 
that a different vessel type is indicated. PYTa 709.1b 

(*214VAS) (See fig. 3v) is distinctly wider than those 
written by the same scribe at PY Ta 641.2b, g, d and 
PYTa 641.3a, b (*202VAS) (see fig. 3j-n); though the 
number of handles is different, the difference in num 
ber of handles cannot be the defining element here, 

since the vessels (with zero, three, and four handles) 
on PYTa 641 are all labeled di-pa and thus should all 

represent the same broad vessel type. The difference 

is proportion; *214VAS represents a wider vessel type, 
with both broader rim and base. 

Similarly, *203VAS (see fig. 3o) at PY Ta 641.2a 
should not represent the same vessel as those at PYTa 

641.2b, g, d and PYTa 641.3a, b (*202VAS) because it 
is broader than they and because the point at which 
the handles are attached is different. The hypothesis 
that it represents a different vessel type than those in 

the signs at PY Ta 641.2b, g, d and PY Ta 641.3a, b 

(*202VAS; named di-pa) is confirmed by the fact that it 
has a different name (qe-to). 

41 
Docs2, 335, 497; Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979, 247. 

42Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979, 252. 

43Docs2,339,572; Vandenabeele and Olivier 1979,209. The 
two signs are different, however, with the second (see fig. 3u) 

showing a distinct foot and high handles, and it should almost 

certainly be considered to represent *200VAS (see fig. 3h), 
seen at PY Ta 709.1. As only the first is labeled, it is unclear 

why scholars from Ventris and Chadwick (Docs2,324) through 
Vandenabeele and Olivier (1979, 209) have grouped the two 

divergent signs. Bennett and Olivier (1973, 235) split them 
into *208a and *208b, an acknowledgement that they differ 
from each other, but they fail to note the similarity between 

*200 and *208b. Also, it appears that most sketches of *208b 

(Docs2, 324; Bennett and Olivier 1973, 235) fail to note that 
the small lines at the rim are handles and not an out-turned 
rim (they extend farther than a rim would), a point that is 
clear in the photographs and is essential to the identification 
of this sign as *200. 

44Docs2, 499. 
45 
Obviously the names label the pot types, but they may, 

like the first four pot names, have had their origins in refer 
ences to attributes of those pots. 

46Palaimal988. 
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Features such as handles are clearly of some impor 
tance as a means of distinguishing ideograms, even if 

on PYTa 641 the vessels named di-pado bear different 
numbers of handles. Indeed, the fact that the vessel 

ideograms at PYTa 641.2b, g, d and PYTa 641.3a, b 
are listed separately, with the number of handles on 
each also described in the text, only emphasizes the 
idea that handles are a defining characteristic. This 

impression is reinforced in a number of contexts. The 

vessel ideogram at PYTa 711.3a (see fig. 3q) differs 
from that at PYTa 641.3b (see fig. 3n) only in that the 
one at PYTa 711.3a has a handle; because they have 
different names, the vessel types are different, with 

only the handle as a visual indication of difference. It 
is not only the output of Scribe 2 that shows an em 

phasis placed on handles as a defining element; in 
PYTn 996.3, written by a scribe of Class III, the signs 
representing the first and third vessels?*209VAS (see 

fig. 3g) and *205VAS (see fig. 3r)?vary only in their 
number of handles. 

The presence or absence of raised bases or feet is 

also distinctly indicated. Though Bennett and Olivier 
list PY Tn 996.4g (see fig. 3u) as sign *208b, grouped 

with *208a (which is represented by the preceding 
ideogram PY Tn 996.4b with no particular foot), it is 

clearly more akin to *200VAS, seen at PYTa 709.1a (see 

fig. 3h),47 in having both high handles and a distinct 
foot. These are visually distinguished from kylikes, 
which have stems (e.g., PYTn 316.3a, PYTn 316.5b, 
PYTn 316 v.3a) (see fig. 3w, x), and from bowls, de 

picted with horizontal handles (see fig. 3t) ,48 but they 
preserve no distinct base. These cases demonstrate 

clearly that features including handles, bases, and 
stems were of interest to the Mycenaean scribe, as 

was proportion. 

LINEAR B DESCRIPTIONS AS EVIDENCE FOR 

PYLIAN AXES OF TAXONOMIC DELINEATION 

The descriptions that precede vessel ideograms 

may provide additional information regarding the 
taxonomic distinctions made by Mycenaean scribes. 

Because these descriptions 
serve as adjectives, they 

indicate axes of delineation that are of a lower order 

than those represented by the ideograms and vessel 

names; they incorporate data that are not essential 

enough to be coded in the sign itself but that are 

nonetheless of sufficient interest to be worth record 

ing. Among the types of data so recorded are size, 

workmanship, decoration, and material. 

Of these, material may be the most important; it 
is the only aspect to have its own set of ideograms, 

which are in some cases joined in a ligature with the 

vessel ideograms (e.g., PYTn 316 v.5a, PYTn 316 v.6a). 
Even so, the material is not always specified (e.g., PY 

Ta 709.1, PY Tn 996.2); in those cases, it is presum 
ably either unimportant or sufficiently obvious as to 
be taken for granted. While this axis of delineation 
must have been important to the Mycenaeans, it plays 
no role in the current study, because all relevant ex 

tant material from Rooms 18-22 of the palace is of 
the same material. Indeed, the vessels under consid 

eration are not only all ceramic, they appear to be of 

a single fabric, so this axis of delineation cannot be 
used to differentiate the pot types represented in the 

pantries. Size and decoration are more immediately 
relevant. On PY Ta 641, the vessels named di-pa are 

in two cases described as me-zo-e (bigger) and in three 

cases described as me-wi-jo (smaller). Decoration is also 

briefly mentioned (PYTa 711.3).49 
While workmanship is also occasionally men 

tioned?tripods are described as ke-re-si-jo we-ke (of 

Cretan workmanship) at PY Ta 641.1 and PY Ta 
709.3?factors such as workmanship, ownership, and 

other personal associations are likely to have been less 

important in the case of a large collection of ceramics 

than with more unique, prestigious metal vessels; in 

any case, these aspects represent associations of spe 

cific items more than classificatory schemes. Insofar 

as the factors determining Mycenaean classification 

can be reconstructed, it appears that features (feet, 

handles, spouts) are key criteria. Function is also im 

portant and will correlate closely with features, as well 
as with proportion, another basic factor. The second 

tier of criteria includes material, size, and perhaps 
decoration. 

APPLYING CRITERIA 

Guided by these criteria, it is possible to reexamine 
Rawson's classifications of vessels from the pantries 
at the Palace of Nestor (fig. 4). Since all are made of 

similar clay, material can be discounted in this con 

text. The first question is whether some of Rawson's 

categories should be combined: did she split catego 
ries that should have been united? Likewise, do any 
of her categories show evidence that they were sub 

divided in the emic typology? An exclusion matrix of 

her categories demonstrates that specific categories 

of hers were properly divided from one another on 

47 
Supra n. 42. 

48 Contra Vandenabeele and Olivier (1979, 209), who do 

not note that the horizontal lines represent the pinched-out 

bowl handles so common at Pylos; as the bowls are depicted in 

elevation, their handles become lines rather than loops. 
49Hooker 1980,129. 
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I I I I I I 
basin bowl, diminutive bowl, shallow angular bowl, deeper angular bowl, opposite spouted "teacup" 

MR Type 1 MR Type 3 MR Type 4 MR Type 5 MR Type 9 MR Type 12 

i i i r 
cup, ring base cup, raised base with two handles cup, ring base with two handles dipper, diminutive 

MR Type 13 MR Type 18 MR Type 19 MR Type 20 

.I I I I I 
dipper, semiglobular dipper, flat bottom dipper, perforated bowl dipper, rounded handle kylix, diminutive 

MR Type 21 MR Type 23 MR Type 24 MR Type 25 MR Type 26 

J J> V 

""I I I I 
mart) Mix' ky|ix' n n kylix' kylix' n 

small angular with two low w'tntwoh'gh 1 high 
MR Type 27 loop handles JL_ handles handle T 

MR Type 29 MR Type 30 MR Type 31 

I-1-\-1 '-1-' 
small larger deeper bowl 

_ small _ outsized standard _ still larger _ very large MR Type 30a MR Type 30b MR Type 30c 
MR Type 29b MRType29d MRType29f MRType29h 

_ standard _ larger _ higher stemmed _ giant 
MR Type 29c MRType29e MRType29g MRType29i 

I | | | I 
tankard jug jug jug jug 

MR Type 33 small, with narrow neck small, with wide neck full size stemmed 
MR Type 34 MR Type 35 MR Type 36 MR Type 42 

I I I | I 
jug, wide mouth amphora, pedestal base pithoid jar stemmed krater lid 

MR Type 46 MR Type 47 MR Type 51 MR Type 62 MR Type 77 

Fig. 4. Rawson's vessel typology (MR 
= Marion Rawson) (drawing by E. Chatterjee). 

the basis of first-order criteria?they do indeed have 

distinct differences in features or proportions (table 
2).50 The remaining clusters of types are undifferen 

tiated on the basis of first-order criteria and can then 

be examined as possibly differentiated on the basis of 
second-order criteria (e.g., size); size can be evaluated 

50 While Rawson's decision that stemmed kraters and kylikes are different types was a sound one, she inadvertently assigned a num 

ber of stemmed kraters to one of her kylix categories. This problem is fairly evident from the illustrations of pottery in Blegen and 
Rawson (1966, pis. 361,362), where objects that are members of her Type 29e (kylix: somewhat larger, low stem) are shown with pro 
portions and a stem shape much more akin to those of her Type 62 (Blegen and Rawson 1966, pi. 388). Most members of her Type 
29f (kylix: still larger, stem low or of medium height) probably also belong in the stemmed krater category. The difference between 
kraters and kylikes is an issue of the proportion of total height dedicated to the stem. Each krater in this sample has less than 36% of 
its total height dedicated to the combined foot and stem; each kylix has 39% or more of its total height dedicated to the combined 
foot and stem. 
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Table 2. Matrix of Dissimilar Pot Types. g 

Rawson's Pot Type No. 1 3 4 5 9 12 13 18 19 20 21 23 24 25 26 27 29 30 31 33 34 35 36 42 46 47 51 62 77 

1 

3 F - 4 - F - 

5 - F - - 9 F F F F - 12 F F F F F - 

13 FFFFFF 18 FFFFFFF 

19 FFFFFFFF 20 FFFFFFFFF 

21 FFFFFFFF-F 23 FFFFFFFFFFF 

24 FFFFFFFFFFFF- ^ 

d 

25 FFFFFFFF--FFF- E 26 FFFFFFFFFFFFFF- ^ 

27 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFF- g 

29 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF- S? 

30 FFFFFFFFFFFFFF-FF 

31 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 33 FFFFFxFFFFFFFFFFFFF 

34 FFFFFxFFFFFFFFFFFFFx 35 FFFFFxFFFFFFFFFFFFFx 

36 FFFFFxFFFFFFFFFFFFFx 42 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 

46 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 47 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFxFFFFFFF 

51 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 62 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF-FFFFFFFFxF 

77 FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF 

- 2 

F = feature (e.g., number, orientation, or placement of 

handles, 

presence or absence of stem, spout, formed base, or perforation) > 

x = vessel proportions (max. diam. vs. rim diam., or max. diam. vs. ht.) ? 
- = types that cannot be 

differentiated 

on 
the basis of first-order criteria ^ 
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using metrical data derived from Rawson's notebooks 

and directly from the pottery now stored in the Ar 

chaeological Museum in Hora. 

Looking at this matrix, there are a limited number 
of types that cannot be differentiated on the basis of 
first-order criteria. These include Types 1, 4, and 5 

(basins and bowls); Types 20, 21, and 25 (rounded 
bottom dippers); Types 26 and 30 (high-handled ky 
likes); and Types 34-6 (jugs). Metrical data should 

provide a good indication as to whether these vessel 

types should be grouped. The use of metrical data to 
form or evaluate archaeological classifications is not 

new in archaeological analyses. Graphing single vari 
ables proved the most informative method for reveal 

ing size categories within this deposit; when a variable 

displays multimodality, each peak may represent the 
mode of a separate category, especially in cases where 

there are clear breaks between modes. The rationale 

for this approach is fairly simple and is meticulously 
set forth by Read and Russel.51 The artisan who creates 
an object chooses, either consciously or unconsciously, 
to create qualitative variables that take on distinct val 
ues and quantitative ones that exhibit multimodality; 
these choices are what enabled the original users to 

categorize objects in classes, and they can allow us to 
do the same. 

A wide variety of attributes are available for analy 
sis, and vessels need only exhibit multimodality in a 

single attribute to form different types. For example, 
imagine a set of vessel forms that are variations on the 
basic cylinder (fig. 5). A sample consisting of several 
of each form could be identified as consisting of three 

types on the basis of the multimodal nature of height 
measurements, even if other measures (e.g., rim diam., 

handle wdth., handle lgth.) were unimodal. Hence, 

in order to differentiate types, only one dimension in 
which the distribution is multimodal is necessary.52 

Can Rawson's Types 1, 4, and 5 (bowls and basins) 
be differentiated on the basis of metrical data? A his 

togram of the average rim diameters of 140 bowls and 
basins indicates that, indeed, there are three different 
size categories (fig. 6).53 The "standard" bowls have 
rim diameters in the range of 12.9-17.9 cm; larger 
bowls have rim diameters in the range of 21.1-24.5 
cm. The largest bowls (called "giant" by Rawson at 

51 Read and Russel 1996,667. 
52 In practice, multimodality in one measure can create 

multimodality in others; e.g., if the slope of the line from the 

bottom left to the top right corners of each vessel were mea 

sured, the variation in heights would create variation in the 

slopes, which would then also be multimodal. 
53 
Average rim diameter was calculated for each bowl as the 

average of the minimum and maximum rim diameters; many 

Q 0 

0 D 

1_P i_i i_ 
Fig. 5. Hypothetical cylindrical vessels. 

I 

r l 
] 

. 

B i i 
15.0 20.0 25.0 30.0 35.0 

Rim Diameter (cm) 

Fig. 6. Rim diameters of bowls and basins. 

the time of excavation) have rim diameters from 
29.5 to 35.2 cm. Interestingly, although both Rawson 
and I have three groups, our dividing lines are not 

identically placed. All my "standard" bowls are drawn 
from Rawson's Type 4, but some of the members of 
her Type 4 would fit into my larger group, alongside 
members of her Type 5. Her "basins" group (Type 1) 
does, however, correspond with my group of largest 
vessels. This group of shapes provides an example in 

bowls were highly irregular in shape. The sample compris 
es all bowls and basins catalogued by Rawson in addition to 

those I catalogued for other purposes. It should not be consid 

ered to represent a random or stratified sample; unusual size 

classes are overrepresented relative to their frequency within 

the context as a whole in Rawson's catalogue and may, due to 

their fragility, be underrepresented in mine. 
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which Rawson's typology is largely confirmed, but with 
some reassignment of individual vessels in the emic 

system of classification. 

The next question is how many size classes the 
rounded-bottom dippers, Rawson's Types 20, 21, and 

25, compose. Analysis of 54 examples reveals that their 
rim diameters represent at least three, possibly four, 

size classes (fig. 7). Those with rim diameters of 4.3-6.0 
cm form one class: the diminutive or miniature dip 
pers (Rawson's Type 20). Those with rim diameters of 
15.6-16.0 form another: the large dippers (roughly, 
Rawson's Type 25). Less certain is whether those with 
rim diameters of 7-10 cm should represent one class 
or two. If the single large outlier and the diminutive 

examples are removed from the sample, creating a new 

sample of 34 mid-sized dippers, this sample passes a 

broad series of statistical tests at the 5% level for repre 

senting members drawn from a normal distribution,54 

which suggests that the metric evidence is insufficient 
to subdivide this class. 

Maintaining mid-sized dippers as a single group is 
consistent with the spatial distribution of its member 
vessels. All these dippers come from Room 18 or from 
the doorway between Rooms 18 and 20. Two cases, 

Dippers 53.259 and 53.260, come from the same locus 

(northwest of the door, locus 5). Dipper 53.259 has an 

average rim diameter of 8.0 cm, and Dipper 53.260 has 
an average rim diameter of 10.0 cm; if the mid-sized 

dippers were split into two groups on the basis of rim 

diameter, these would fall into separate groups. Given 
that they were stored together, it seems less likely that 

they belong to different groups; therefore, Rawson's 

Type 21 appears to represent a single group in the 
emic Pylian system of classification. 

Another set of vessels that may be divided on the 
basis of size is Rawson's Types 26 and 30, the kylikes 
with two high handles. Their rim diameters indicate 
at least a bimodal distribution (52 examples) (fig. 8). 
Here, the question of whether to further divide the 

larger examples may be addressed using other dimen 
sions. Both height in cm (51 examples) (fig. 9) and 

capacity in liters (41 examples) (fig. 10)55 appear to 

fl_J 

6.0 8.0 10.0 12.0 14.0 

Average Rim Diameter (cm) 

Fig. 7. Rim diameters of rounded-bottom dippers. 

] si io 

5.0 10.0 15.0 

Averaqe Rim Diameter (cm) 

Fig. 8. Rim diameters of kylikes with two high handles. 

54 NCSS 2001 (statistical software) provides the Shapiro 
Wilk, the Anderson-Darling, the Martinez-Iglewicz, the Kol 

mogorov-Smirnov, and the D'Agostino Skewness, Kurtosis, 
and Omnibus test results for normality among the descriptive 
statistics for any selected attribute. Though the distributions 

of average rim diameter sizes for mid-sized dippers cannot be 

rejected as normal by any of these tests, it is essential to re 

member that these tests very rarely can reject normality for 

a sample of this size. Their failure to reject normality is not a 

strong indication that the distribution is in fact normal. 
55 All measurements are based on data given in Blegen and 

Rawson (1966), data from Rawson (n.d.), and measurements 

I took in the fall of 2002 and summers of 2008 and 2009. Be 

cause some measurements are more faithfully reported by 
Rawson than others, and because some measurements were 

unavailable because of incomplete vessel preservation, a sin 

gle vessel type may have widely varying numbers of measure 

ments. Capacities were measured by the original excavators 

by filling the vessels with grains, then measuring the volume 

those grains filled in modern measured vessels. The mea 

sures of capacity for kylikes with two high handles excludes 

pots of Rawson's Type 30c, as Rawson did not differentiate by 
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Fig. 9. Heights of kylikes with two high handles. 

be trimodal distributions,56 suggesting that there may 
indeed be three distinct size classes: the miniature 

(Rawson's Type 26), the mid-sized (Rawson's Type 
30a), and the larger (Rawson's Type 30b). This, then, 
is another case where Rawson's types reflect emic clas 

sification of the same material. 

The jugs (Rawson's Types 34-6) maybe approached 
similarly. There is a distinct break in every metrical 
characteristic between a smaller class and a larger; 
this is visible in average rim diameter (38 examples) 
(fig. 11) but nowhere so obvious as in capacity (43 ex 

amples) (fig. 12).57 The larger class, congruent with 
Rawson's Type 36, could conceivably be further sub 

divided, but the sample size does not provide us with 
sufficient grounds on which to do so. 

Among the smaller examples, it is again not imme 

diately obvious whether these should be divided into 
smaller classes. The average rim diameter looks as if it 

'I I - 

I. 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 

Capacity (liters) 

Fig. 10. Capacities of kylikes with two high handles. 

might be bimodal, but it is not clearly so (33 examples) 
(fig. 13). The average height is probably unimodal (33 

examples) (fig. 14). Maximum diameter is unimodal 

(33 examples) (fig. 15), as is capacity (37 examples) 
(fig. 16). Neck diameter (31 examples) (fig. 17) also 

does not provide a bimodal distribution. Composite 
measurements (ratios) get us no further. 

Here, the findspots of the actual vessels can once 

again help. All were found either in Room 18 or nearby 
in Room 20. There were, however, two distinct clusters 

just inside the door to Room 18. The members of the 
cluster labeled "in front of door No. 1" have neck di 

ameters of 3.0, 3.0, 3.0, 3.1, 3.2, and 3.7 cm. Those in 

the adjacent cluster, labeled "in front of door No. 3" 
have neck diameters of 3.9, 4.0, 4.0, 4.0, 4.1, 4.2, 4.2, 

4.2, 4.3, and 4.3 cm. Compare these values with the 

overall distribution of neck diameters (see fig. 17), and 
it becomes clear that the person shelving the vessels 

findspot in the 1966 publication (or in any unpublished note 

book I have seen) and only two of these vessels come from 

Rooms 18-22. 

561 tend to view height as a less reliable indicator than other 

metrical characteristics, especially of nonminiature kylikes, 
insofar as this variable is sometimes a result of two different 

production processes, which can cloud evaluation of multi 

modality; the miniature kylikes appear to have been thrown 

off the hump, while most larger kylikes were thrown in two 

parts, the stem and the bowl separately. Rim diameter, by con 

trast, is an excellent indicator. First, insofar as the potter may 
be consciously striving for standardization, rim diameter is 

the most likely place to find it; as one modern potters' manual 

points out (Rhodes 1976, 69), the rim diameter is the mea 

sure most visible to the potter as he or she sits at the wheel; 

potters, especially the inexperienced, may easily misjudge 

height, since they are looking down upon the vessel rather 

than across at it. Additionally, Smith (1985) finds that vessel 

attributes and functions correlate closely; the three best pre 
dictors of function are rim size, capacity, and relative open 
ness of profile. 57 Two of the juglets, the capacities of which are included 

here, were found in Room 23. 
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Fig. 11. Jug rim diameters. 

was using a system based on neck diameter to classify 
the jugs. This is particularly interesting, as the metrical 
data does not necessarily suggest that the potter dif 
ferentiated between narrow-necked and wider-necked 

juglets; we may be looking at a case of different indi 
viduals at Pylos having constructed slightly different 
mental pottery typologies. 

Finally, the defensibility of Rawson's subdivisions of 
the most common type of kylix (Type 29) maybe ques 
tioned. She divides the type into Subtypes a-i, of which 
she identifies Subtypes b-i as being found in Rooms 
18-22 (though I have also identified from Room 20 
several smaller kylikes that would presumably fit her 

Subtype a). These subdivisions are suspect for a variety 
of reasons. First, there are so many of them; nine sub 

classes of graded size seem, intuitively, to be excessive. 

Second, their boundaries are not discrete. Examina 

tion of the size ranges (rim diam., ht., capacity) given 
in publication for each of the vessel types reveals that 
the various ranges are more or less continuous, sug 

gesting that the classification might not be "natural."58 

Third, many of the vessels Rawson used to create her 

kylix typology are in fact stemmed kraters and not ky 
likes at all, as their illustrations make clear.59 Indeed, 

histograms of rim diameter and capacity display at most 
six modes (and perhaps fewer), rather than eight or 

nine (fig. 18). The smallest kylikes have rim diameters 

I ! 

mwi 

> I 

*:LJ 
0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 

Capacity (liters) 

Fig. 12. Jug capacities. 

between 10 and 11 cm; this group includes some mem 

bers of Rawson's Type 29a. The kylikes of the second 
smallest size class have rim diameters of 13.35-14.00 

cm and include the remaining members of Rawson's 

MM MM 

CD 4-^_ 
M^M ̂Mm M^m > I I MM 1 m H ^^ ^^H^H MMMm MM 

^^^^^^^^^1 ^^^^H ^m* 
^mmmmmwmM ^mmM 

4.5 5.0 5.5 6.0 

Average Rim Diameter (cm) 

Fig. 13. Rim diameters of juglets. 

58Blegen and Rawson 1966, 369-71. 
59 

Supra n. 50. 
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Fig. 14. Heights of juglets. 
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Fig. 16. Capacities of juglets. 

Type 29a and some members of Type 29b. "Standard" 

kylikes may be described as those with rim diameters 
between 15.3 and 21.0 cm; these include vessels that 
would have been included in Rawson's Subtypes 29b, c, 
and d. Large kylikes have rim diameters between 24.0 
and 26.0 cm; these correspond roughly with Rawson's 

Subtype 29f. Very large kylikes have rim diameters 

1. 

8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0 

Maximum Diameter (cm) 

Fig. 15. Maximum diameters of juglets. 

-^-^? 
3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 

Neck Diameter (cm) 

Fig. 17. Neck diameters of juglets. 

between 28.7 and 32.0 cm (Rawson's Type 29h). The 
sole giant kylix has a rim diameter of 36.3 cm and was 
a member of Rawson's Subtype 29i; whether it repre 
sents the only example of its size class or an outlier of 
the "very large" kylikes is unclear. 

Interestingly, these subtypes correlate much more 

closely with those Rawson used during excavation 
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Fig. 18. Rim diameters of Type 29 kylikes. 

rather than those she published; as she excavated, she 
described kylikes as small, medium, large, or giant, with 
her "small" category comprising my two smallest and 
her "giant" category comprising my two largest (and 
indeed, she may have been right to combine these). 

This phenomenon suggests that scholars might in some 
cases more closely approximate ancient taxonomies 

before studying materials in great depth and creating 
detailed typologies; as we look at materials in greater 
and greater detail, we may become more inclined to 

split categories. 
We are fortunate indeed to have Rawson's excavation 

notebooks, not only for the direct data they provide but 
also because they preserve an earlier and fresher stage 
in her thinking about pottery classification. 

On the basis of metrical data, I discovered no other 

categories in Rawson's typology that were either dif 

ferently subdivided or combined in the emic classifica 
tion of this material. I would suggest, however, that the 

single catalogued member of Rawson's Type 25 (large 
dippers) with a perforation in the base should be split 
off into another category on the basis of this feature. 

Both function and features were demonstrated to be 

first-order taxonomic axes, and a perforated dipper is 

distinct in both respects. 
Overall, then, the vessels from Rooms 18-22 fall 

into 23 basic categories in this classification based on 

the criteria demonstrated to have been of interest to 

the Pylians (fig. 19). The plans of type distribution (as 

type was understood at the time of excavation) do in 

dicate that type and distribution correlated closely.60 
Many types are found in Rooms 18 and 20 but not in 
Rooms 19, 21, or 22; for example, miniature vessels 

(Types 3, 20, and 26, representing diminutive bowls, 

dippers, and kylikes, respectively) are found only in 
Rooms 18 and 20, and those occur in distinct clusters. 
Basins are found predominantly in Room 18, with 
one in the doorway between Rooms 18 and 20 and 
another just inside Room 20. The largest of the ky 
likes are found exclusively in Rooms 18 and 20. Jugs, 
juglets, and amphoras are unique to Rooms 18 and 

20, where each was found clustered as if tied together, 
and stemmed kraters and large, rounded-bottomed 

dippers are unique to Room 20. Spouted bowls are 

found only in one locus in Room 18. Small, angular 
one-handled kylikes are found extensively in Room 20, 
with a few also in Room 21. Standard kylikes fill Room 

19, and a number are also found in Rooms 18 and 20 

(but none whatsoever in Rooms 21 and 22). Shallow, 

angular bowls are found stacked together primarily 
along the southeast walls of Rooms 21 and 22 but also 
in smaller numbers in the northeastern half of Room 
20. "Teacups" are predominantly found stacked to 

gether to the northwest in Room 21, though they are 
also found in Rooms 20 and 22. The flat-based dip 
pers are the only variety found in Room 22, but a few 
are also found in Room 18 and in the northwest half 
of Room 20. Indeed, function seems to have played a 

key role in the overall shelving system, with tablewares 

(e.g., kylikes, bowls, teacups) dominating the assem 

blages from Rooms 19, 21, and 22, and more serving 
wares (e.g., juglets, spouted bowls, strainers, kraters) 

in Rooms 18 and 20. 

CONCLUSIONS 

All indications are that the classification system 
established by Rawson correlates reasonably closely 

60 For these plans, see Hruby 2006, 270-86. It was possible, using information gleaned from the excavation notebooks, the pot 

tery notebooks, the final publication, and an examination of preserved vessels, to reconstruct the probable pottery types for each 

location. However, there were some impediments to this project: the terms used for various types during excavation did not always 

correspond with those used in the pottery notebooks, which in turn did not necessarily correspond with those used in publication. 
Furthermore, the classifications represented by these terms also vary from excavation notebook to pottery notebook to publica 
tion. Another problem: the existence of every single vessel was not noted during excavation; an extraordinarily large number were 

mapped, but the practical requirements for excavating with some speed prevented an in-depth study of the in situ pottery. In the 

future, it may be possible to re-map these on the basis of the revised taxonomy and examination of the actual pottery, but the labor 

intensive nature of such a project and the loss of data on some excavation labels would make it a formidable task. 
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Fig. 19. Author's revised vessel typology (MR 
= Marion Rawson) (drawing by E. Chatterjee). 
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with that of the original inhabitants of the palace, 
with notable exceptions outlined above. Rawson cre 

ated her typology in response to the difficulties she 
encountered when applying existing typologies; her 

typology probably reflects the geographical isolation 
of Messenia. 

A reconstruction of emic Mycenaean vessel classifi 

cation is significant as a window on ancient cognition 
and as a tool for the interpretation of broader social 

structures. Having a sense of this system facilitates a 

more sensitive investigation of the intended use of the 

assemblage as a whole and of each of its constituent 

parts; being able to estimate numbers of each type 
with some degree of accuracy would, for example, 

prove essential to building an understanding of the 

functioning of these vessels within the broader context 

of Pylian feasts. In addition, this emic classification is 
a useful tool for the investigation of craft specializa 
tion, as indicated by standardization in production.61 
Standardization and diversity can only be measured 

accurately in a context in which the producer's 
con 

ception of taxonomy is understood. An analysis of 

standardization based on etic classification may er 

roneously find that a type of vessel was produced at a 

low level of standardization if the author unwittingly 
combines what were, to the producer, multiple vessel 

types. Conversely, such a study may erroneously find 
a high level of standardization if the author has un 

knowingly chosen a biased sample by selecting what he 
or she considers a primary category but the producer 
would only see as a subset of a larger category. 

This study of the pottery from the pantries in the 
Palace of Nestor at Pylos has produced 

a tighter, sta 

tistically validated classification of the material, which 
conforms to the axes of typological delineation indi 

cated in contemporary texts and which is confirmed 

by preliminary topographic mapping of the types 
within the storerooms. The emic classification of this 

large, varied, synchronic deposit of pottery can serve 

as the basis of further studies into both the produc 
tion and consumption of this corpus.62 The typology 
formed here has substantial implications for how we 

envision craft specialization in Bronze Age Messenia 

working; for example, examination of ethnographic 

comparanda suggests that 23 types is within the range 
of what a single potter might produce; this contrib 

utes to our emerging view that relatively few potters 

worked for the palace.63 The typology also makes it 

possible to determine that the pottery from the pan 
tries is not particularly standardized; in combination 

with other attributes, this suggests swift and inexpert 
manufacture, quite the opposite of what we might ex 

pect to find in a palace. This in turn raises questions 
about the assumptions behind the concept of attached 

specialization.64 

Additionally, the typology used at the Palace of 
Nestor at Pylos may not be identical to the systems 
from other sites or regions or chronological periods; 
a comparison with typologies from sites such as Myce 
nae or Thebes or Zygouries might prove enlightening. 
There are substantial differences between the ceramic 

assemblages of Messenia and those of the Argolid and 

Corinthia; are these differences a function of similar 

typologies manifested in different economic or po 
litical circumstances or of different ways of thinking 
about vessels? If it were possible to reconstruct emic 

typologies for a range of periods and regions, might it 
be possible to identify cultural influence not through 
the import of individual vessels (in whatever number) 
but in terms of changing concepts? 
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